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INTRODUCTION
QUESTIONING ARCHAEOLOGY’S PLACE IN THE WORLD

ROBIN SKEATES, JOHN CARMAN, CAROL MCDAVID

MORE THAN A HANDBOOK

This volume reappraises the place of archaeology in the contemporary world by providing a series of essays that critically engage with old and new debates in the field of public archaeology. It does so by evaluating the range of research strategies and methods used in archaeological heritage studies, by identifying and contributing to key debates in this dynamic field, by critically exploring the history of archaeological resource management, and by questioning the fundamental principles and practices through which the archaeological past is understood and used today. In doing so, it enters into the overlapping domains of: ‘public’, ‘community’, or ‘engaged’ archaeology; heritage, or cultural resource management; and heritage and museum studies; as well as a wide range of related fields within the social sciences. In recent years, this subject area has seen a proliferation of published texts aimed primarily at the academic market, particularly in the UK and USA—including some written or edited by ourselves (see e.g. for the last decade alone: Skeates 2000; Carman 2002; Howard 2003; Merriman 2004; Smith 2004; Carman 2005; Mathers et al. 2005; Hunter and Ralston 2006; Smith 2006; Colwell-Chantonaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Fairclough et al. 2008; Naffé et al. 2008; Rubertone 2008; Smith and Waterton 2009; Sørensen and Carman 2009; Benton 2010; Harrison 2010; Messenger and Smith 2010; Smith et al. 2010; West 2010). This literature—conveniently if provocatively characterized by Carman (2002: 1-4) as either ‘commentary’, ‘practice’, or ‘research’—has successfully described the diversity of archaeological resources, stakeholders, principles, and practices involved in public archaeology and the range of approaches taken to it. But what this volume does is somewhat different. In line with the ethos of the Oxford Handbooks in Archaeology series, our volume comprises an extensive collection of commissioned essays, both from experienced practitioners and from established and ‘younger’ scholars, which critically engage with old and new debates in the field of public archaeology, to push thinking forward in interesting new directions that will provide a foundation for future work. Many of the chapters are consequently characterized by a questioning attitude, as opposed to narrative representations of the current state of play in public archaeology, in order to stimulate discussion about past, present, and future understandings of archaeology and its relationship to contemporary society. Some of our authors also adopt a self-critical attitude, not only by describing their own work, but also by clarifying the diverse principles and terminologies upon which their ideas and practices are based, and the intellectual and social contexts from which they are derived, in order to encourage debate and understanding concerning the impact of their work. Many (but by no means all) of our contributors are Anglo-American in nationality or residence, reflecting the dominance of anglophone discourse in this field. However, we believe that the relevance of our volume is global, particularly in terms of the ideas explored in general and through a number of case studies from around the world. More specifically, we envisage that our volume will be read by three sets of audiences with somewhat different requirements: first, as a key text for the many students engaged in archaeological heritage and museum studies; second, as a source of debate and point of reference for the growing number of academics working in the field of public archaeology; and third, as a stimulating resource for professional archaeologists working in the public and private sectors of cultural resource management.

There are many ways in which our volume could have been structured, for all of the chapters overlap in one way or another. We have chosen to divide it into four parts where the complementarities seem strongest, which should at least help you decide where you want to start reading.

The first part of this volume is on histories of public archaeology. Here, our contributors examine critically both the ways in which public archaeology has developed in different parts of the world and the consequences of those histories on our understandings of the past today. A general chapter on the unintended origins of current archaeological heritage management (Carman) is followed by others which explore the enduring significance of the 1916 ‘National Park Organic Act’ (Soderland); the sometimes turbulent history of relations between archaeologists and metal-detector users in England and Wales (Thomas); the changing significance of the senses in representations of prehistoric Malta (Skeates); and the development of public archaeology in colonial and post-colonial Latin America (Funari and Bezerra) and India (Chakrabarti).

The second part is about researching public archaeology. The chapters here deal with the methods and strategies used in the field of public archaeology research, which, as recently argued by Sørensen and Carman (2009), are rarely—if ever—explicitly discussed. They range from archaeological historiography (Murray), to critical discourse analysis (Smith and Waterton), the application of the concepts of ‘cognitive ownership’ (Boyd) and ‘heritagescape’ (Garden), to participatory action research (McGhee), and the quantitative and qualitative methods used to uncover the antiquities market (Brodie), including multi-sited ethnography (Kersel). Other chapters in this volume adopt yet more approaches.

Part III is concerned with managing public archaeological resources. It examines some of the principles, policies, and practices involved in the heritage management of archaeological landscapes, sites, and collections, and some of their social implications. Individual chapters discuss: the relevance of the ideals of sustainability to the stewardship of archaeological sites (Pace), how the public can participate in the management of the historic environment (Schofield, Kiddey, and Lashua), the failures and successes of cultural resources management in California (Praetzellis), the place of archaeology in the debate over future land use in England (Trow and Grenville), and the formation, management, and use of archaeological fieldwork archives (Swain).

The fourth part is on working at archaeology with the public. It reveals some of the variety of ideals, practices, and issues affecting archaeology and its publics in contemporary societies. The first set of chapters underline the status of archaeologists as public servants: through an exploration of the complex and developing profession of archaeology (Darvill); a detailing of the myriad public benefits of archaeology (Little); and an assessment of the value of ‘community service learning’ to archaeological practice and pedagogy (Nassaney). The second set of chapters deals with the public interpretation and presentation of archaeology, seen through: a career spent publicizing archaeology in the UK (Aston); an analysis of archaeological communities and languages in Europe (Kristiansen); a critique of the public presentation of rock art at the Swedish World Heritage Site of Tanum (Gustafsson and Karlsson); a review of a participatory GIS-based research project undertaken in Levuka, the former colonial capital of Fiji (Purser); and a discussion of the socio-political context of historical archaeology research in the USA, with particular reference to participatory archaeology projects undertaken in working communities in Baltimore, Maryland (Gadsby and Chidester). The third set of chapters focuses on public learning and education in the USA, including: the gendered development of public archaeology in the USA (Kehoe); the application of constructivist learning theory in museum settings such as the Hermitage, home to the seventh President of the USA (Bartoy); the identification of key themes to be used in archaeology education to create an archaeologically literate public (Franklin and Moe); and a discussion of the implications for public archaeology education of the ‘culture wars’ between ‘traditionalists’ and ‘secular progressives’ over the shaping of American society (Jeppson). The final set of chapters concerns working at archaeology with particular publics, ranging from African-American descendant communities (Davidson and Brandon, and La Roche), to Native American groups (Watkins), to disabled persons (Phillips and Gilchrist).

QUESTIONS AND DEBATES

Thinking about these chapters in more detail, in this second part to our Introduction, we outline some of the wide range of questions and debates raised by our contributors in relation to archaeology’s place in the world. We consciously do not offer firm answers here, since we hope that you will make your own judgements having encountered some of the variety of opinions offered in the following chapters, and because the debates that we are engaged in are all ongoing.

One of the starting points for this volume is the recognition that ‘public archaeology’, as a term, concept, and practice, requires critical evaluation. This raises the questions, then, of what is meant by ‘the public’ and ‘the public good’ in relation to archaeological practice and heritage (and for previous discussions of this see e.g. Carman 2002: 96-112; Merriman 2004: 1-2). Certainly archaeologists and law-makers have different perspectives on this, and, as Soderland highlights, their conceptions have also changed over time. Likewise, a number of our authors question the definition and scope of public archaeology, and express different opinions as to its parameters in theory and in practice. Franklin and Moe, for example, ask whether ‘public archaeology’ should be equated with ‘cultural resource management’ or with ‘public education’ and, so, if ‘public archaeology’ should refer to archaeology with the public, for the public, of the public, or to archaeology of public resources. These are questions addressed as early as the late 1960s in the first substantive text on the topic (McGimsey 1972). Such questions lead to more concerning the acceptance and status of public archaeology, both within the archaeological profession as a whole (as reflected, for example, in archaeology ethics statements), and in the eyes of different kinds of archaeologists. Put more bluntly, why—as recognized by Catherine Hills and Julian Richards (2006)—have public archaeology programmes and practitioners been undervalued, dismissed, or derided, particularly by university-based archaeology teachers and researchers? Partly in response, public archaeologists point out that all archaeologists need to be able to respond persuasively to questions concerning the benefits of archaeological practice and knowledge to the public, particularly at a time in which public funding of archaeology is under threat. But public archaeologists could also raise their game when contributing to academic debates, particularly by critically evaluating their own qualitative and quantitative research methods, used, for example, to reconstruct the history of archaeology, or to uncover the antiquities trade, or to study ‘heritagescapes’, or when engaging in collaborative research with communities (although on this see Sørensen and Carman 2009).

Visions of future archaeologies are implied here, but in looking forward many of our authors also question the origins and development of archaeology and of public archaeology in different parts of the world. Far from neutral questions surround, for example: the historical circumstances in which networks of archaeologists and programmes of archaeological research were established with the help of private and state sponsorship; or in which ancient monuments and collections of other archaeological remains came to be investigated, represented, preserved, and managed as (often national) ‘heritage’ (Kohl and Fawcett 1995; Atkinson et al. 1996; Hunter 1996. Diaz-Andreu and Champion 1996; Jones 1997; and often at the expense of local communities and their histories (Layton 1989a, 1989b; Carmichael et al. 1994; Davidson et al. 1995; Swidler et al. 1997); or in which professionalized contract archaeology has come to comprise the majority of archaeological research and employment (King 2005; Everill 2009). In whose interest these developments have been is clearly a matter of debate.

This brings us to the multifaceted politics of the past, an issue raised especially by Gathercole and Lowenthal (1990) and more recently by Hamilakis and Duke (2007) among others. One might start by asking archaeologists to consider their own political viewpoints, both personal and shared (although archaeologists may not be the best judges here); for although archaeology as a scientific discipline may aspire to be impartial, in practice it does not exist outside of contemporary political concerns and power relations. Some of our contributors ask how politically conservative or liberal archaeologists and heritage managers are, while Kristiansen enquires why archaeology has become increasingly fragmented into national, regional, and local archaeological communities (and see Kristiansen 2001; Kobyliński 2001: 44-6). The status of archaeological interpretation is also open to question: as Murray puts it, how do archaeologists justify their claims to knowledge? Then there is the issue of how archaeologists should engage with the (often competing) interests of different political, social, ethnic, and religious groups and regimes, some of whom promote interpretations of the past that are at odds with those proposed by archaeologists. For example, Chakrabarti considers whether contemporary studies of ancient DNA should be abandoned, since their results might fuel ethnic conflicts, whereas some of our other contributors wonder whether archaeologists should not try harder to interest and influence politicians, for the good of archaeology. There are no easy answers, for there are so many (often contradictory) factors to consider. For example, while thinking about the constraints that authoritarian regimes have placed upon archaeological interpretation, archaeologists might also question whether democratic political regimes have always led to a flourishing of archaeology (and for some examples see Ucko 1995). And in attempting to right the wrongs of the past, is it not ironic that (outsider) archaeologists and heritage managers, having been implicated in the historic appropriation of culturally significant material and in the marginalization of closely associated communities throughout the world, should now feel responsible to help reinterpret, publicize, and enhance the value of native archaeology? Gadsby and Chidester ask, is it not the ethical duty of archaeologists to promote social justice, and to offer solutions to the problems of class, labour, and inequality in the contemporary global economy (e.g. McGuire and Paynter 1991; Little 2006; Saitta 2007)? But we can still question the extent to which dominant archaeologists and organizations continue to export their scientific techniques, interpretations, languages, and heritage values to other archaeologists, cultural resource managers, and Indigenous peoples in other parts of the world. Watkins is, therefore, justified in asking, first, what the use of archaeology is to Indigenous groups, and second, what form the methodological and theoretical characteristics of Indigenous archaeology should take (see e.g. Smith 2004).

One might expect national and international laws to provide a useful set of rules of conduct in relation to such potentially conflictual archaeological situations, but laws can be questioned and are broken. So, it is worth following Soderland’s example to ask not only what laws and regulations apply to archaeology in different parts of the world, but also what interests and compromises have contributed to the legislative process, how effective legislation has been in safeguarding archaeological remains or mandating archaeological heritage management, and in what circumstances laws have become outdated and unenforceable. Beyond this, it is possible to ask how laws ‘work’ on archaeological material and what the consequences are for archaeology when it is placed in the legal realm (Carman 1996). We can also explore how actively engaged archaeologists are with the legislative process and with working through the implications of new laws, relating, for example, to public education, or to the social inclusion of disabled persons. Looting, corruption, and the (illicit) trade in antiquities are of particular concern to archaeologists, who have increasingly sought to understand what impact the trade has had on the archaeological resource, why various stakeholders (including some archaeologists) become involved in this trade, what diverse meanings and values are ascribed to illegally excavated objects at various stages in the trade, what the changing size and shape of the market is, and how effective programmes to counter the illicit trade have been. Inevitably, legislation creates grey areas, populated by questions such as whether archaeologists should ‘buy back’ artefacts from looters, or what might be regarded as responsible metal-detector use by members of the public (see e.g. Renfrew 2000; Brodie et al. 2000, 2001, 2006; Brodie and Tubb 2002).

What to do with the dynamic heritage of the past in the present lies at the heart of most political, legal, and social debate relating to public archaeology, and is a question considered by many of the contributors to this volume. A complex starting point is to understand what is meant by terms such as ‘heritage’—both ‘tangible’ and ‘intangible’ (see e.g. Smith and Akagawa 2009; Lira and Amoêda 2010), ‘community’ (Smith and Waterton 2009), and ‘landscape’ (see e.g. Johnson 2007; Hicks et al. 2007; Lozny 2008), particularly in different countries and cultures. One useful way of approaching this issue is to explore what Garden (2006, 2009) defines as ‘heritagescapes’, in order to gauge to what extent historic sites and landscapes are connected to (or marginalized from) their surroundings, and to understand how individuals, and especially Indigenous or local people, value and identify with those places and spaces, even if they do not ‘own’ them as property. It also leads us to ask whose heritage is put on the map by heritage managers, what role the public, and community groups in particular, might play in designating places as official heritage sites, and what the consequences of such designation are. This might prompt archaeologists to question the values that they, and the diverse public (ranging from Indigenous groups to visiting tourists to metal-detector users), assign to archaeological resources, including sites in the landscape and excavation archives in museums (issues that are also discussed in Smith et al. 2010). In practice, a fundamental question concerns precisely by whom, and how, heritage should be managed on behalf of the public, including future generations. Should archaeological remains be withdrawn from the public domain and managed by state-funded heritage ‘experts’ with a background in archaeology, or also controlled and interpreted by members of local communities (Smith 2004, 2006; Carman 2005)? And to what extent should threatened and fragile archaeological resources be mitigated by developer-funded archaeologists, developed then consumed by visitors as sensually stimulating heritage, preserved according to the ideals of conservation and sustainability, or left to decay and treasure hunting?

This helps put into context questions regarding the nature and status of the archaeological profession, including its public dimensions, particularly in different parts of the world (see e.g. for the UK, Aitchison 1999; Aitchison and Edwards 2003, 2008; Everill 2009). Questions that arise are: how attractive is archaeology as a career, and to what social groups? how well trained are archaeology students in applied, public archaeology? what is the age, gender, and disability profile of the archaeology workforce in general, and of archaeologists working, for example, in public education? how distinct are archaeologists employed in contract archaeology compared to those engaged in academic research, and what are the public aspects of their work? what is the scale of contract archaeology, and how can it be improved in practice: both for the good of archaeology and for the public? Overarching these questions is the issue of the principles by which the archaeological profession should be regulated.

A concern with the public lies at the heart of this volume: including questions relating to public perceptions of, and participation in, archaeology. Archaeologists still need to learn more about what members of the public know, do not know, and want to know about archaeology (Holtorf 2005, 2007), and how misconceptions are perpetuated about archaeological practice (as treasure hunting, for example) and research (as the study of dinosaurs, for example: see e.g. Schadla-Hall 2004; Kehoe 2008). As Kehoe asks, how well served is the public by the most easily accessed information about archaeology available on Google? Many people become interested in archaeology, but to what extent archaeologists actually want, or can be expected to have, public engagement in their work is a matter of debate. And, even for those archaeologists who do wish to create more inclusive programmes, there remains the problem of precisely how to make them succeed as genuinely participatory, collaborative, and equable ventures that make a difference to more than just a select group of people (Marshall 2002). Going one step further, should we expect archaeologists to contribute to activist histories aimed at social change, justice, and empowerment (see e.g. Saitta 2007; Little and Shackel 2007)?

A significant proportion of our contributors are involved with public education in archaeology, and their essays expose some of the tensions inherent in the objectives of public archaeology. It is more complicated than simply asking what archaeologists want children and adults to know about archaeology, for, as Jeppson highlights, there are politically competing kinds of history that can be told through archaeology, ranging from the heritage of Western civilization and nation states to the broader study of humanity, and from science-based processual archaeology and preservation-focused cultural resource management to more relativistic post-processual and Indigenous perspectives. Bartoy’s call for archaeology education programmes to follow the constructivist theory of learning and to provide more active learning situations raises the question of how effective existing archaeology education programmes are, particularly in terms of producing a better-informed, more archaeologically literate, public. The same question also applies to archaeological publications (of all kinds), which are a well-established, but heavily conventionalized, medium through which archaeologists seek to disseminate their knowledge to audiences (see e.g. Hills and Richards 2006). Here, the questions of when, what, how, where, and for whom, to publish remain a dilemma for archaeologists, particularly when their audiences have no specialist knowledge of archaeology. Furthermore, as Kristiansen reminds us, archaeologists, and especially native English speakers, should not take the language of archaeology for granted.

Having explored our book, then, we hope that you will have not only discovered what we know about public archaeology, but also questioned and debated our knowledge and opinions. In this way we might all contribute to redefining archaeology’s place in the world.
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PART I
HISTORIES OF PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY




CHAPTER 1
TOWARDS AN INTERNATIONAL COMPARATIVE HISTORY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT

JOHN CARMAN

John Carman is Senior Lecturer in Heritage Valuation at the University of Birmingham, UK. His interests concern how value is given to heritage objects, and the kinds of value ascribed in different contexts, and his most recent work has been a consideration of issues of ownership as it relates to heritage. Here, he returns to one of his early concerns: the development of what we call ‘heritage’ or ‘archaeological resource’ management. Like Smith and Waterton (this volume), he is suspicious of claims of the antiquity of AHM practice. The chapter highlights in particular how the elements that go to make up current AHM practice across the world—e.g. inventory, legal regulation, preservation, public access—each have their origin in particular historical circumstances, and that the creation of a system of AHM as we know it was not the intention of our predecessors.

A definitive—or indeed reasonably complete—history of Archaeological Resource or Heritage Management (ARM; AHM) that goes beyond the specifics of individual territories has yet to be written. In so far as broader histories of archaeology are concerned (e.g. Daniel 1978; Daniel and Renfrew 1988; Trigger 1989; Schnapp 1996) the management and preservation of remains generally form a minor element in a broadly evolutionary intellectual history. AHM appears more prominently in national stories of archaeological endeavour as well as forming the content of more focused research. Useful—albeit brief—overviews often preface discussions of national AHM practice (see e.g. papers in Cleere 1984; Pugh-Smith and Samuels 1996: 3-7; papers in Pickard 2001) and occasionally form complete contributions in others (e.g. Boulting 1976; papers in Fowler 1986; Knudson 1986; Hunter 1996). Where specific papers are written on aspects of the history of AHM, they tend either to focus on particular moments (e.g. Chippindale 1983; Saunders 1983; Twohig 1987; Chapman 1989; Murray 1990; Evans 1994; Firth 1999) or are designed to support a particular view of archaeology (e.g. Carman 1993; Kristiansen 1996).

This chapter does not claim to offer the definitive global history that the field perhaps requires and deserves, but it does hopefully represent the first outlines of what such a history may look like. The history of AHM is interesting: more interesting than perhaps previous attempts at partial history have often made it appear. The aim of this chapter is therefore to provide a narrative of the notions that came together to create the global system of AHM we see today. This is approached from the perspective that AHM as we know it was not necessarily the intention of those who first created mechanisms to preserve objects from the past; indeed, it proceeds from the idea that this is exactly what they did not intend at all.

This chapter will celebrate the diverse origins of what is now AHM in different countries, under different regimes, and at different times. Although organized roughly chronologically—with the earliest instances of AHM-like practices first—it is more importantly organized thematically to show the different ideologies and contexts within which the idea grew, and some of the historical processes that have contributed to its rise. The inherent ‘nationalism’ of the field is an important element in AHM as it has developed (and see also Smith and Waterton this volume), and derives directly from its diverse historical origins; but it is still a potent force in the way AHM is practised, despite the global acceptance of common practices and principles.

Speaking of common principles, it can be noted here that general histories of archaeology (e.g. Trigger 1989:27-31; Schnapp 1996:13; Barker 1999) often begin by noting that an interest in and reverence for the past is the hallmark of many cultures. These are often described in modern terms: so that rededication of a much older statue in fourteenth-century BC Egypt is described as ‘one of the oldest references to archaeological practice’ (Schnapp and Kristiansen 1999: 3); collections of ancient objects in ancient Babylonia are identified as ‘the first museum’ (e.g. Woolley 1950: 152-4); or the reconstructions of ancient temples on the site of the original as an exercise in ‘antiquarianism’ (e.g. Woolley and Moorey 1982: 233-59; Schnapp 1996: 13-18, 41-2). Of course, these are nothing of the kind (see e.g. Thomason 2005: 219-20): nor do they have any real affinity with any interest in the past dating from more recent times in the Western world. The collection of objects—ancient or modern—and marking of them as somehow special is an activity carried out within the cognitive frame of a particular time and place. It is always a cultural activity, with all that implies in terms of cultural specificity, contingency, and contextuality: as Evelyn Welch (2005: 4-5) has said in relation to buying and selling in Renaissance Italy, ‘far from pinpointing the start of ourselves[, it] challenges rather than reinforces a sense of the linear transfer from past to present’. Whatever Ka Wab, King Nabonid, and Princess Bel-Shalti-Nannar were doing with ancient objects (Woolley 1950; Trigger 1989: 29; Schnapp and Kristiansen 1999), it was neither an exercise in museology nor in AHM as we understand it. In particular, none of these acts represents the idea that preserving things from the past is an expected and normal function of political authority, supported by appropriate laws and the establishment of bureaucratic agencies to oversee it, and responsible to the citizenry as a whole: these are instead the hallmarks of modern ARM.

Preserving the past—or at least the objects and structures that come to us from that past—and making decisions about how we should treat them as something that matters to us collectively, is essentially a very modern idea. It is arguably one of the key characteristics of the culture in which we live: rather than being distinguished from previous and subsequent manifestations of culture by the objects we use and discard (e.g. the idea current a few decades ago that future archaeologists would designate us ‘the Coca-Cola culture’ by virtue of the ubiquity of that product and its containers), perhaps we shall instead be remembered as the culture that preserved old things. It is therefore one of the aims of this chapter to emphasize the peculiar and distinctive nature of that particular obsession of our time and its diverse origins, providing a valuable jolt to commonly held assumptions that will prove a useful start point for further consideration of the AHM field as it presents itself today.

The elements of AHM of particular concern here are, especially, the grounding of preservation practice in law, systems of recording and inventory, the various types of and approaches to preservation, and issues of access. The earliest examples—late medieval Italy and early modern Scandinavia—show the emergence of the idea of preservation out of a different framework of thought, of understanding, and of legitimate authority from our own. Greece and Italy in the nineteenth century represent early—and, in the case of Greece, the first in Europe—examples of the creation of a state-controlled national heritage. Britain was relatively late in the game, in many ways atypical in the field, and other European states might be more indicative of certain processes; but Britain was an imperial state at the time of discovery of its national heritage, and the idea was not home-grown: instead it derived from the experience of British colonial administrators elsewhere and was transported into Britain from the territories of subject peoples. Finally, the USA and Australia represent encounters with an Indigenous population whose culture was capable, in the period being considered here, as being thought of as part of ‘nature’, resulting in a number of interesting if tragic consequences. The selection of historical examples is therefore highly Euro- and indeed rather Anglo-centric, and leaves out of account large parts of the globe. Together, however, they illustrate what are arguably the main processes involved in the development and spread of the idea of preservation of the past. These did not emerge anywhere in the world as a complete package to be handed down to us: rather they emerged rather haphazardly in different contexts. It behoves students of AHM to be aware of this in order that we should not fall prey to the belief that our approach to the past is the only one possible and justifiable.

PREDECESSORS: PAPAL ITALY, SCANDINAVIA

In medieval Europe, the ruined past was generally something to treat with suspicion. It represented a degenerate and pagan world, at odds with established biblical authority. Earthen mounds were thought to contain treasure or demons: ruined buildings were unholy and their material ripe for secular reuse. The medieval world view (neatly summed up by Trigger 1989: 31-5 and expanded upon by Schnapp 1996: 80-118) had no need of a distant past: it was locked in a present doomed to imminent replacement by divine intervention. There were nevertheless occasional attempts to protect ancient structures: as at Rome from 1162, reaffirmed in 1363 (Schnapp 1996: 94); or in England at Glastonbury Abbey in 1194, where the supposed burial place of King Arthur was found by monks rebuilding the great church after a fire.

Despite a general attitude that was disparaging of material from the past, the ‘glorious pasts’ of ancient Greece and Rome left abundant traces across the landscapes of Europe. The rediscovery of classical literature—and increasing literacy among the wealthy laity of Italy—provided ample evidence of the superiority of ancient republican states such as Athens and pre-Imperial Rome, ripe for application in justifying new city polities and secular non-royal government. The replacement of Gothic art and architecture, with its feudalist overtones and associations, meant the search for inspiration elsewhere, and this was found in the forms of classical ruins. Greek and especially Roman forms were therefore copied and emulated in the new building of the merchant prince rulers of Italian city-states. The political authority of popes—founded as it was in the Christianity of the late Roman Empire—also found its expression in classical forms and their reuse of ancient statutory and architectural features.

Part of this process was the promulgation of law to preserve ancient remains: in particular, a law of 1363 protecting ruins in Rome was reaffirmed by Pope Pius II in 1462, and subsequently reaffirmed and recast by successors. Such regulations concentrated on banning the reuse of monuments for building purposes, and the position of the administrator of antiquities was dubbed from 1573 the ‘Commissioner of Treasures and other Antiquities, and of Mines’ (Schnapp 1996: 123). For Schnapp (1996: 125) there was clear purpose in this: ‘in putting treasures, antiquities and quarrying on the same level [of control], the papal administration revealed…that the control of antiquities was an instrument of power … because antiquities were one of Rome’s resources.’ As such, they were at once a realizable source of wealth as preformed building material (Welch 2005: 279), but could also be considered as in some sense ‘natural’ since they lay within the soil. Accordingly, control over their exploitation served to emphasize the authority of the Pope as a secular ruler; that the rulers of Tuscany in 1571 chose to follow their lead (Pellati 1932: 31; cited in Prott and O’Keefe 1984: 35) is not surprising. These laws of the popes can claim the status of the first efforts to legislate the protection of ancient remains anywhere in the world, but they are not really about preserving antiquities. Instead they control access to pre-cut stone and material to make lime (Welch 2005: 279).

The same is true of Renaissance Italian collections of antiquities from exploratory excavations. Digging was frequently carried out for the purpose of creating wealth from their sale, and a market in Roman antiquities was well established by the early years of the sixteenth century (Welch 2005: 281-3). On the death of the owner, such collections would normally be broken up and distributed amongst heirs or sold to settle debts: accordingly, they were initially seen as just another household object (Welch 2005: 291-2). However, as the value of these collections grew, the idea grew also of keeping them intact into the future. As Welch (2005: 292) explains it, in wills ‘the language of family honour would become increasingly popular as testators urged their heirs to respect the integrity of their collections… To the notion that … antiquities were “virtuous riches” that demonstrated the owner’s taste and intellectual standing was attached a strong sense of family obligation.’ Where such calls on family duty failed, or were likely to, an alternative was donation of the collection to the state. These were not, Welch (2005: 294) notes, donations to the city-state or its citizens but efforts to preserve the memory of the donor in the corridors of power: in at least one case, destined for a room in the Ducal Palace which the Doge of Venice would pass on his way to and from his private apartments. These ‘proto-museums’ (as they have been called: Welch 2005: 295) were not about the material of the past as a public good but about the satisfaction of private concerns as to future memory. Where they presage our future—if indeed they do—is in the establishment of a realm of ownership where the concerns of the market do not penetrate (Carman 2005). But they were neither public collections nor museums as we know them.

It was, however, also during this period that the first systematic surveys of archaeological remains were being carried out. Trigger’s ‘first archaeologist’, Cyriacus of Ancona, was a merchant travelling extensively in the late fifteenth century to make drawings and other records of monuments and inscriptions and, crucially for Schnapp in the development of archaeology, taking a critical attitude to interpretation (Trigger 1989: 36; Schnapp 1996: 110). However, the sixteenth century was the era for the first recognizable attempt to identify and record the monuments of Rome. In 1519 the artist Raphael urged on Pope Leo X the project of full architectural drawings of monuments, comprising external and internal elevations as well as detailed plans (Schnapp 1996: 126), and such plans were subsequently published by a series of individuals: Ligorio in 1533, Marliano in 1534, and Bufalini in 1551 (Schnapp 1996: 341-3), among others. Such was the influence of these works that the idea of seeking out and recording monuments spread to other lands further north: in France, across Germany, and to England, where, in newly founded states or where precarious dynasties had become newly established, the primary concern became one of identifying ancient origins (Trigger 1989: 45-52; Schnapp 1996: 133-53). Beyond the narrow confines of Rome, the idea of recording ancient features became combined with that of travelling to seek them out: this is a true beginning of the process of inventory.

Scandinavia—in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries divided between two rival kingdoms, Denmark and Sweden—was the laboratory where these trends came together to form the earliest instances of an AHM as we might recognize it. Johan Bure and his assistants travelled through Sweden in the early seventeenth century collecting runic inscriptions: as tutor to the heir to the throne, Bure had access to all the conveniences and resources of official royal patronage. The same can be said of Bure’s Danish contemporary Ole Worm, who was given similar support. The underlying purpose of these surveys was to provide evidence of the antiquity of the Danes or Swedes and especially their priority over the people of the other state. Without written evidence from the classics, reliance was based upon runic inscriptions and the investigation of landscape monuments. Although it may be too much to claim for Bure’s status, as Schnapp (1996: 159) does, that ‘Sweden was thus the first state to endow an archaeological service’, since Bure’s team was not officially an organ of the state, nevertheless the model is that on which much AHM practice has been based in later times. The care that was put into the work and the equal concern for publication of results represent aspects of any modern system of inventory. Out of official recognition came also the precursor to a ‘national’ identity, although at this stage the nationalist ideology of the nineteenth century lay in the future (Hobsbawm 1990) and the service was that of monarch rather than citizenry.

By contrast with Italy, in Sweden legislation followed steps towards inventory rather than preceding it. An edict concerning the protection of antiquities was issued by the Danish king, and, so as not to be outdone, in 1630 the Swedish monarch published a statute covering Swedish antiquities (Schnapp 1996: 176). The destruction of ancient monuments and relics was expressly forbidden by a Swedish proclamation of 1666 and in 1684 a further decree declared all ancient objects found in the ground to be the property of the Swedish Crown (Prott and O’Keefe 1984: 35; Cleere 1989: 1; Kristiansen 1989: 25). Although not the first preservation legislation, and the fact of their regular renewal implies a level of ineffectiveness, these are the first laws which seek to place ancient remains under the control of the government and to deny them to private owners. Combined with the simultaneous creation of an Antiquaries College at Uppsala to continue the work begun by Bure and his associates, these laws also represent the earliest creation of an antiquities service as we would recognize it.

Schnapp (1996: 167-77) charts the development of the ordered collection of objects out of the Renaissance ‘cabinet of curiosities’, culminating in the publication of Ole Worm’s Museum Wormianum, collections from which would go on to form the basis for the Danish Royal Collection (Trigger 1989: 49). Typical for such assemblages, it was an eclectic mixture of the natural and the fashioned. Less typically, at least as published in book form, it was organized in a hierarchy of progression from the less ‘designed’ to the greater: from mineral samples, through vegetable material, to animal forms. The major contribution comes in the section devoted to made objects, which for Schnapp (1996: 174) represents ‘the first general treatise on archaeological and ethnographic material’: it is divided essentially by the kind of material the object is made from, thus separating objects out not by assumed function but by form. In developing his Museum, Worm largely prefigured the synthetic work of the modern archaeological scholar, who sees a programme of research from its inception, through the gathering of data, to its analysis, and finally to publication.

By the early eighteenth century in Europe, three of the key components of a modern AHM system had, in various places, been invented: legislation to preserve and protect ancient remains, a service to carry out inventory and recording, and the publication and public display of results. Archaeology was not yet professionalized, had to develop many of its now ‘standard’ techniques and tools, and was the province of a few private individuals rather than of institutions and nations. As such, archaeological resource management as it is understood today was a long way ahead. These were in particular matters for the latter decades of the next century. But the question remains: if not ARM, what do these efforts at preserving, recording, and legislating the past represent?

In the case of the northern Lutheran countries, it is an exercise deriving from international rivalry. The context is the declining influence of Denmark in northern Europe and the rise of Sweden as a major military power; a wider context is the ongoing conflict between European Protestant states and Catholic ones in which both Sweden and Denmark were involved against Catholic German states and Spain. At the same time, ‘in both [countries], the centralizing authority of the Crown was checked by an ambitious nobility …. [and each was led by] kings who intended by the encouragement of the merchant and professional classes to subdue the aristocracy’ (Wedgwood 1957: 30). Royal claims on the past can be read in this context to be an effort to assert the legitimacy of the Crown over the nobility, by making a connection with a deeper past: the similarity in approach in both states may be an example of ‘peer polity interaction’ (Renfrew 1986) driven by identical religious and political ideology and similarity of circumstance. The end result is an effort to ‘outdo’ each other in similar fields of endeavour, and the investigation and control of the past is only one of these.

Understanding late medieval and Renaissance Italy is more problematic from a modern perspective. The nascent nationalism represented by Scandinavian activity is recognizable from the perspective of the twenty-first century as something akin to our own efforts. By contrast, the apparent confusion by popes of archaeological remains with mineral resources is less easy for us to identify with. It is clearly an exercise in power and control over material, as in Scandinavia, but here the relations of authority are less similar to those of our own day. The legal controls placed by the popes upon ancient remains represent a very different attitude to the material from that of today and indeed of seventeenth-century Scandinavia: we and the Danes and Swedes recognize this material as something deriving from and able to inform us about the past. For fourteenth and fifteenth century popes, however, they represent a resource in a more conventional and economic sense: as exploitable building stone which carries with it an aura of authority derived from a ‘noble’ past on which the papacy makes a direct claim by line of descent. It is in essence a ‘royal’ claim like that of Scandinavia; but, unlike the latter, not made in assertion of monarchical authority but of secular power combined with the spiritual. Whereas the Scandinavian kings asserted a collective past for Denmark and Sweden, thus confirming their status, the Roman past was exclusive to the popes and asserting their direct line of succession from the days of the Roman Empire.

THE EMERGENCE OF NATIONAL HERITAGE: GREECE, ITALY

The proto-nationalism of Scandinavia and some other territories in seventeenth-century Europe was replaced over the course of the nineteenth century by an outbreak of fully-fledged nation building (see e.g. Anderson 1983; Gellner 1983; Hobsbawm 1990; Hutchinson and Smith 1994). Archaeology—among other disciplines—was deeply implicated in the process since it could provide material on which to base an understanding of ‘the nation’ as something with a deep past (see e.g. Kohl and Fawcett 1995; Atkinson et al. 1996; Díaz-Andreu and Champion 1996; Graves-Brown et al. 1996). It was on this basis that nation states were able to establish national—rather than local, regional, or transnational—agencies for archaeological work and to legislate for control of archaeological remains at the national level. The models for this which emerged during the nineteenth century have persisted as the ‘correct’ way to do AHM to our own time.

The first country to make the point that ancient remains on its soil were the property of the state and not of foreign powers or individual visitors from overseas was Greece which, on gaining independence from Ottoman rule, immediately passed a law preventing the export of ancient remains. Even before achieving statehood, the provisional Greek government had prevented a French excavation at Olympia (Prott and O’Keefe 1984: 36), thus effectively defying their allies. The Greek self-vision was one founded upon the belief of a continuity of Hellenism from the classical through the Byzantine period to modernity: that the educated citizenry of other European states chose to explore and to enjoy Greece as the source of Western civilization and to mould their politics on classical models (at least as interpreted by them) gave support to this idea. Accordingly, the Greek past—and especially the ancient Greek past—represented the foundation of the modern Greek state. As Mouliou (1996) has stated, it did so in two ways. First, as ‘heirs and guardians’ of the classical heritage, Greeks were granted a special place of honour among European nations and were able to claim equality with the citizens of other European powers in their dealings. Second, it provided an idea of ‘ethnos’ that could be used to bind together a diverse and fractured mix of populations (Mouliou 1996:179-80).

The Greek uprising against Turkey had not begun with a unified model of Greek ethnicity that could be offset against a Turkish one. The Orthodox Christian Church which acted as the binding agent and basis of support for the rising was itself supported by a range of different ethnic groupings: Serbs, Romanians, Bulgarians, Vlachs, Orthodox Albanians, and Arabs, as well as a loosely defined Greek population. As Gallant points out, any sense of identity in the Balkans prior to the nineteenth century was as much based upon social status as biological descent: ‘it was very common for society at the time to label shepherds as “Vlachs”, peasant farmers as “Serbs”, and merchants as “Greeks” regardless’ of other aspects of identity (Gallant 2001: 3). Accordingly, a sense of Hellenic unity and community needed to be created: it was not an organic force awaiting liberation. Basing such a sense of identity upon the classical and Byzantine pasts had a number of advantages: it was an idea that would appeal to the wider European Romantic imagination, thus attracting overseas support for military intervention (which would turn out to be the final arbiter of Greek independence: Gallant 2001: 26); and it offered the citizens of the new state an identity that was older than and different from that of the rulers of the region since the Middle Ages (western European states from 1204; Ottoman Turkey from the 1400s). To be Greek was to be distinct and to be special: and the mark of that uniqueness was the ancient culture to which Greeks—and only Greeks—could lay direct claim.

This is not to say that Greeks took complete control of their cultural heritage—or indeed of their country—from the 1820s, for a series of international accords established Greece as a protectorate of Western powers, and appointed as its head of state a German prince. It was therefore a matter of several decades before the classical past was fully incorporated into Greek identity. Prott and O’Keefe (1984: 36-7) chart the role of German scholars in the establishment of Greek control over ancient remains: by an agreement in 1874 finds from German excavations at Olympia were to belong to the Greek state; the principle was enshrined in law from 1899, and the relationship of the Greek state to researchers from overseas has remained on this basis ever since. It is perhaps no accident that the 1870s also saw the official recognition of those figures who had led the Greek revolution by celebrations in Athens: despite the bitter disagreements that had divided them in life, the key figure of the Orthodox Church who led the revolt was to be established as a national martyr alongside the figure who had espoused the classical past as an appropriate model for the new nation (Gallant 2001: 71). The unity of the classical and Byzantine pasts was thereby granted official sanction.

Italy achieved its independence and unity some three decades later than Greece, in 1861, and although the rulers of parts of Italy had been early to place a claim on their material cultural heritage (see above), Italy as a modern nation state was slower to do so. Here, the argument was not between the proponents of an ancient versus a late antique past, but between a prehistoric and a classical tradition. Guidi, in his discussion of archaeology and Italian nationality, has summed up the unification of Italy into a single state as ‘a true “annexation” of the country to the little kingdom of Piedmont’ (Guidi 1996: 109) and ‘Rome’s conquest, [as] in reality an “annexation” of the central and southern region’ by the north (Guidi 1996: 111; see also Riall 2000: 146-7; von Henneborg and Ascoli 2001: 7; Beales and Biagini 2002: 125-6). The fragmented political structure of Italy before unification—into seven pieces, two of which were ruled by Austria—was reflected in the earliest administrative procedures for governing archaeology, whereby under the influence of classical archaeologists responsibility was divided among twelve regional inspectorates (d’Agostino 1984: 73). A more unitary approach was reflected in Italian prehistory by the ‘teoria pigoriniana’ whereby waves of population movement from north to south in the Bronze Age superimposed themselves on the Neolithic populations: in due time, migration of the descendants of the Bronze Age colonizers crossed the Appenines to create the Villanovan and Latin cultures which came to dominate the Italian peninsular (Guidi 1996: 111-12). Here was a prehistoric model of the unification process, giving long-term legitimacy to what had been a much more contingent (and negotiated) modern political process.

The regional structure for the administration of ancient remains was not supported by a body of national legislation until 1902. In part this was due to a series of political and constitutional crises, threats to stable government from radical political positions of both right and left, and indeed the alternation of governments from the right to the left of the political spectrum, all of which took priority over other issues (Clark 1984: 12-135; Hearder 1990: 198-207). Nevertheless, a programme of social welfare and compulsory education was introduced under governments of the left from 1877 (Hearder 1990: 206-7) and from 1896 a programme of industrialization took hold (Clark 1984: 119-35). From 1900, the social welfare and development programme of Prime Minister Giolitti, together with an extension of the franchise leading in 1911 to universal male suffrage, aimed to further unite the Italian people. This was the context within which the law of 1902 protecting monuments and its more developed successors in 1909 and 1912 came into being. As Gianighian (2001: 186) puts it: ‘It is no coincidence that the law [of 1902] was passed [now: Giolitti’s] was a more democratic government [than those preceding], and the economic conditions were more favourable to reform. Giolitti wanted to strengthen the powers of the central government, by asserting its right to protect public interests against private ones.’ Accordingly, efforts to assert state control over ancient remains were part of a more general process of centralizing the Italian state and placing controls on private rights: although at odds with an apparent ‘Liberal’ agenda, in the case of a society riven by difference and economic inequality (as Italy in large measure still was: Clark 1984: 177), placing limits upon the rights of the wealthy to exploit both their fellow citizens and the common patrimony may have seemed reasonable.

Accordingly, by the early part of the twentieth century, both Greece and Italy had established more-or-less centralized state control over their ancient heritages, at the service of creating national unity through a sense of national identity. In Greece, this overcame the ethnic diversity of a ‘polyglot’ nation; in Italy, it overcame a more regionalized diversity. Both were constructed upon convenient myths that could be mobilized to give time depth to these identities: in Greece, that of continuity from the ancient classical ‘Golden Age’ through the medieval to the modern; and in Italy by a ‘wave of conquest’ model for prehistory that mirrored the political realities of Italian unification in 1861. Both of these myths in turn focused upon specific pasts: in Greece, upon classical and Byzantine pasts that could be claimed as exclusively ‘Greek’ in nature and origin; and in Italy—at least initially—upon a prehistoric past that could be seen as leading to the glories of the Roman Empire. Both chose—perhaps inevitably—to exclude any hint of disunity and later cultural mixing: as newly independent states both sought to assert ‘Greekness’ in the one case and ‘Italianness’ in the other, denying the influence of the Franks and Turks on Greece, and of Norman, French, Spanish, or Austrian conquerors on Italy. It is not to say that these influences were not evident or important, or even unrecognized, in terms of Greek and Italian culture and politics, but that the sense of being ‘Greek’ or ‘Italian’ was founded upon a notion of cultural and indeed racial purity asserted by the construction of what was deemed to be the ‘national’ heritage.

That heritages are essentially ‘nationalist’ constructions is one of the ongoing criticisms of heritage and commonly recognized in the literature of the field. It is also a problem that the field needs to address: it is not entirely overcome by notions of ‘world’ heritage or attempts to create transnational (continental or regional) notions of common heritage. The legacy of the nineteenth-century creation of national heritages has, however, been to establish this as the norm for the way in which we treat the heritage, and it persists.

BRINGING THE EMPIRE HOME: INDIA, IRELAND, BRITAIN

At the same time as newly independent and unified European states were creating their national pasts, British imperial administrators were encountering the spectacular remains of conquered alien peoples. Although instances of reverence and endeavours to preserve material from the past were evident in Britain from the medieval period and the first attempt at some form of regulation dates from England in 1560 (Boulting 1976), it was not until the late nineteenth century that attempts to create and maintain an archaeological resource as we know it came into being. Whereas in other states—especially Italy and Greece as outlined above—the driving force lay in the creation of a sense of nationhood where one had not previously existed, in Britain such a sense of identity had already largely been created (Colley 1992; and see Hobsbawm 1990) leaving no perceived need to actively preserve a specifically British material past. A number of factors conspired, however, to bring about a change of attitude: the specifically domestic circumstances have been outlined elsewhere (Carman 1996: 69-91) and will be revisited below; those relating to British foreign relations are exemplified by the interest in British protective measures for monuments shown by the Austro-Hungarian Ambassador to Britain in 1875 (Boulting 1976: 17), the response to which served to reveal the shortcomings of Britain relative to continental neighbours and rivals. It was nevertheless the influence of Empire that had the greatest impact.

India

The interest of British colonial administrators in the physical remains of India’s past exhibited itself relatively early with government-sponsored surveys of the antiquities of Mysore and eastern India from 1800. Throughout the later nineteenth century, however, as Thapar (1984: 63-5) makes clear, attitudes to the cultural heritage depended on the whim of individuals: while one governor would arrange for monuments to be surveyed and prepare for their care and protection, other plans for dismantlement of that monument and its shipping to the UK would be prepared by their immediate successor. This alternation of concern for the study of monuments and interest in reaping their material benefits continued through several terms of office despite the establishment of the Archaeological Survey of India in 1861 (Thapar 1984: 64-5; Trigger 1989:181). This provided for the accurate description and recording of monuments in northern India. In 1866, however, a new Indian government closed the survey and it was only restored by a further government in 1871.

Throughout this time, the task of preservation of monuments was kept separate from their recording, to the extent that the survey was not empowered to undertake any measures to conserve monuments. Preservation was only given recognition in 1873, but still kept separate from survey by making it the responsibility of local governments rather than central authority. An attempt to make this a central responsibility was refused by the home authorities in 1878, but successfully adopted albeit temporarily in 1881. This arrangement was then abolished after a three-year trial, but restored again with the appointment of a new head of the survey in 1885. A further period of local responsibility followed after a few years, until the matter was finally resolved in 1900 with the appointment of Lord Curzon as Governor-General. Curzon took matters firmly in hand with the creation of a newly constituted Archaeological Survey organized around five regions or ‘Circles’ (Thapar 1984: 64-5). In subsequent years, the passage of several pieces of legislation saw responsibility for archaeology become increasingly central to administrative concerns and the responsibility pass from regional and local authority to the centre. The creation of an independent federal India saw a redistribution of responsibilities but no loss of official concern for the material past (Thapar 1984:65).

The story of the development of AHM in India—inevitably more complex and more interesting than this very brief coverage would suggest—reveals something of attitudes of Britain’s political and administrative class to the material past: that it was something in which individuals were interested, rather than being automatically a matter for government. Nevertheless, the idea that government could and should take an interest in such matters is evident from an early date. Efforts to take government control of monuments pre-date similar efforts in Britain by ten years and are more firmly in place than in the home country by a similar amount (see below). The role of individuals should also not be underestimated, as the place of Lord Curzon in British AHM will indicate (see below). Essentially, in the case of Britain, the idea that the material remains of the past should be preserved and that this is a matter for government first takes firm root in India.

Ireland

Ireland can claim the status of the first part of the British Isles to have legislation in place relating to its ancient monuments, albeit more by accident than design. The 1869 Irish Church Act was specifically passed to disestablish the Irish Anglican Church, but in doing so was strongly pressed by leading Irish antiquarians—especially Lord Talbot de Malahide (of whom more below)—to make provision for historically important redundant places of worship. It did so by providing for the state Office of Works to maintain them as National Monuments with funds diverted from the Church (MacRory and Kirwan 2001). The consequence was to provide a model for the state management of the archaeological resource that would become the system in place across the Irish Sea, in mainland Britain.

The concern for preserving religious monuments reflected in many ways an underlying theme of Irish archaeology and its links to a sense of Irish nationality. As Cooney (1996: 152) puts it, ‘the vision of a glorious Christian past [as represented by such monuments] was used by national movements … in the 1830s and 1840s as the basis of an identity that was separate from and the equal (at least) of Britain’. Over the years from its foundation in 1849 to 1890, the Kilkenny Archaeology Society grew from local to national status as the Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland (RSAI), and as it grew in status its membership increasingly comprised members of Ireland’s other leading cultural organizations, such as the Royal Irish Academy founded in 1782 (see e.g. McEwan 2003: 50-67). The primary interests of the society from its inception were in the medieval period, and especially ecclesiastical sites, but always with some interest also in prehistoric monuments, as reflected in the associations between members and Pitt Rivers who conducted work on sites while stationed in Ireland between 1862 and 1866 (Twohig 1987).

One function of the Irish antiquarian and archaeological societies was to record sites and objects, a function supported for sites by the Ordnance Survey Place-Names and Antiquities Section, the creation of which was ‘based … on the assumption of a need to recover the past as a basis for Irish identity and to recreate it as a reality for the present’ (Cooney 1996: 151). Arguing for the preservation of remains was also a key task, reflected in Pitt Rivers’s concern that approximately half of the sites shown on the 1840s Ordnance Survey maps had since been destroyed (Twohig 1987: 37). Such concerns would underpin Talbot de Malahide’s efforts with regard to ecclesiastical sites under the 1869 legislation and the support bodies such as the (then) Royal Archaeological and Historical Association of Ireland (the intermediate title of the RSAI) gave to John Lubbock’s attempts at legislating the preservation of prehistoric monuments (see below) in 1879 (McEwan 2003: 63). In the 1860s, the society also made arrangements for the acquisition of portable antiquities by providing payment to finders who then gave them to the society, and by allowing members to sell their own finds through the society museum for a portion of the sale proceeds, thus giving the museum first choice and adding to its own funds (McEwan 2003: 64-5). These measures, although inadequate by modern standards, nevertheless pre-date those in mainland Britain by a decade.

Cooney (1996: 155-7) charts the ‘institutionalisation’ of archaeology in Ireland from the first university posts in the 1840s, through the legislative measures in the nineteenth century, to the creation of a specifically Irish law for the newly independent Republic in 1930. In the north of the island—remaining part of the United Kingdom—specific laws to cover the remains of that part of Ireland were promulgated in 1926 and again in 1937, serving to emphasize the political division between the two areas. In Ireland, efforts directed at the preservation of ancient remains—as elsewhere in Europe—were closely connected to ideas of national identity, and therefore inevitably serving the needs of contemporary politics. This created the conditions under which protection would be afforded to Irish remains years earlier than in Britain, and also the basis on which Irish influence would be a significant factor in Britain.

Great Britain

The tradition of antiquarian research had its roots deep in mainland Britain by the time the first legislation was passed: from the interest of the medieval monks of Glastonbury in Arthur, through to Stukeley’s researches into Druids in the eighteenth century, and on to the origins of ‘scientific’ excavation by Cunnington and Hoare, among others, in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries (Trigger 1989: 45-8, 61-4, 66-7). While most surveys of efforts to protect ancient remains in Great Britain focus upon the English and sometimes Scottish personnel involved (e.g. Chapman 1989; Murray 1990; Carman 1997), the influence of other parts of the Empire should not be underestimated. The story as conventionally told is relatively straightforward. Leading figures in British prehistoric archaeology—John Lubbock and Augustus Henry Lane Fox Pitt Rivers in particular—agitated for the preservation of prehistoric monuments to protect them from damage by private landowners. Despite appeals based upon the public merit of offering such sites for the education of the population at large and as a generalized public good, a series of parliamentary bills were all defeated by the landed interest until Lubbock could force a vote in support of a government measure to achieve this. The subsequent legislation of 1881—although weak—provided a list of sites so protected, created the position of Inspector of Ancient Monuments to which Pitt Rivers was appointed, and it was through his efforts and willingness to go beyond the limits of the post that the principle of preservation and state-sponsored investigation took hold. Subsequent laws strengthened the principle, giving rise to the legislation currently in place.

The Irish connection

The relationship of those who would go on to become the leaders of efforts to provide for the preservation of ancient monuments and the promotion of British archaeology with others whose primary interest lay in Ireland has generally been treated as an accidental ‘footnote’ to the story of AHM in Britain (e.g. Chapman 1989). However, there are good reasons to presume some non-accidental significances to this. The first lies in the personal connections of key figures in the emergence of British legislation in this area to the Irish peerage. Contrary to popular imagining, those generally regarded as the first ‘scientific’ archaeologists in Britain and largely responsible for the first legislation—John Lubbock, Augustus Henry Lane Fox, and A. W. Franks—although closely linked to the intellectual elites of their time, were not also attached to the highest echelons of society until later in their careers. Lubbock, who would rise to become Lord Avebury, is in particular frequently represented as a member of the aristocracy from the outset, Lane Fox (later Pitt Rivers) as always the country gentleman, and the recognized professional status of Franks at the British Museum is taken for granted. In fact, they represented new and rising but not yet established professions: banking (not yet a field with any status and still classed as ‘trade’) in the case of Lubbock, the army (not yet professionalized by the Cardew reforms, and as an engineer officer lacking the status of field command) in that of Pitt Rivers, and museology and anthropology (terms not yet invented) in that of Franks. As such, they were not yet attached to the highest echelons of society but could create useful connections elsewhere.

One of them was with Irish peers, excluded from the House of Lords and thus also not members of the upper layers of society, who nevertheless largely dominated the London-based learned societies (Chapman 1989). The close connection Lubbock and others thus made with James Talbot, Baron de Malahide, allowed them to rise through the ranks of relevant organizations. Talbot had been active in the service of archaeological preservation before he took Lubbock, Pitt Rivers, Franks, and John Evans (another associated with the application of science to archaeology) under his wing. Raised to the UK peerage in recognition of his service to government, in the late 1850s he had championed the cause of Treasure Trove as a device whereby those with antiquarian interests could gain access to otherwise privately owned material. His attempts at legislation in the area all failed, but after time and drawing upon precedent in Scotland and Ireland, he nevertheless wrung from the government the key concession to grant rewards to finders of Treasure Trove objects so long as the object itself went into a public collection (see Hill 1936: 239-41; Bland 1996; 2004: 273; Carman 1996: 49-55). Together, Talbot, Lubbock, and others sought to establish the importance of studying and preserving British material within the emerging archaeological establishment and to promote its links with anthropology. In these efforts they had limited success, but the entry of Lubbock to Parliament provided a new opportunity.

Despite early successes as a legislator, Lubbock’s several efforts to create laws for the protection of ancient monuments, as mentioned above, all faltered largely at the hands of landed interest and the failure of support from government. At the same time as this, however, other concerns were dominant in British politics. Among them were concerns over the future of Ireland: whether to be incorporated in a fully United Kingdom or given a measure of Home Rule. Two anthropological theories of the make-up of the British population supported either case. For Prime Minister Gladstone, Britain contained four ‘nations’: the English, the Welsh, the Scots, and the Irish. The separation of the Irish from the others by sea indicated to him a case for Irish Home Rule. The alternative vision supported by Lubbock and others saw instead three ‘races’ in the British Isles, distributed identically through the two main islands of Britain: the Celtic in the west, the Anglo-Saxon in the south and east, and the Norse in the north and east. This indicated that the Irish people were, to all intents and purposes, identical to the rest of the UK population and therefore deserved full integration with them. Accordingly, Lubbock’s draft laws on preservation included Ireland in their coverage. By contrast, the legislation he forced upon government specifically excluded Ireland from its provisions and a separate law provided for Ireland.

The impact of Ireland upon preservationist efforts in mainland Britain was accordingly threefold. First, by providing influential connections that allowed entry by newer, younger scholars to influential positions within the emerging linked disciplines of archaeology and anthropology. Second, through figures such as Talbot, with the idea of legislating for control over archaeological material and using political position as a counter in achieving disciplinary authority. Thirdly, by providing a context within which cultural battles—especially about the fate of ancient sites—could be meaningfully fought: because the Irish issue mattered, other issues that related to it would matter also. Whether intended or not, defeat of efforts to legislate the preservation of ancient remains in both Ireland and the mainland supported the cause of promoting Ireland as distinct from Great Britain.

The Indian influence

As covered above, preservation of the monuments of India was achieved nearly ten years prior to that for Britain, although later than the accidental protection given to ancient churches in Ireland. As the most important and largest British imperial possession, India served as the model for governance and the training ground for many future aspirant leaders of the British state. Among these was George Curzon, who after a career as a Conservative Member of Parliament became Viceroy of India in 1898, described as a ‘proconsular imperialist, notorious for his pomposity and aristocratic hauteur’ (Shannon 1976: 481) and ‘a man of enormous energy, intelligence and megalomaniacal belief in his own power to rule’ (Cohn 1983). Apart from several efforts to create his own expansionist foreign policy independently of the government (both as a private MP and in India), Curzon is notable for developing an interest in the cultural heritage—especially the architectural heritage—of the subcontinent and finally giving permanent status to the Archaeological Survey (see above). Among other indications of this interest are the arrangements for an Imperial ‘Durbar’ in 1903, at which the new Emperor of India (also King of Great Britain) would be proclaimed. The style of the event reflected Curzon’s own aesthetic choices: ‘Indo-Saracenic’ rather than ‘Victorian Feudal’ and ‘more ‘Indian’ than the assemblage’ (Cohn 1983: 208). This was an influence he brought home with him in the early years of the twentieth century.

The Act of 1881 had become defunct during the 1890s, on first the retirement and subsequent demise of Pitt Rivers. An Act of 1900, brought in specifically to protect so-called ‘Eleanor Crosses’ (medieval monuments raised across England to record the passage of Queen Eleanor of Aquitaine to her burial place in the thirteenth century) which were under threat from damage and destruction, extended the scope of protection beyond the specifically named prehistoric remains of the 1881 Act to anything that could be classed as an ‘ancient monument’. Further legislation in 1910 created a public right of access to such monuments held in state or local government care. The crisis, of sorts, came in 1912, with the impending sale and removal to the USA of medieval Tattershall Castle, triggering new legislation which consolidated and extended the coverage of the existing laws. This new law was guided through the process by Curzon as the responsible state minister. In accordance with Curzon’s own predilection for religious monuments, reflecting the interests he had developed and demonstrated in India, the Act greatly expanded the coverage of the legislation and placed the management of protected monuments on a sounder footing. The law as originally drafted also sought to include ancient churches, in a manner similar to the legislation of 1869 in Ireland. This was resisted, however, by the Church of England, and instead a compromise was achieved whereby the Church would manage its own properties in such a manner to meet the conditions required by secular law for other historic structures (Carman 1996: 102-5). This Act of 1913 created the system of monumental protection that remained in place in mainland Britain until 1990.

A parallel, not generally drawn in the literature of AHM in Britain, is between the creation of the Archaeological Survey of India and the equivalent bodies for the recording of historic monuments in Britain. In 1908, the first of these Royal Commissions—bodies appointed theoretically under the authority of the monarch and therefore independent of government—were established to record the monuments of England, Wales, and Scotland and to create a national inventory. In 1910-11, the state Office of Works was made officially responsible for the maintenance and management of monuments in state care. Between them, these two organizations undertook the same kind of work as the Archaeological Survey in India, and other national bodies elsewhere. The coincidence of form and of date is perhaps indicative of the influence being brought to bear: the model applied in India was the model applied in the United Kingdom, brought home by Curzon, now an influential member of government.

The influence of experience in India on protection of monuments in Britain was twofold. First, to expand the coverage of protection under law beyond that of certain named prehistoric monuments only, to any monument of any period. This allowed protection to be offered to medieval monuments in particular: only the resistance of the church interest prevented this being extended to church property. Second, through the work of the Archaeological Survey of India, to provide a model for the recording and management of sites in Britain. The system thus put in place would remain so—largely unchanged—for most of the twentieth century.

TAMING THE WILDERNESS: USA, AUSTRALIA

India and other parts of Asia were—and were recognized to be—host to ancient civilizations to which conquering Europeans could claim to be heirs and successors. By contrast, the lands of the American and Australian continents appeared empty and devoid of human interference: where this was evident it could be ascribed to ‘lost’ peoples or civilizations rather than to the existing non-European population. Such attitudes correspond most closely to what Trigger has referred to as ‘colonialist’ archaeology, defined as ‘that which developed either in countries whose native population was wholly replaced or overwhelmed by European settlement or … where Europeans remained politically and economically dominant for a considerable period of time’ (Trigger 1984: 360). Trigger’s review of such archaeologies (Trigger 1984: 360-3) covers in particular North America, Australasia, and sub-Saharan Africa, but his concern is more with intellectual developments than the establishment of systems of ARM.

The earliest legislation specifically on cultural remains in the USA dates from 1906, but this post-dates earlier laws which nevertheless impacted on Native American archaeology. Throughout the nineteenth century, the world of the Indigenous population was understood to be a world of unchanging ways with little or no evidence of progress or development from the earliest times (Trigger 1984: 361). Accordingly, ethnographic research in the present was used to interpret the past under the assumption that the past was exactly like the present. Where remains suggesting ways of life different from that of the present were encountered—as in the Mississippi and Ohio river basins—they were ascribed to a lost culture of ‘Moundbuilders’ (Trigger 1984: 361). The climate of belief was therefore one in which the Indigenous populations of North America had made little or no impact upon the land and therefore effectively constituted part of the ‘natural’ environment. This combined with a growing late nineteenth-century concern for America as an arena of natural wonders, and it was no accident that American ‘Indians’ were included in the coverage of museums of natural history rather than those concerned with cultural aspects.

Since the pre-European heritage of America was felt at this time to be one of nature rather than culture—a wilderness to be tamed by European colonizers—the earliest efforts at protection were directed towards that natural heritage by the creation of the first National Parks. These included places inhabited by Native Americans, and these protective laws therefore also regulated their ways of life there. In the discussions and debates concerning the passage of the 1906 Act and its unsuccessful precursors, a primary concern of objectors was not the preservation of archaeological material as such (a contrast with Lubbock’s difficulties in Britain), but the amount of exploitable land it would remove from private ownership (Soderland 2009, and this volume). As Laurajane Smith argues for both the USA and Australia, the designation of the material culture of the Indigenous population as ‘relics’ under such legislation ‘reinforced dominant perceptions that Indigenous peoples had either vanished or that they were no longer “real” Indians … because cultural practices had changed following the depredations of colonization’ (Smith 2004: 18). She points out that the regulation of archaeological activity on public land by the Act served at once to professionalize archaeology as a discipline, and moreover to reposition Native American material as property of the federal government in a bid to make it part of a collective American history (Smith 2004: 129-30). She goes on (Smith 2004: 130-43) to outline how subsequent legislation and cultural resource management practice in the USA has perpetuated the privileging of scientific archaeological professionalism over other interests, especially claims of Indigenous knowledge, commercial exploitation of land, and amateur artefact-hunting.

Smith’s analysis continues with a review of Australian legislation. She identifies certain differences between the USA and Australia—that whereas in the USA the governance of archaeological material mostly operates at the federal level, in Australia state law prevails; and that legislation in Australia covers all land, regardless of ownership—but nevertheless points out the fundamental similarity: that Australia exhibits the same underlying attitude towards Indigenous cultural material as the USA (Smith 2004: 143-4). In Australia, the idea that the territory was devoid of human occupation was enshrined in the concept of terra nullius which declared that no ownership rights existed in Australian land until the advent of European settlers, implying also a completely empty land devoid of human intervention. Legislation on archaeological remains came relatively late to Australia, in the 1950s, despite a long-standing interest in the study of Aboriginal culture; indeed, the first legislation to directly concern itself with such remains was in New South Wales in 1967. This law was entitled the National Parks and Wildlife Act and was concerned to set aside ‘primitive areas’ that would be safe from damaging activity such as industrial development and mining: an amended version in 1969 provided for all Aboriginal ‘relics’ to become state property. The implicit association of concepts such as ‘wild’, ‘primitive’, and indeed of Indigenous material as automatically a ‘relic’, is clear, and reflects common attitudes at the time (Smith 2004: 145). Elsewhere in Australia—such as the state of Victoria in 1972—the concept of ‘relic’ was extended to include Aboriginal human remains, relegating them to the status of objects.

In both North America and Australia, the attitudes expressed by cultural resource legislation and the treatment of Indigenous peoples they represented led to significant challenges to archaeological authority (Smith 2004: 136-8, 152-4). Lobbying by Native Americans led to successive amendments to US federal legislation, granting recognition and authority to Native Americans over archaeological remains on tribal lands. At the same time, Native American groups became more vocal in challenging the rights of archaeologists and others to decide the fate of human remains. One result was the passage in 1990 of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act which provides for the return to Native American groups who can establish cultural links with it of the material, objects, and human remains from funerary contexts. In Australia, challenges to archaeological control over Aboriginal material took a similar turn and resulted again in significant legislative changes. In 1992 a decision in the Mabo court case overturned the concept of terra nullius and subsequent legislation has confirmed the right of Aboriginal Australians to lay claim to land so long as they can demonstrate cultural affiliation (Smith 2004:25). The debate concerning issues of control is ongoing and remains unresolved at the time of writing, but evidence of a measure of accord is evident (see e.g. Carmichael et al. 1994; Davidson et al. 1995; Swidler et al. 1997).

Two key differences from European concerns appear in relation to the ‘new worlds’ of North America and Australasia so far as archaeological resource management is concerned. Universally in Europe, a concern for the preservation of cultural remains pre-dated any effort to protect areas of natural interest (e.g. for Britain, see the timeline, which emphasizes the point, in Carman 1996: 99-100), whereas in North America and Australasia it was the natural wonders that first excited interest and, especially, legislative action. The protection and designation of ‘natural’ areas inevitably included areas where the Indigenous populations lived and accordingly relegated them too to part of ‘nature’. This ideological difference underpins the distinction shared in the USA and Australia between Indigenous ‘prehistoric’ material and postcolonization ‘historical’ remains, one that finds a place only rarely elsewhere. Nevertheless, the model of AHM represented in the USA and largely exported to Australia has become a model which has been adopted across much of the globe.

CONCLUSION

Each of these examples, despite their variation in time and place, has highlighted certain common features of which we should be mindful when considering the history of AHM. The first is the importance of cultural context, which has varied considerably over time and across space. It is this which has determined the view taken of ancient remains, whether as sources of building material in late medieval Rome, or the building blocks of political supremacy in seventeenth-century Scandinavia, as the foundations of national identity in the later nineteenth-century Mediterranean, or within the British Empire, or as arguments for the colonization of territory and the conquest of Indigenous inhabitants by incoming people of European stock in ‘new worlds’. Accordingly, while many of the current, highly sanctioned, practices of modern AHM were in place from a relatively early period—certainly by the seventeenth century in Italy and northern Europe—they did not represent a true system of AHM because the idea of managing for a generalized good the material of the past was not yet in place. This would emerge in association with the rise of nationalism in the nineteenth century and is most evident in the efforts in Britain, which in turn derive from experience elsewhere.

Together, the elements described in this chapter came together to form the current assumptions that underlie so much work in the heritage and public archaeology fields, and what Smith (2006; see also Smith and Waterton this volume) has called the ‘authorized heritage discourse’.

REFERENCES

Anderson, B. R. O’G. (1983). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism. London: Verso.

Atkinson, J. A., Banks, I., and O’Sullivan, B. (eds.) (1996). Nationalism and Archaeology: Scottish Archaeological Forum. Glasgow: Cruithne Press.

Barker, G. (ed.) (1999). Companion Encyclopedia of Archaeology. London: Routledge.

Beales, D., and Biagini, E. F. (2002). The Risorgimento and the Unification of Italy. 2nd edn. Harlow: Pearson.

Bland, R. (1996). ‘Treasure Trove and the Case for Reform’, Art, Antiquity and Law, 1.1: 11-26.

—— (2004). ‘The Treasure Act and the Portable Antiquities Scheme: A Case Study in Developing Public Archaeology’, in N. Merriman (ed.), Public Archaeology. London: Routledge, 272-91.

Boulting, N. (1976). ‘The Law’s Delays: Conservationist Legislation in the British Isles’, in J. Fawcett (ed.), The Future of the Past: Attitudes to Conservation 1174-1974. London: Thames and Hudson, 9-33.

Carman, J. (1993). ‘The P is Silent—as in Archaeology’, Archaeological Review from Cambridge, 12.1: 39-53.

—— (1996). Valuing Ancient Things: Archaeology and Law in England. London: Leicester University Press.

—— (1997). ‘Archaeology, Politics and Legislation: The British Experience’, in G. Mora and M. Díaz-Andreu (eds.), La cristalización del pasado: Genesis y desarollo del Marco Institucional de la Arqueologia en España. Malaga: University of Malaga Press.

—— (2005). Against Cultural Property: Archaeology, Heritage and Ownership. London: Duckworth.

Carmichael, D. L., Hubert, J., Reeves, B., and Schanche, A. (eds.) (1994). Sacred Sites, Sacred Places. London: Routledge.

Chapman, W. (1989). ‘The Organisational Context in the History of Archaeology: Pitt-Rivers and Other British Archaeologists in the 1860s’, Antiquaries Journal, 69.1: 23-42.

Chippindale, C. (1983). ‘The Making of the First Ancient Monuments Act, 1882, and its Administration under General Pitt-Rivers’, Journal of the British Archaeological Association, 136: 23-42.

Clark, M. (1984). Modern Italy 1871-1982. London: Longman.

Cleere, H. F. (ed.) (1984). Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—— (ed.) (1989). Archaeological Heritage Management in the Modern World, One World Archaeology 9. London: Unwin Hyman.

Cohn, B. S. (1983). ‘Representing Authority in Victorian India’, in E. Hobsbawm and T. Ranger (eds.), The Invention of Tradition: Past and Present. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 165-210.

Colley, L. (1992). Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837. London: Yale University Press.

Cooney, G. (1996). ‘Building the Future on the Past: Archaeology and the Construction of National Identity in Ireland’, in M. Díaz-Andreu and T. Champion (eds.), Nationalism and Archaeology in Europe. London: UCL Press, 146-63.

D’Agostino, B. (1984). ‘Italy’, in H. F. Cleere (ed.), Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 73-81.

Daniel, G. (1978). 150 Years of Archaeology. London: Duckworth.

—— and Renfrew, C. (1988). The Idea of Prehistory. 2nd edn. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Davidson, I., Lovell-Jones, C., and Bancroft, R. (eds.) (1995). Archaeologists and Aborigines Working Together. Armidale: University of New England Press.

Díaz-Andreu, M., and Champion, T. (eds.) (1996). Nationalism and Archaeology in Europe. London: Routledge.

Evans, C. (1994). ‘Natural Wonders and National Monuments: A Meditation upon the Fate of The Tolmen’, Antiquity, 68: 200-8.

Firth, A. (1999). ‘Making Archaeology: The History of the Protection of Wrecks Act 1973 and the Constitution of an Archaeological Resource’, International Journal of Nautical Archaeology, 28: 10-24.

Fowler, D. D. (1986). ‘Conserving American Archaeological Resources’, in D. J. Meltzer, D. D. Fowler, and J. A. Sabloff (eds.), American Archaeology Past and Future: A Celebration of the Society for American Archaeology 1935-1985. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, 135-62.

Gallant, T. W. (2001). Modern Greece. London: Arnold.

Gellner, E. (1983). Nations and Nationalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gianighian, G. (2001). ‘Italy’, in R. Pickard (ed.), Policy and Law in Heritage Conservation. London: Spon, 184-206.

Graves-Brown, P., Jones, S., and Gamble, C. (eds.) (1996). Cultural Identity and Archaeology: The Construction of European Identities. London: Routledge.

Guidi, A. (1996). ‘Nationalism without a Nation: The Italian Case’, in M. Díaz-Andreu and T. Champion (eds.), Nationalism and Archaeology in Europe. London: Routledge, 108-18.

Hearder, H. (1990). Italy: A Short History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Henneberg, K. von, and Ascoli, A. R. (2001). ‘Introduction: Nationalism and the Uses of Risorgimento Culture’, in A. R. Ascoli and K. von Henneberg (eds.), Making and Remaking Italy: The Cultivation of National Identity around the Risorgimento. Oxford: Berg, 1-26.

Hill, G. F. (1936). Treasure Trove in Law and Practice. Oxford: Clarendon.

Hobsbawm, E. (1990). Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hunter, M. (ed.) (1996). Preserving the Past: The Rise of Heritage in Modern Britain. Stroud: Sutton.

Hutchinson, J., and Smith, A. D. (eds.) (1994). Nationalism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Knudson, R. (1986). ‘Contemporary Cultural Resource Management’, in D. J. Meltzer, D. D. Fowler, and J. A. Sabloff (eds.), American Archaeology Past and Future: A Celebration of the Society for American Archaeology 1935-1985. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution, 395-414.

Kohl, P. L., and Fawcett, C. (eds.) (1995). Nationalism, Politics and the Practice of Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kristiansen, K. (1984). ‘Denmark’, in H.F. Cleere (ed.), Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 21-36.

—— (1989). ‘Perspectives on the Archaeological Heritage: History and Future’, in H. F. Cleere (ed.) Archaeological Heritage Management in the Modern World. London: Unwin Hyman, 23-9.

—— (1993). ‘“The Strength of the Past and its Great Might”: An Essay on the Use of the Past’, Journal of European Archaeology, 1: 3-32.

—— (1996). ‘The Destruction of the Archaeological Heritage and the Formation of Museum Collections: The Case of Denmark’, in W. D. Kingery (ed.), Learning from Things: Method and Theory of Material Culture Studies, Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 82-101.

McEwan, J. M. (2003). Archaeology and Ideology in Nineteenth Century Ireland: Nationalism or Neutrality?, British Archaeological Reports British Series 354. Oxford: John and Erica Hedges Ltd.

MacRory, R., and Kirwan, S. (2001). ‘Ireland’, in R. Pickard (ed.), Policy and Law in Heritage Conservation. London: Spon, 158-83.

Mouliou, M. (1996). ‘Ancient Greece, its Classical Heritage and the Modern Greeks: Aspects of Nationalism in Museum Exhibitions’, in J. A. Atkinson, I. Banks, and B. O’Sullivan (eds.), Nationalism and Archaeology: Scottish Archaeological Forum. Glasgow: Cruithne Press, 174-99.

Murray, T. (1990). ‘The History, Philosophy and Sociology of Archaeology: The Case of the Ancient Monuments Protection Act (1882)’, in V. Pinsky and A. Wylie (eds.), Critical Traditions in Contemporary Archaeology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 55-67.

O’Keefe, P. J., and Prott, L. V. (1984). Law and the Cultural Heritage, i: Discovery and Excavation. Abingdon: Professional Books.

Pellati, F. (1932). ‘La Législation des monuments historiques en Italie’, Museion, 17-18: 26-9.

Pickard, R. (ed.) (2001). Policy and Law in Heritage Conservation. London: Spon.

Pugh-Smith, J., and Samuels, J. (1996). Archaeology in Law. London: Sweet and Maxwell.

Renfrew, C. (1986). ‘Introduction: Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-Political Change’, in C. Renfrew and J. Cherry (eds.), Peer Polity Interaction and Socio-Political Change. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1-18.

Riall, L. (2000). ‘Garibaldi and the South’, in J. A. Davis (ed.), Italy in the Nineteenth Century 1796-1900. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 132-53.

Saunders, A. (1983). ‘A Century of Ancient Monuments Legislation, 1882-1982’, Antiquaries Journal, 63: 11-29.

Schnapp, A. (1996). The Discovery of the Past: The Origins of Archaeology. London: British Museum Press.

—— and Kristiansen, K. (1999). ‘Discovering the Past’, in G. Barker (ed.), Companion Encyclopedia of Archaeology. London: Routledge, 3-47.

Scollar, I, Tabbaugh, A., Hesse, A., and Herzog, I. (1990). Archaeological Prospecting. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Shannon, R. (1976). The Crisis of Imperialism, 1865-1915. St Albans: Paladin.

Smith, L. (2004). Archaeological Theory and the Politics of Cultural Heritage. London: Routledge.

—— (2006). Uses of Heritage. London: Routledge.

Soderland, H. A. (2009). ‘The History of Heritage: A Method in Analysing Legislative Historiography’, in M. L. S. Sørensen and J. Carman (eds.), Heritage Studies: Methods and Approaches. London: Routledge, 55-84.

Swidler, N., Dongoske, K. E., Anyon, R., and Downer, A. S. (eds.) (1997). Native Americans and Archaeologists: Stepping Stones to Common Ground. Walnut Creek, CA: Altamira Press.

Thapar, B. K. (1984). ‘India’, in H. F. Cleere (ed.), Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 63-72.

Thomason, A. K. (2005). Luxury and Legitimation: Royal Collecting in Ancient Mesopotamia, Perspectives on Collecting. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Trigger, B. G. (1984). ‘Alternative Archaeologies: Nationalist, Colonialist, Imperialist’, Man, 19: 355-70.

—— (1989). A History of Archaeological Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Twohig, E. (1987). ‘Pitt Rivers in Munster, 1862-65/6’, Journal of the Cork Historical and Archaeological Society, 92. January-December: 34-46.

Wedgewood, C. (1957). The Thirty Years’ War. London: Pelican.

Welch, E. (2005). Shopping in the Renaissance: Consumer Cultures in Italy, 1400-1600. London: Yale University Press.

Woolley, L. (1950). Ur of the Chaldees. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

—— and Moorey, P. R. S. (1982). Ur ‘of the Chaldees’: The Final Account, Excavations at Ur. London: Herbert Press.


CHAPTER 2
AMERICA’S CHERISHED RESERVES
THE ENDURING SIGNIFICANCE OF THE 1916 NATIONAL PARK ORGANIC ACT

HILARY A. SODERLAND

Specializing in archaeology and law, Hilary A. Soderland received her Ph.D. from Cambridge University and her Juris Doctorate from the University of California-Berkeley. She currently serves on the Society for American Archaeology Repatriation Committee and is founder and Chair of the Heritage Values Interest Group. Like Carman (Chapter 1, this volume), her research and publications concern how the concept of heritage has evolved, especially through legal mechanisms. Drawing upon the methodology she established for her doctoral work, this chapter examines the importance of the first consolidating legislation on National Parks in the development of America’s national heritage. While closely concerned with the specific legislative processes of the United States, it invites us to compare and contrast similar processes in other parts of the globe.

INTRODUCTION

The national park is just as much a public asset of this Nation as the Capitol of the United States.

(Representative Denver S. Church (D-CA). Published Hearing,
House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, p. 21)

TODAY in the United States, as elsewhere, law and archaeology may not always collaborate in harmony but their interface is far from novel. Law is now unquestionably a vital instrument of management and governance within the discipline and practice of archaeology. Most nations have a legal framework to protect, preserve, and regulate the past. This is frequently, and ostensibly, for the ‘public good’. Although the public is often an amorphous entity, ill defined at best, the ‘public good’ is nonetheless a compelling rationale commonly used for the enactment and execution of law. Yet, just how the public is used as justification for law and how such justification is inflected in legislation is a process not well documented but essential to the relationship between archaeology and law.

The regulatory rubric of ‘public’ archaeology directs policy as well as practice. It delimits the parameters of what warrants protection, who has legal standing to participate in that determination, and ultimate resource disposition and ownership title. The law-making process enshrines conceptions of archaeological heritage in statutory text. Such transplantation is not without limitations or hegemonic tendencies. It does however produce a textual resource from which a legislative history can be constructed. The legislative history of a statute temporally contextualizes law. It facilitates the documentation of public involvement and the role of the public within the fabric of archaeology. This, in turn, exposes how the enactment of law engenders a discourse not just of law, or of policy, but of people. Thus, even though it is the law and not the public that is the primary object of this study, employing a legal-historical approach illuminates the conception of the ‘public’. It underscores how the meaning ascribed to the term ‘public’ shifts with time and context, and accordingly with what has been—and what has become—archaeology for the public or ‘public archaeology’.

This chapter considers the ‘public’ in its focus on the legal regulation of United States archaeology. It asserts the enduring significance of the 1916 legislation that created the National Park Service. Utilizing a legal-historical approach, it uncovers the societal ideals, values, and sentiments critical in the law-making process of the 1916 National Park Organic Act (16 U.S.C. § 1, 1916). It situates these mores within the legal historiography of American archaeology. In so doing, it discloses the importance of the 1916 Act in expanding the legal regulation inaugurated by the 1906 Antiquities Act (16 U.S.C. § 431, 1906), in providing a foundation from which subsequent regulatory measures were to be constructed, and in safeguarding an untold number of archaeological sites through the extraction of vast areas from the public domain.

Emphasis expressly rests on the United States. The scope of the implications, to the contrary, is not confined by national boundaries or circumstance. The centrality of law in the establishment and operation of administrative agencies is of universal import to archaeologists and heritage managers. The compass of legality is managerial as well as protective. Even so, protection can eclipse management. Particularly in a field of non-renewable resources, the jurisprudence that mandates management tends to be less audible than its protective counterpart. This chapter addresses how this propensity resounds in United States archaeology. Within the legal-historical context, it calls for more substantive concentration both on the 1916 National Park Organic Act and the administrative apparatus it devised. In broader terms, it contends that the legal regulation of archaeology must not overlook management. For in scores of nations, official agencies are imperative to the development of public archaeology and heritage management. The legislative directives, procedures, and standards that control administrative action and power clearly vary. The confluence of factors that influence legislating as well as the contexts within which management schemes operate retain national distinction. It is the ascendancy of law in management, however, that provides commonality and global relevance. Thus, while the 1916 law that created the United States National Park Service pertains to American archaeology, it is an instructive instance of the formation of an official agency to institutionalize management. Furthermore, a description of the many issues and compromises considered by the legislature in the enactment of the law demonstrates the necessary balancing of interests inherent in ceding jurisdiction to agency management. The pivotal role of such an agency in the development of archaeological resources and heritage warrants granting the law creating it heightened stature in the corpus of law regulating public archaeology.

In the United States, law concerning archaeology developed alongside the professionalization of the discipline. Archaeology initially intersected with law just over a century ago when the 1906 Antiquities Act extended protection to the nation’s archaeology. The statute buttressed the advance of archaeology as an expanding field of science with adherence by professional practitioners to methodological frameworks and theoretical bases. Codified during the 59th Congress, the Antiquities Act was the first United States federal law expressly to address antiquities as its central concern and as such set ideological and procedural precedent. Saluted as the foundation stone in the legal preservation and protection of America’s archaeological resources, it remains in effect today. Its legacy, which still resonates over a century later, is routinely attributed to its foresight and the concise yet broad scope of its three main provisions. Section 1 imposes penalties for the damage or destruction of ‘any object of antiquity’ on federally owned or controlled land. Section 2 grants executive proclamation powers to the President to declare national monuments, making a single unilateral action all that is necessary to set aside government land for preservation. Section 3 requires government issued permits in order to conduct archaeological investigations, excavations, or research on federally owned or controlled land, and also stipulates that objects removed by such endeavours are to be cared for permanently in a public facility. The import of the 1906 Antiquities Act is firmly ensconced in the minds of American archaeologists. It is recognized as fundamental in both historical and contemporary contexts and it marks the starting point for a legal-historical analysis of United States archaeology.

In contrast to its 1906 antecedent, the 1916 National Park Organic Act rarely has received recognition befitting its influence on, or connection to, the legal regulation of American archaeology. The landmark status of the 1916 law is closely aligned with nature. This association is logical. The purpose of the law was to establish a governmental agency to manage and conserve the nation’s scenery, wildlife, and natural environment for the public and for posterity. Neither ‘antiquity’ nor ‘archaeology’ is specified under its aegis. When the statutory language of 1916 is juxtaposed with that of 1906, the divide is stark. The Antiquities Act preserved tangible aspects of culture. No term explicitly imbuing culture appears in the statutory language of the 1916 National Park Organic Act. Pinpointing such terminological differentiation, however, can create an unnecessary line of demarcation between the natural and the cultural. This lacks appreciation for the greater effectuation and implementation of the statute. It can amount to construing the law narrowly. It certainly falls short of realizing the full framework of resource management embraced by the National Park Service. It also passes over the integral connection between the Antiquities Act and the National Park Organic Act. In contrast, this chapter calls attention to the strong complementary association between these two earliest statutes that together laid the foundation for the future direction of legal regulation. In questioning the entrenched norms that privilege protection over management, this chapter examines how the creation of the National Park Service has had far-reaching and, at times, unexplored implications for American archaeology.

In 1916, the National Park Organic Act expanded the legal foci from law that protected resources only to law that also stipulated provisions and set forth mechanisms (management, leadership, appropriations/funding) for future care of those resources. The concept and legislative origins of the National Park Service arose well before 1916. The painter George Catlin (1796-1872), whose paintings portrayed the West and its Native American inhabitants, captured the essence of a National Park system with his 1832 words: ‘… by some great protecting policy of government … in a magnificent park…. A nation’s park, containing man and beast, in all the wild[ness] and freshness of their nature’s beauty!’ (Runte 1984: pp. 55-7; Mackintosh 1991: p. 10.) As well as America’s preeminent environmentalist, John Muir (1838-1914), the great landscape architect Frederick Law Olmsted (1822-1903), famed for his urban parks, is also credited with ‘… much of the ground-laying of national park policy … [Olmsted] laid the philosophical foundations of preservation for inspirational purposes and made explicit recommendations on such matters as concessions, development, scientific protection, and interpretation’ (Dilsaver 1994: p. 9). However, the focus of this chapter centres on the making of legislation during the 64th Congress (1st Session: 6 December 1915 to 8 September 1916), and on the societal milieu from which the National Park Organic Act emerged. The crux is thus on the legislative history of the Act. The legislative history is constructed through an analysis of the archives of the United States government that record the procedures through which legislation is effected. Legislative histories of laws of other nations can no doubt illustrate the unique course each country has taken on its own path to archaeological heritage management and protection.

The legislative history of the National Park Organic Act, for present purposes, is delineated not in strict or formulaic adherence to a chronological examination of the textual record produced by each bill at each point in the legislative process. The emphasis instead centres on the issues embodied in the bills and the ways in which those issues factored in the making of law during the 1st Session of the 64th Congress. Six bills were introduced with the intent to establish a National Park service. The precise trajectory of all six bills within the legislative process will not be probed. Congressional consideration revolved around the House of Representatives bill, H.R. 15522, which kindled fervent dialogue between the House and the Senate. Only after much debate, amendment, and the convention of a Congressional Conference did the bill pass Congress and, with the endorsement of President Woodrow Wilson (1913-21), culminate in the National Park Organic Act on 25 August 1916.

Such a legal-historical methodology therefore does not assume prior knowledge, or require a lengthy explanation, of the intricacies of the United States legislative process in order to achieve a clear and full synthesis of the legislative history. Nevertheless, several aspects essential to this mode of analysis must be noted. The issues fundamental to the legislative history of a United States statute are usually most fully explicated in Congressional Committee published and unpublished materials such as Committee Reports and Committee Hearings. When a bill of proposed legislation is introduced into either the House or the Senate, it is referred to the appropriate Committee for study and public comment. Should the Committee decide to consider the bill, the pursuit of such investigation produces a rich source of information that reveals and examines the pertinent issues. This process as well as Congressional floor debate divulges the extent to which the proposed bill is supported or opposed both in and out of Congress. Since the issues bound in specific legislation arise out of the philosophy or exigencies of the era of enactment, the legislative origin of law reflects a particular history and temporal reality.

It is within such a frame of reference that the construction of the National Park Organic Act’s legislative history demonstrates how the issues of 1916 resound with those that shaped its precursor, the Antiquities Act, in 1906. This, in turn, not only demonstrates how the National Park Organic Act is linked to the Antiquities Act within the continuum of law governing archaeology but also provides the context to position the 1916 statute in the historiography of law regulating archaeology.

THE FIRST DECADE OF LEGAL REGULATION: FROM THE 1906 ANTIQUITIES ACT TO THE 1916 NATIONAL PARK ORGANIC ACT

Congress has reserved for the benefit and enjoyment of the people small sections of our country that contain the finest scenery and many wonderful natural curiosities. When creating the national parks and monuments the people naturally presumed that Congress will create the machinery to care for the parks and make them accessible. This naturally costs money. But if they are not worth caring for properly they should be abolished and if they are to cost the people the least amount of money consistent with the proper management it is absolutely necessary to have some uniform administration …

(R. B. Marshall, Superintendent of National Parks.
Published Hearing, House Committee on
Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, p. 78)

Prior to 1916 and the National Park Organic Act, National Parks and other protected areas, such as National Monuments, were created by singular Acts of Congress or by executive proclamation—a piecemeal process that resulted in protected isolated ‘islands’ throughout the country without uniform administration or funding. Such inconsistency encumbered early conservation efforts and impeded the formation, operation, and development of National Parks. It in many ways also threatened to jeopardize the very existence of these relatively new units of the American landscape.
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FIGURE 2.1 Souvenir folder (postcard) of Yellowstone National Park mailed 12 August 1916. (Photo: National Park Service.) The postcard depicts Yellowstone’s North Entrance Arch or the ‘Roosevelt Arch’ that welcomed visitors who arrived from the Gardiner, Montana train depot. President Theodore Roosevelt dedicated the Arch, which bears the inscription ‘For the Benefit and Enjoyment of the People’—words from his 24 April 1903 speech.

The earliest legislation to protect an outstanding natural feature in the American landscape was the result of Congressional action that formed Yosemite Valley as the first public park (deeded to the state of California in 1864). The next decade marked the initial extraction of land from the public domain with the explicit intent to preserve an outstanding feature of the natural environment in the form of a National Park. In 1872, Congress formed Yellowstone National Park from parts of the Territories of Wyoming and Montana (Figure 2.1). Since this land was not within the boundaries of any state to which its care could be entrusted, (as had been the case with Yosemite), the United States Department of the Interior was charged with its stewardship.

The legal extraction of land from the public domain in the form of National Parks to protect natural sites within the United States preceded reservation of land for its archaeological significance. This is the inverse of how conservation and public archaeology developed in many other nations where ‘culture’ was protected before ‘nature’. It was not until twenty-five years after laws first safeguarded areas for their exceptional natural significance that protection extended to cultural features in the landscape. In 1889, Congress created the nation’s first archaeological preserve at Casa Grande Ruin in Arizona. In 1906, over forty years after Congress first protected Yosemite, Mesa Verde became the first National Park to preserve the material culture of a past civilization when President Theodore Roosevelt (1901-1909) approved its establishment. Each of these was distinctly fashioned without heed for, or benefit of, a greater framework. Local variation, haphazard management, and scant (if any) appropriations were among the problems that beset these early reserves.

By 1916, America’s thirteen National Parks were in a precarious state. These protected areas, along with the twenty-one National Monuments created by the Antiquities Act presidential proclamation provision—authority fiercely debated and still highly politicized—lacked any centralized or systematic management. This void in supervision exposed inconsistencies that could be, and were, manipulated by those with non-aligning interests in the same land and resources. In 1916, as also evident in the legislative history of the earlier Antiquities Act, disagreement existed even within the preservation movement. What exactly did preserving or conserving resources entail? In what way and by whom should such resources be managed or regulated for the public benefit? Did preservation preclude any form of development (harvesting timber, grazing livestock, drilling oil, damming for power/irrigation) or other economic endeavour? These questions, and the greater issues they represented, continued to loom large particularly when considering an undertaking as significant as establishing a new federal agency.

The making of the National Park Organic Act was analogous in many ways to that of the Antiquities Act. Progressive political philosophy remained an influential doctrine that received bipartisan support. Bolstered by the success of recent advocacy that aided the passage of the Antiquities Act in 1906, preservationists continued to advance the Progressive Era principles of scientific resource management and environmental conservation, turning again to the legislature to effect change. Congress was called upon to standardize the organization of the nation’s National Parks and to ensure that the natural beauty and pristine environment would not be exploited or destroyed by private enterprise but instead reserved for the public. This forward-thinking sentiment is evident in the Congressional Hearing statement delivered by Mr J. Horace McFarland, President of the American Civic Association, an organization that ardently supported and lobbied for the establishment of a centralized agency for the nation’s National Parks.

Each one of these national parks in America is the result of some great man’s thought of service to his fellow citizens. These parks did not just happen; they came about because earnest men and women became violently excited at the possibility of these great assets passing from the public control—these great natural curiosities, great recreation grounds … These great parks are, in the highest degree, as they stand today, a sheer expression of democracy, the separation of these lands from the public domain, to be held for the public, instead of being opened to private settlement. (Published Hearing, House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, p. 53)

Such ideals and values infused Congressional testimony and figured notably in the confluence of factors that coalesced in the enactment of National Park legislation in the summer of 1916. Codification represented yet another triumph for the preservation movement. For the first time, policies, appropriations/funding, and personnel were coordinated and authority was vested under a director in Washington, DC. The 1916 statute accorded the public a central role and created the National Park Service (NPS) under the auspices of the Department of the Interior in order to unify the previously disparate protected areas under a centralized agency responsible for the management, regulation, and promotion of the nation’s heritage. Both early laws considered archaeology to be an element of national heritage, and a tenet of nation building and identity construction. Throughout the first decade of legal regulation a strong rationale existed that focused on preserving the treasures of the American landscape for the benefit of all Americans, present and future. The rhetoric of ‘the public’ or for ‘the future’ had not waned. Yet, broadening the conception of who comprised ‘the public’ in whose interests the law was enacted escaped revision. While the ‘public’ was not defined per se, neither law recognized the unique connection of Native American peoples to the nation’s archaeological resources.

THE 1916 NATIONAL PARK ORGANIC ACT

Codified on 25 August 1916, the National Park Organic Act established the National Park Service. It is comprised of four sections. Section 1 creates the National Park Service within the Department of the Interior and outlines its administrative structure. It also states that the cardinal ‘… purpose [of the National Park Service] is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations’ (16 U.S.C. § 1, 1916). Section 2 consolidates the National Parks and National Monuments existing in 1916 and places them, along with other protected areas ‘… hereafter created by Congress …’, under the leadership of the National Park Service Director, with jurisdiction over all such protected areas granted to the Department of the Interior (with certain exceptions). Section 3 grants the Secretary of the Interior authority to determine best management practices for National Parks in terms of (1) formulation of rules and regulations (that carry penalties for violations); (2) disposition of timber, animals, and plants; and, (3) utilization of National Park land for visitor development except when (a) impeding free public access or (b) grazing livestock in any park but Yellowstone. Section 4 stipulates that the 1916 Act shall not interfere with or obstruct a previous law relating to public rights of way on federal land.

THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF THE 1916 NATIONAL PARK ORGANIC ACT: 64TH CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION

The places of scenic beauty do not increase, but, on the contrary, are in danger of being reduced in number … and the danger is always increasing with the accumulation of wealth, owing to the desire of private persons to appropriate these places. There is no better service we can render to the masses of the people than to set about and preserve for them wide spaces of fine scenery for their delight.

(Lord James Bryce, British Ambassador to the United States (1907-13). Published Hearing, House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, p. 54)

Efforts towards the legal unification of America’s National Parks long had pervaded the lobbying agenda of conservationists, environmentalists, and preservationists and had received Congressional attention prior to the 64th Congress. In the 1916 House Committee on Public Lands Published Hearing, advocates stressed the importance of the issue, noting that it had even occasioned prior presidential consideration when President William Howard Taft (1909-13) endorsed a National Park service in a special message to Congress in 1912.

I earnestly recommend the establishment of a bureau of national parks. Such legislation is essential to the proper management of those wondrous manifestations of nature, so startling and so beautiful that every one [sic] recognizes the obligations of the Government to preserve them for the edification and recreation of the people. (Compilation, p. 7724; Published Hearing, House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, p. 4)

Not even presidential support had roused Congress to enact legislation. It was not until the sentiments voiced in 1912 were directly affected by world events, which created economic incentive, that a National Park service was realized.

The making of the National Park Organic Act centred on the conservation ethic to secure the natural landscape for future generations, but coupled that with the economic exploitation of that environment. In 1916, world affairs catapulted economics to the forefront. The First World War barred Americans from vacationing on the other side of the Atlantic and consequently left millions of tourist dollars to be spent elsewhere. When money started flowing north to Canada, the realization became obvious that it would behove the United States to develop its tourist industry. National Parks were popular attractions and Canadian National Parks generated huge economic revenue. The economic potential of National Parks previously had been overlooked but the 1915 statistics of monies escaping to Canada galvanized nationalistic sentiment. There was imminent and good reason for the United States to develop tourism at National Parks and that meant creating a centralized management entity. By international standards, the United States was falling short. Just as proponents of the Antiquities Act in 1906 had faulted America’s failure to protect its antiquities, this time international comparison centred on the regulation, management, and development of the resources protected by law.

The concept of capitalizing on natural and cultural resources for economic gain (predominantly in terms of tourism) marked a major shift from the legislative history of 1906 to that of 1916. The economic incentives of a National Park service proved crucial in lobbying Congress and in attracting the financial backing of outside businesses such as the railroads. The expanding railroad industry was instrumental in promoting, by the funding of advertising campaigns, the National Parks to the American people and in providing tourism infrastructure such as transportation and hotels (Figure 2.2). The invaluable and priceless essence of America’s natural, cultural, and historical resources—as so deemed by scientists and preservationists ten years previously—had by 1916 largely been reduced to tangible values and prices.

Economic consideration regarding instituting a new federal agency also gained increased emphasis in the 1916 legislative history. Since Congress in 1906 had failed to appropriate funds to implement the Antiquities Act, substantial attention now was given to personnel numbers and funding sufficient to care for and manage land withdrawn from the public domain for public use. In 1916, as in 1906, the country divided along geographic lines as the fate of a disproportionate number of protected areas in the West was being determined by the federal government in the more populated East. The divide between Eastern and Western priorities figured prominently in politics when the United States had a Western frontier with settlers whose needs and interests diverged from, and frequently clashed with, those of Eastern city dwellers. This gulf lessened as the emergence and widespread use of the railroad and the proliferation of automobiles overcame the isolation of distance and seclusion. Within this East/West discourse, arguments of public versus private rights to land and the circumstances under which the federal government should or could withdraw land from the public domain were made with vehemence. Grazing rights still held key importance. Although westward expansion continued to be a dominant issue, the focus in 1916 centred on the mobilization of tourists—not homesteaders, settlers, miners, or ranchers as previously had been the case. Transportation infrastructure featured prominently as did railroad and automobile access to, and use in, National Parks. (Figures 2.3 and 2.4 illustrate early efforts at streamlining tourist transportation.)

Much of the testimony presented to Congress (in Hearings, Reports, unpublished literature) exhibited a nationalistic undertone, deploring the loss of economic profits to other nations as the United States lagged behind in exploiting the economic potential of National Parks. Some statements notified Congress that the Department of the Interior was beginning to take advantage of the surplus of travellers now excluded from travel to Europe. In spite of this, much more was needed to transform the nascent tourist amenities at National Parks (Figure 2.5). This included constructing trails and roads to facilitate routes for automobile visitation, negotiating contracts with railroads to develop National Parks as specialized railroad destination points for cross-country travellers, and publicizing maps and advertising information on National Parks. The way forward—the establishment of a unified system of National Parks—was, by 1916, not so much the subject of contention as was how best to organize and implement a National Park service. Only the law to effect it remained lacking.
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FIGURE 2.2 Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Advertisement circa 1910. ‘A mile deep, miles wide, & painted like a sunset. That’s the Grand Canyon of Arizona. You can go there in a Pullman [railroad sleeping car] to the rim at El Tovar [Hotel] en route to Sunny California on the train of luxury. The California Limited.’ (Photo: National Park Service Historic Photograph Collection: HPC-001985; originally from Harper’s Weekly 3 December 1910, LIV(2815): p. 28.)
The Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway (commonly abbreviated as the Santa Fe) began operation in 1859 and ultimately had rail lines running from Chicago to California. This 1910 advertisement was not just targeted at drawing tourists westward to the Pacific but strategically promoted the Grand Canyon as a destination point by highlighting the newly opened El Tovar Hotel (1905), perched on the canyon rim.
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FIGURE 2.3 Stagecoaches departing the Gardiner, Montana train depot for Yellowstone National Park 1904. (Photo: National Park Service.) In 1903, the railroad extended to Gardiner, Montana, increasing the accessibility of Yellowstone National Park. Yellowstone, like Mount Rainier, already had some of the highest visitor statistics of any National Park. Visitor numbers soared as tourists who arrived by rail in Gardiner, Montana were met with stagecoaches that orchestrated a ‘grand tour’ of the Park.
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FIGURE 2.4 Mount Rainier National Park: park-operated automobile transportation circa 1900s. Visitors in vehicle no. 2, National Park Transportation Co. (Photo: National Park Service Historic Photograph Collection: HPC-001892.) Mount Rainier National Park, established on 2 March 1899, had developed early on an internal automobile transportation scheme to shepherd visitors within the park.

A unified system

The administrative considerations inherent in the configuration of a new service within the government were myriad and, fittingly, required substantial attention. Since the United States was devoid of a coherent structure specifically constituted to oversee the functioning of the nation’s National Parks, administration was unsystematic and decentralized. Such disjuncture precluded effective and consistent management and utilization of resources in a manner that would optimize the full potential of the parks. Rising visitor numbers—particularly pronounced in 1915—swelled administrative work and created surges that the Department of the Interior could not offset. Further pressures could not be sustained. Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Lane described the status quo as ‘unbusinesslike and inefficient’.

It should be possible to administer these reservations along one general comprehensive line instead of having to deal with each separate[ly] … as an independent entity without any relation to any other … [A unified system] will obviate a great many of the difficulties … to the best advantage. It involves no additional expenditure by the Government, but … should effect economy. (H. Rep. No. 64-700, 1916, pp. 5-6)
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FIGURE 2.5 Yosemite National Park circa 1903. ‘Early visitors to Yosemite came into the Valley on horse-drawn stages over a dusty road clinging perilously to the steep slopes.’ (Photo: National Park Service Historic Photograph Collection: HPC-000600; Photographer: J. T. Boysen.)

The Committee on Public Lands concurred and supported the general efficacy and cost-effective administrative provisions in the proposed legislation, which included staffing a central administrative office in Washington, DC. At the same time, several Congress members opposed centralization under the Department of the Interior because that would remove Congress’s direct authority over National Parks and National Monuments.

Members of the public also lobbied heavily in support of a unified National Park system. Legislative archival materials show a substantial and rich unpublished record, which reinforces the published documentation. It also reveals the opinions and priorities of individual citizens and more localized advocacy groups. Correspondence was penned overwhelming by Westerners, who, by virtue of location and/or livelihood, would be affected most by the advent of a National Park service. Messages—long and short, hand- and typewritten—came from merchants’ and manufacturers’ associations, businesses and trade organizations, civic clubs and chambers of commerce, women’s clubs, individuals, academics, and preservation and conservation societies. This composite of citizens’ communications was fortified by other documents including excerpts of Congressional material from prior attempts to pass legislation, communications among the Secretaries of the Departments of the Treasury, Interior, Agriculture, and War, correspondence within governmental departments, and from members of Congress to their constituents. The overall focus revolved on the need for a centralized agency to manage and develop the nation’s National Parks. Development was referred to in the Unpublished Congressional Material principally by letters that petitioned Congress to allow automobiles in National Parks. As was also evident in the 1906 legislative history of the Antiquities Act, exponents of National Park system legislation who wrote to Congress commonly petitioned for more than one preservation measure, advocating and appealing for Congressional action, involvement, or funding at a particular National Park as well. Examples of National Parks so noted include Glacier, Yosemite, and Sequoia.

Another difficulty of disjointed administration was appropriation of funds. Lack of appropriations resulted in lamentable conditions under which the National Parks were forced to operate. Citing 1915 statistics, the Superintendent of National Parks demonstrated that even with the substantial and increasing revenue generated at National Parks, the severe failure of Congressional appropriations prevented the functioning, and even the imminent existence, of National Parks. For the 1915 calendar year, statistics furnished in the House Committee on Public Lands Hearing are as follows: 335,000 visitors; 99 employees in Parks services; 256 concessionaires in all National Parks generated $3,262,606; 12,360 automobiles entering National Parks; $242,550 appropriation from Congress; $153,274 revenues received.

The crippling effect of insufficient and poorly distributed appropriations meant that there was not enough money to create and maintain park infrastructure (from roads to tourist facilities) or to support a centralized administration—both of which were desperately needed. The Superintendent abhorred the inadequate conditions constraining his Department’s operations, contending that ‘… no business concern would think for a moment of attempting to conduct its affairs as the Department of Interior has been forced to conduct the affairs of the national parks … It is the most appalling condition I ever heard of in or out of the Government service’ (Published Hearing, House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, p. 74). To alleviate Congressional concern as to how a unified system would minimize appropriation expenditure, the Superintendent asserted that the creation of a National Park Service would save the government money as well as saving the National Parks by consolidating separate appropriations in effective centralized administration in Washington, DC. Monetary investment in the National Parks would generate revenue to help the system become as self-sustaining as possible.

Since establishing a new service would modify the existing governmental organization, jurisdictional divisions were a recurring topic of debate and dissension throughout the 64th Congress. Objections to consolidation were made by the Secretary of Agriculture, David F. Houston, because the bill would transfer control of National Monuments on Forest Service lands to the Department of the Interior. Jurisdictional considerations also pertained to the War Department. In House Report 700, the Committee on Public Lands recommended against the transfer of the two National Monuments—the Big Horn Battlefield National Monument (MT) and the Cabrillo National Monument (CA)—administered by the War Department (H. Rep. No. 64-700, 1916, p. 4). Ultimately, a compromise granted joint management to be the exception, not the rule, and only under special circumstances. National Monuments would be under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior and their care at the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, except when National Monuments were surrounded wholly or partially by Forest Reserves. Under such circumstances, the Department of the Interior would share jurisdiction with the Department of Agriculture and management plans would be formulated jointly.

Economic potential and development

The economic potential of National Parks was tied directly to a centralized system. International comparison was reminiscent of the legislative history of the 1906 Antiquities Act in which the status of antiquities protection in the United States was measured against the rest of the world. On this occasion, capacity to manage, and not solely to protect, was the subject of comparison. Time had not altered the outcome. Falling short yet again in the global arena exposed the backward position of the United States and the need for the country to join the ranks of other nations: ‘With equal scenery we are lagging far behind the European countries, notably Switzerland, and are outclassed by the development of park travel and park use in Canada’ (H. Rep. No. 64-700, 1916, p. 2). United States National Parks were not reaping the benefits of a centralized administration with controlled mechanisms of appropriations and development processes. Parks were global tourist beacons, emerging lodestones for profit. Scores were visiting parks, and parks—and countries—not attracting visitors were missing opportunities to generate revenue.

Notwithstanding the lack of economic sophistication in the United States, escalating visitor statistics were attesting to the ‘[t]he growing appreciation of the national assets found in the [country’s] national parks and monuments’. (H. Rep. No. 64-700, 1916, p. 2)

With tourism on the rise, especially in the midst of the First World War when foreign travel destinations were limited, the challenge was to harness those burgeoning numbers in a fiscally productive manner. The development of a coherent system of National Parks decidedly would help to meet this challenge by exploiting the link between visitation and economic gain.

An increasing understanding of the economic viability of United States National Parks engendered new ways of thinking. Long-standing and intrinsic qualities included preservation, protection, edification, and enjoyment. Value in economic terms now augmented this list. Offering concessions to the public was perceived as one practical means to increase revenue. In 1915, concessions alone grossed $173,554.88 (H. Rep. No. 64-700, 1916, p. 5)—and the potential of the National Parks within a cohesive unit had not yet been cultivated.

Whereas the ideal of preservation is so often ingrained in the present-day mindset as diametrically opposed to economics and development, such an association was absent (nor was development considered a threat) in 1916 when preservation and economic growth were envisioned as harmonious with the development of the National Park Service. During the 64th Congress, there was not the slightest inkling of the manner in which the range of economic developments—both positive and negative—would, or could, affect the National Parks. In the early twentieth century visitation was auspicious, while today, one hundred years later, over-visitation is problematic. (See Devil’s Bargains: Tourism in the Twentieth-Century American West (Rothman 1998); Little and McManamon (2005: pp. 12-14).)

In 1916, the monetary advantages in the development of a National Park service were self-evident. Economic incentives were promising not only in and of themselves but also in the way in which their successful implementation would affect other facets of an integrated system. Envisioning such positive outcomes, the Committee on Public Lands

believe[d] that through the organization and establishment of a park service we shall make our home country a place worthy of retaining our own tourists and securing others and that we shall also create a knowledge of the land we possess, which will develop a higher patriotism. (H. Rep. No. 64-700, 1916, p. 5)

Nationalistic perspective underpinned the preservation of many sites and places unique to the United States. While the economic assets of National Parks were great, their ‘priceless’ non-economic values were also appreciated.

Catering to tourism represented a new cogent legislative priority. It even trumped the long-lived divisive issue of grazing. A hotly debated topic in the making of the 1906 Antiquities Act, its momentum did not diminish over the decade as it continued to strike a central chord of dissension. Grazing harked back to the controversy surrounding the right of the federal government to withdraw land from the public domain and to impose restrictions on its use and accessibility. In 1916, grazing rights also contended with tourist dollars and revenue potential. Thus, following much discord, the National Park Organic Act resulted in a compromise that deferred to tourism. The Secretary of the Interior was granted discretion to determine whether grazing livestock would be beneficial or detrimental to any other National Park, National Monument, or National Reservation, with the single exception of Yellowstone, after Senator Clarence D. Clark (R-WY), implored an exception to grazing rights at Yellowstone National Park because of its fragile native ecosystem. (Senator Clark’s request not only received unreserved support from the Senate but also was preserved in Section 3 of the Act.) Regulated grazing would not necessarily stifle tourism and could be favourable by alleviating the threat of forest fire and raising capital for park administration. However, ‘the needs of tourists [took precedence over] the granting of grazing permits’ (Conf. Rep. No. 64-1136, 1916, p. 2). The sentiment underlined how aware Congress was that tourism—both existing and future—was a critical consideration for, and in, the creation of the National Park Service. It also recognized the great diversity among National Parks and that what may be beneficial for one National Park, National Monument, or National Reservation may not be the best for another, illustrating significant foresight considering the very small number of existing National Parks in 1916.

CONCLUSION

National Parks are American icons. They are unique national treasures—reserves unrivalled in their diversity and unsurpassed in their stature. They represent and symbolize the country’s shared histories, cultures, and heritages, reifying an ‘American identity’. By uniting quintessential American landscapes, the National Park Service provides a platform from which to launch systematized policies, enterprises, and initiatives across the country. Since its inception, the National Park Service’s charge has extended beyond parks, monuments, and reservations to encompass memorials, historic trails, recreation areas, wild and scenic rivers, lakeshores, seashores, archaeological ruins, and battlefields. The increase in programmes, initiatives, and institutions has provided the public with a multitude of recreational and educational opportunities, including museums (the largest group of museums in the world, curating over 100 million items), interpretative centres, ranger-guided walks, lectures, audio-visual programmes, and technologies extending from history appreciation to safety. Amplified interpretation has incorporated more diverse constructs of the past. Alongside such expansion, a constant has been reliance on philanthropy, volunteer contributions, and partnerships with other governmental entities and non-governmental organizations, foundations, and businesses. Today, the National Park system stewards over 400 units and 58 National Parks encompassing approximately 84.4 million acres (338,000 km2), spanning nearly every state and possession (Figure 2.6).

All that the National Park Service at present encompasses probably would have been unfathomable to those who advocated its creation. However, as envisioned almost a century ago, National Parks have proved to be economic assets and leading tourist destinations. Many of the same values and sentiments still resonate as those expressed to Congress by a citizen from Kansas in 1916.

[National Parks must be] … preserved, maintained and conducted to the best possible advantage, so that in future years to come, their general value and attractiveness will be not only maintained to the highest order possible, but [also] improved for the edification, recreation, and enjoyment of the people of our United States. (Unpublished Committee Material, House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Cong., 1916, letter from Lee Hardware Co.)
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FIGURE 2.6 Canyon de Chelly National Monument 1932. View of the White House (ruin) and a small ruin located below it. 19 October 1932. (Photo: National Park Service Historic Photograph Collection: HPC-000040; Photographer: George A. Grant.) Canyon de Chelly in Arizona, which contains extensive cliff dwellings, became a unit of the National Park Service when designated a National Monument on 1 April 1931.

More than ninety years after this entreaty, National Parks continue to serve as living testaments to America’s past, linking that past with its present and future.

The National Park Service is the chief governmental agency overseeing archaeology. Its managerial precepts are far-reaching and have shaped the character of public archaeology in America. Its administrative apparatus also has facilitated protective legislation. Yet, since 1916 when the National Park Organic Act created the governmental agency that manages archaeology—albeit under the umbrella of a much wider mission—the law has not received adequate recognition in the legal historiography of American archaeology. An examination of the history of the legislation and the context from which it emerged illuminates both the factors and people who figured in making the law and how the law came to affect the relatively new profession and disciplinary bounds of archaeology. The significance of the National Park Organic Act in the development of United States public archaeology and heritage management has been enduring. This chapter calls attention to three primary contributions.

First, the National Park Organic Act was the next step in the legal regulation of American archaeology inaugurated in 1906 by the Antiquities Act. However, given its managerial mandate, the National Park Organic Act remains habitually unnoticed in the statutory scheme encompassing archaeology. Thus, the earlier Antiquities Act is usually more closely associated with another protective statute: the 1979 Archaeological Resources Protection Act. This is in part because, in 1974, archaeology in most of the West became unprotected by any law after United States v. Diaz (368 F. Supp 856 (D. Ariz. 1973) rev’d 499 F.2d 113 (9th Cir. 1974)) held that the Antiquities Act definition of ‘antiquity’ was unconstitutionally vague and therefore its criminal penalty provision was unenforceable in the 9th Circuit (Arizona, California, Nevada, Oregon, Washington, Montana, Idaho, Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam). The 1979 legislation modernized the outdated and unenforceable Antiquities Act penalty provision in order to curtail mounting destruction by development, technological advances, and looters (frequently engaged in antiquities trafficking). Consequently, even though the two foremost federal laws are not conventionally coupled, they are inextricably linked. The 1916 legislative history indicates the manner in which the law was affected by the existence of the 1906 Antiquities Act and similarly how the Antiquities Act implementation would be affected by the passage of the National Park Organic Act.

The provisions of the National Park Organic Act enlarged the scope of how archaeology could be managed and protected by law. Its administrative emphasis enhanced the protective nucleus of 1906. By providing a managerial structure, centralized leadership, and much needed appropriations to accompany the extraction of land from the public domain, it augmented the executive proclamation provision of the Antiquities Act. National Monuments, existing and future, were now to benefit from a greater framework designed to administer and direct a consistent programme to designate, protect, and care for America’s archaeological resources.

Second, the National Park Organic Act provided the foundation for the administration of the nation’s natural and cultural environment. Its management of the natural heritage is its most celebrated legacy. What remains largely undetected, however, is how the National Park Service has been instrumental in the legal regulation of America’s archaeological heritage since 1916. The National Park Service has influenced the formation and implementation of subsequent laws regulating such heritage but the statute has yet to be considered central in the lexicon of American archaeology. This perhaps can be attributed to its lack of overt reference to archaeology in conjunction with the fact that it is not specifically a protective measure in a field of non-renewable resources where protection is paramount.

As the keystone in the administrative framework for archaeology, the statute has affected the making and implementation of successive regulatory measures that encompass archaeology. The Historic Sites, Buildings, Objects, and Antiquities Act (16 U.S.C. § 461, 1935) (commonly shortened to the Historic Sites Act) serves as one testament. The Historic Sites Act vested its administrative powers in the Secretary of the Interior through the National Park Service. In order to aid in such administration, the statute importantly created the National Park System Advisory Board and the National Park Service Advisory Council. With the central tenet of the historic or ‘built’ environment, the law’s purpose was to make ‘national policy to preserve for public use historic sites, buildings, and objects of national significance for the inspiration and benefit of the people of the United States’ (16 U.S.C. § 461, 1935). The language of the law demonstrates its derivations from, and associations with, the Antiquities Act and the National Park Organic Act in avowing historic preservation as the responsibility of the federal government for the public good. Following the 1935 Act, salient laws governing archaeology include the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470, 1966), the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (16 U.S.C. § 470aa-mm, 1979), and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. § 3001, 1990). All three draw upon the 1916 framework as their provisions further extend the orbit of federal preservation. Since 1916, the National Park Organic Act and the administrative structure it established have managed, preserved, and protected American archaeology in a manner worthy of inclusion in the history of the law regulating archaeology.

Third, the 1916 statute afforded legal protection to and provided for the management of millions of acres of the American landscape that encompassed a great wealth of archaeological sites. In facilitating the creation and care of National Parks the Act enabled stewardship of vast expanses of land withdrawn from the public domain—much more than National Monuments were envisioned to encompass under the Antiquities Act. The land that the National Park Organic Act controlled inherently contained an immense number of known and unknown archaeological resources. In 2005, Dr Francis P. McManamon, then Chief Archeologist of the National Park Service and Consulting Archeologist for the Department of the Interior, stressed the point that the ‘invisible’ archaeological record receives protection alongside the natural terrain when land is reserved under federal jurisdiction.

Many parks have archaeological remains that are nationally significant and relate to compelling stories about the long history of this land, and yet are all but invisible to the naked eye. For example, Cape Cod National Seashore, created by Congress [in 1961] to preserve public recreational spaces and natural resource values as well as historical resources on the outer Cape, contains hundreds of archaeological sites. (McManamon 2005: p. 22)

Federal control has offered safe haven and precluded disturbance and encroachment from destructive private enterprise or development—at least as far as constraints in detection and enforcement allow. Also, once reserved, land became subject to the provisions of federal statutes enacted to protect and regulate archaeology. In 1916, there was only the Antiquities Act. Today, a corpus of federal law pertaining to archaeology stipulates a full spectrum of measures and penalty provisions from excavation protocols and ownership rights to sanctions against illegal trade and trafficking of archaeological resources. The formation of United States National Parks therefore has safeguarded countless archaeological sites. Thus, whether or not archaeology per se was the reason for protection under the National Park Organic Act, material remains of the past still exist today, discovered and undiscovered, as a direct result of the framework established in 1916.

Therefore, the National Park Organic Act continues to hold significant resonance for contemporary United States archaeology. As the official governmental agency, its management framework has been paramount to the development of public archaeology and heritage management. In 1916, the statute extended the legal regulation of archaeology founded a decade earlier and created a framework for the management of archaeological resources that not only affected the making of further directives but also safeguarded archaeology over time as more parks and monuments were removed from the public domain. Archaeology in the United States and ‘the public’ have been, and continue to be, the beneficiaries of the 1916 statute.

REFERENCES

Albright, H. M. (1985). The Birth of the National Park Service: The Founding Years, 1913-33 (as told to R. Cahn). Salt Lake City, UT: Howe Brothers.

—— (1999). Creating the National Park Service: The Missing Years. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

The Antiquities Act, 16 U.S.C. § 431 et seq. (1906).

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act, 16 U.S.C. § 47oaa-mm (1979).

Brockman, C. F. (1977). Evolution of National Park Service Interpretation. Seattle, WA: University of Washington, College of Forest Resources.

A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, prepared under the direction of the Joint Committee on Printing of the House and Senate, pursuant to an act of the fifty-second Congress of the United States (with additions and an encyclopedia index by private enterprise) (1917) (XVII: 7333-7810). New York: Bureau of National Literature, Inc.

Conference Report No. 64-1136, ‘National Park Service’, 1916: 1-2.

Dilsaver, L. M. (ed.) (1994). America’s National Park System: The Critical Documents. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Everhart, W. C. (1983). The National Park Service. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Foresta, R. A. (1984). America’s National Parks and their Keepers. Washington, DC: Resources for the Future.

Hartzog, G. B. (1988). Battling for the National Parks. Mt Kisco, NY: Moyer Bell.

The Historic Sites, Buildings, Objects, and Antiquities Act, 16 U.S.C. § 461 et seq. (1935).

House Report No. 64-700, ‘National Park Service’, House Committee on Public Lands, 1916: 1-7.

Hummel, D. (1987) Stealing the National Parks: The Destruction of Concessions and Park Access. Bellevue, WA: Free Enterprise Press.

Ise, J. (1961). Our National Park Policy: A Critical History. Washington, DC: Resources for the Future.

Kaufman, P. W. (1996). National Parks and the Woman’s Voice: A History. Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Press.

Lewis, R. H. (1993). Museum Curatorship in the National Park Service, 1904-1982. Washington, DC: United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Curatorial Services Division.

Little, B. J., and McManamon, F. P. (2005). ‘Archaeology and Tourism in and around America’s National Parks’, [Special issue] SAA Archaeological Record, 5.3: 12-14.

Lowry, W. R. (1994). The Capacity for Wonder: Preserving National Parks. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Mackintosh, B. (1986a). Interpretation in the National Park Service: A Historical Perspective. Washington, DC: United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, History Division.

—— (1986b). The National Historic Preservation Act and the National Park Service: A History. Washington, DC: United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, History Division.

—— (1991). The National Parks: Shaping the System. Washington, DC: United States Department of the Interior, Division of Publications and the Employee Development Division.

McManamon, F. P. (2005). “The Public Interpretation of America’s Archaeological Heritage’, SAA Archaeological Record, 5.2: 22-3.

The National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq. (1966).

The National Park Organic Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1 et seq. (1916).

‘National Park Service’: Published Hearing before the Committee on Public Lands, House of Representatives, 64th Congress, 1916: 1-186.

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, 25 U.S.C. § 3001 et seq. (1990).

Olsen, R. (1985). Administrative History: Organizational Structures of the National Park Service, 1917 to 1985. Washington, DC: United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service.

Rettie, D. F. (1995). Our National Park System: Caring for America’s Greatest Natural and Historic Treasures. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

Rothman, H. (1998). Devil’s Bargains: Tourism in the Twentieth-Century American West. Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

Runte, A. (1984). ‘Preservation Heritage: The Origins of the Park Idea in the United States’, in J. R. Stilgoe, R. Nash, and A. Runte, Perceptions of the Landscape and its Preservation. Indianapolis, IN: Indiana Historical Society, 53-75.

—— (1990). Trains of Discovery: Western Railroads and the National Parks. Niwot, CO: Roberts Rinehart.

—— (1997). National Parks: The American Experience. Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

Sellars, R. W. (1997). Preserving Nature in the National Parks: A History. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Smith, D. A. (1988). Mesa Verde National Park: Shadows of the Centuries. Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

United States v. Diaz, 368 F. Supp 856 (D. Ariz. 1973) rev’d 499 F.2d 113 (9th Cir. 1974).

Unpublished Committee Material, House Committee on Public Lands, 64th Congress (1916): N. D. Baker, Secretary of War, Letter dated 17 April 1916; D. F. Houston, Secretary of the Department of Agriculture, Letter dated 16 May 1916; F. K. Lane, Secretary of the Department of the Interior, Letter dated 10 May 1916; Lee Hardware Co., Letter dated 9 March 1916.

Wirth, C. L. (1980). Parks, Politics, and the People. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.


CHAPTER 3
ARCHAEOLOGISTS AND METAL-DETECTOR USERS IN ENGLAND AND WALES
PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

SUZIE THOMAS

Suzie Thomas is the Community Archaeology Support Officer for the Council for British Archaeology: a job which involves researching and supporting the voluntary sector in archaeology in the UK. In this chapter, based on her doctoral thesis, she explores the history of the changing relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users in England and Wales, including the competing political strategies of both groups to influence public opinion and new legislation. Comparisons can be made with two other chapters in this volume (by Brodie and Kersel), which explore the background to the antiquities trade. Following on from the success of the UK Portable Antiquities Scheme, and in line with her current work, Thomas concludes her historical analysis by encouraging archaeologists to maintain more positive and cooperative links with the metal detecting community.

INTRODUCTION

THE relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users in England and Wales, and indeed the whole of the UK, are a complex result of decades of interactions, both harmonious and acrimonious. Some archaeological authors have described metal-detector users, certainly in England, as ‘Janus-like … with, on the one hand, responsible detectorists working with archaeologists but, on the other, nighthawks looking towards the market’ (Addyman and Brodie 2002: 182-3), indicating the view that while many do actively communicate and cooperate with archaeologists, there are still some who operate illegally (the nighthawks). Equally, some metal-detector users have been suspicious of archaeologists, claiming that they have at times behaved as:

closed-shop professionals, card-carriers and guild-members, when faced with the inexorable march of a technology that breaks their monopoly and renders certain aspects of their trade or profession a do-it-yourself job that can now be carried out by Everyman. (Fletcher 1996: 35)

In England and Wales, since 1997, the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) has been in operation. First it was delivered through a series of pilot projects and then rolled out nationally from 2003. PAS is, essentially, an outreach service hosted by museums and other partners across England and Wales, which allows and encourages the recording of chance archaeological finds by the public. In practice, the majority of finds reported to PAS come to light via metal-detector users. PAS enjoys widespread support, evidenced by the scale of objection that arose in 2007-8 when its future was threatened by budget cuts (e.g. Haughton 2008; Renfrew 2007). Equally, there are critics of this scheme (e.g. Barford 2008; Brun 2008). However, the fact that PAS has sustained good relationships with a majority of metal-detector users for more than a decade can be viewed in stark contrast to archaeological concerns and reactions to the emergence of the metal detecting hobby years earlier, from its first appearance in the mid-to late 1960s, and culminating in the notorious STOP (Stop Taking Our Past) campaign of 1980.

A recent doctoral thesis by the author investigated the history of the relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users, and their impact on the current situation (Thomas 2009a). The questions driving this research explored what attempts archaeologists and archaeological organizations have made in the past in England and Wales to control the impact of metal-detector users on archaeologically sensitive sites, and how these have influenced current legislation, educational initiatives, and parameters for discussion. They asked what effect these actions have had on the metal detecting hobby, and what conclusions can be drawn from the past relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users to inform the development of better communication between the two groups in the future.

This chapter discusses some of the key issues and events, both historical and contemporary, as an overview and introduction to these varied, and arguably still changing, relationships. Furthermore, the chapter does not directly address the issue of the damage caused by illegal nighthawking, since this has been the focus of other recent reports (e.g. Oxford Archaeology 2009). As with much research into the actions of different groups of people, the historical context is essential for the better understanding of the complexity of current issues.

Due to legislative differences in Scotland, Northern Ireland, and the UK Crown Dependencies, the chapter focuses primarily on England and Wales. Furthermore, due to the nature of this chapter as an overview piece, it should be noted that various aspects of the events and organizations mentioned here are analysed in more detail elsewhere (e.g. Thomas 2009b, 2011). In order to introduce the topic, a number of definitions also need explanation. These are metal-detector user, nighthawk, and Treasure.

‘Metal-detector user’, sometimes ‘metal detectorist’ (e.g. Skeates 2000: 55; Merriman 2004: 12; Pollard 2009: 182), is the term used to refer to people who use metal-detectors specifically in the pursuit of metal detecting as a hobby. This is as opposed to, for example, military personnel engaged in the search for mines, or archaeologists using a metal-detector as one of a number of archaeological tools. Both ‘metal detectorist’ and ‘metal-detector user’ are in wide usage (PAS, for instance, refers to ‘metal-detector users’ in its publications—see PAS 2006 for an example of this).

While there are some metal-detector users operating individually without any affiliation, many are members of one or both national metal detecting bodies in the UK: the National Council for Metal Detecting (NCMD), and the Federation of Independent Detectorists (FID). Membership of these organizations provides the metal-detector user with advice, insurance, and, often, opportunities to socialize. The current number of metal-detector users active in the UK is estimated to be between 9,100 and 10,550 (Thomas 2009a: 257).

Many metal-detector users are assumed to be ‘responsible’ in their actions in the sense of adhering to codes of conduct, such as those of the FID (1996), the Code of Practice for Responsible Metal Detecting in England and Wales (CBA et al. 2006), or the NCMD (2008). However, there is a caveat that the notion of ‘responsibility’ with regard to metal detecting is itself under current debate between archaeologists and metal-detector users, with differing interpretations as to what actions would constitute being ‘responsible’. In spite of this, ‘responsible’ metal-detector users are in stark contrast to the, rather dramatically named, ‘nighthawks’. These are metal-detector users that operate outside of the law. Effectively, nighthawking is a form of archaeological looting specifically involving metal-detectors. In the English and Welsh context, a metal-detector user will have done one or more of the following actions in order for their activities to constitute nighthawking:

• Discovered a find that should be declared as Treasure (according to the Treasure Act 1996 and its subsequent amendments; the required time in which to declare potential Treasure is currently fourteen days), but failed to declare it as such within the required time;

• Searched on private land without permission, i.e. trespassed, with anything found therefore constituting theft from the landowner;

• Searched on a Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) without authorization, hence violating the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (AMAAA) 1979, Part III, Section 42 (HMSO 1996);

• Searched on private land with permission from the landowner, but then failed to disclose what had been found, especially items of financial value or items of Treasure, constituting theft from the landowner and/or the Crown.

‘Treasure’ is a contentious term in archaeology. Legally, it defines the categories of artefacts covered by the Treasure Act 1996 in England, Wales, and Northern Ireland, and by treasure trove systems in Scotland and the UK Crown Dependencies. There are difficulties attached to this term from the point of view of archaeologists, in the sense that it suggests financial value, while archaeologists would argue that ‘small things forgotten’ of relatively low financial value are still extremely important when it comes to their research and informational ‘value’ to the archaeological record (Hobbs 2003: 11). These concerns are not helped by the high value of some of the more famous instances of declared Treasure. However, in the context of this chapter, Treasure with a capital ‘T’ refers to Treasure as a legal term for categories of artefacts, and has no ideological connotation beyond that. (See www.finds.org.uk/treasure/treasure_summary.php accessed 3 December 2009, for current Treasure categories in England and Wales. For information on Scottish treasure trove requirements, which are more exhaustive, see www.treasuretrovescotland.co.uk/html/legal.asp accessed 3 December 2009.)

EARLY CONCERNS ABOUT HERITAGE PROTECTION

Even before metal detecting emerged as a publicly accessible pastime, archaeologists were becoming concerned with the fate of archaeological sites and objects. The Second World War (1939-45) was significant in changing wider public opinions about the protection of heritage: ‘As a result of the war, and in particular the aerial bombardment of Britain, the public began to be very concerned about the preservation of ancient monuments’ (Halfin 1995: 8). This was reflected on an international scale by the shock felt at the destruction, during the war, of cultural property, including ancient monuments, fine art, and museum collections (Toman 1996: 20).

In the midst of this Zeitgeist, the Council for British Archaeology (CBA) was established in 1944, with one of its objectives as:

the safeguarding of all kinds of archaeological material and the strengthening of existing measures for the care of ancient and historic buildings, monuments, and antiquities. (Heyworth 2006)

This included the aim of reforming the law of treasure trove, which until 1997, when the Treasure Act 1996 came into force, was the primary legal protection for chance finds of small artefacts in England and Wales, despite its severe limitations (for discussion of this see Sparrow 1982). Brian Hope-Taylor, who later, in the 1960s, became one of the first ‘TV archaeologists’ (Taylor 2005: 207), was particularly concerned at this time about information being lost in the form of artefacts that were not recognized as archaeological, and subsequently were not being recorded or declared by the public.

Among other measures, Hope-Taylor designed a number of posters (e.g. Figure 3.1), including one with a section in which to indicate to the public where to find a specialist to whom to report any discoveries. Unfortunately, not enough resources were available to provide specialists to cover the whole country and take on what would be very similar to the role of a present-day Finds Liaison Officer (FLO) under PAS. However, as Sole (2005: 229) has argued, the initial idea behind PAS could be traced back to Hope-Taylor’s proposals some fifty or more years earlier.
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FIGURE 3.1 Brian Hope-Taylor’s ‘History in the Ground’ poster design. (Photograph by Laura Sole, taken on behalf of Bede’s World. Image courtesy of Bede’s World and the Council for British Archaeology.)

In the 1950s, another key concern for the CBA, the Museums Association (MA), and other cultural heritage organizations was the impact of the Waverly Report on the export of works of art and archaeological material. A particular anxiety was not so much that no artefacts should be exported, but that this should not happen before adequate scientific research had carried out on them (e.g. Grimes, CBA, to Bruce-Mitford, British Museum, 29 March 1951). Exacerbating the problem was the apparent sale of archaeological material, including Anglo-Saxon metalwork, to servicemen from the USA based in East Anglia (Clarke, Norwich Castle Museum Curator, to de Cardi, CBA Secretary, 9 June 1952). There were even rumours, never substantiated, that some of these servicemen were actively encouraged to purchase artefacts on behalf of American museums (Clarke to de Cardi, 9 June 1952). Years later, in 1969, a newspaper report suggested that US Air Force personnel were still operating as ‘dealers’ of various artefacts from East Anglia, with claims that antiquities were even being sold openly in the departure lounge at Heathrow Airport (Hopkirk 1969).

The American servicemen mentioned above did not necessarily have access to metal detecting devices, and certainly there is no evidence of this from the archival material that was consulted. However, a letter from a British soldier based at Catterick in 1970 demonstrates that certainly in some cases there was military access to metal-detectors, as he had the intention to carry out ‘a series of searches in Wiltshire using an Army mine detector’ (Coveney to Magnusson, 6 March 1970).

Ultimately, there was little success in influencing the Waverly Criteria or the associated price limits for implementing export licences. (See www.culture.gov.uk/what_we_do/cultural_property/4140.aspx accessed 3 December 2009, for a list of the Waverly Criteria.) This was in part due to a failure to find supportive evidence for the scale of archaeological material being lost, for example in 1959 through a survey of museum professionals for any evidence of sales abroad of important archaeological objects that had been ‘dispersed by dealers without any adequate record’ (de Cardi to UK museums, 31 July 1959). As much of the evidence collected was only anecdotal, there was little success in providing support for the argument for tighter export regulations for archaeological material. When metal detecting emerged in the 1960s, while threats were known to have arrived with the new hobby, there was again the same issue of lack of resources and hard evidence to support any action aimed at protecting archaeological sites and material.

REACTIONS TO THE METAL DETECTING HOBBY

There was already awareness, as demonstrated above, of the risk of loss of archaeological material and information through sales but also through unreported chance finds and urban development. However, the emergence of metal detecting drew even greater attention to archaeological material discovered by non-professionals, since it exacerbated this rate of discovery (Renfrew 2000: 84). Between the mid-1960s and the early 1980s was a crucial period for the development—or deterioration—of relationships between the two groups, due to the rapid rise in the popularity of the metal-detector as a commercially available machine in the UK.

Newspaper cuttings archived by the CBA confirm that the metal detecting hobby, imported from the USA, began to become a publicly accessible pastime in the mid- to late 1960s. This is supported by other observers (e.g. Green and Gregory 1978: 161). Other electronic devices, such as mine detectors, could presumably have been developed or applied to treasure hunting if one had the equipment available, as the letter from Sergeant Coveney to Magnusson (6 March 1970—see above) demonstrated.

By 1969, purchasers of metal-detectors were writing to museums, academics, and others, keen to gain advice from archaeologists on where to find items of interest with their machines. This, and the publicity attracted by the new hobby (it even featured in an edition of Blue Peter, a popular children’s television programme), led the CBA to undertake a nationwide survey to audit the extent of all types of treasure hunting, metal detecting included. Responses were sought from the secretaries of the regional groups of the CBA, to help establish the facts regarding instances of looting, including metal detecting activities (de Cardi, c.1970).

The summarized results of the survey indicated at least some incidents in most regions (de Cardi c.1970: 3). Newspaper cuttings from the late 1960s, such as the headline ‘Give us our history back, you medieval pot snatchers’ in the Croydon Midweek (1969), confirm that metal detecting was not the only type of artefact hunting taking place. The formation of local voluntary societies, such as ‘a body calling itself the Folk House Arch. Club’ (de Cardi c.1970: 3), which contractors allowed to undertake excavations during construction of the Keynsham bypass in Avon, seems to have caused major concern. Alongside this ‘amateur’ group, other members of the public seem to have been involved in ‘systematic looting, and local schoolchildren were encouraged to do so by their teachers’ (Owen to de Cardi, 7 November 1969).

In another instance, two ‘characters’ went ‘prospecting’ at the site of Deganwy Castle, Conwy (’Robin’ to de Cardi, 6 January 1970). One of the individuals involved was apparently a member of the Welsh CBA regional group, and had used this membership as a means of looking ‘official’ in order to gain access to the site (’Robin’ to de Cardi, 6 January 1970). In Yorkshire, another metal-detector user had joined the Yorkshire Archaeological Society, much to the dismay of the society’s Honorary Secretary, who complained that this individual could now offer his detecting services while honestly stating that he was a member of an archaeological society (Hartley to de Cardi, 4 May 1970).

A letter from the Luton area responding to the CBA survey indicated that an early instance of looting seemed to have been in 1948 or 1949 when Exchange and Mart ran an advertisement for ‘a large collection of local Bedfordshire flint implements for sale—£10’ (letter to Grimes, January 1970). The correspondent had responded to the advertisement as they were interested for research but discovered that an ‘archaeological agent’ had already purchased the collection (letter to Grimes, January 1970). They did, however, visit the house of the vendor, and found it to be ‘a museum indeed’, including a lot of things from Verulamium; ‘about a dozen Samian bowls, numerous brooches and coins’; flint arrowheads; Bronze Age and Iron Age urns, and so on. ‘It was then that I became aware of a ready market for excavated material purchased from, presumably, the excavators’ (letter to Grimes, January 1970). The fact that the writer mentioned excavators suggests that archaeologists themselves might have been involved in eliciting sales. This was certainly not unheard of; Sir Mortimer Wheeler, the famous archaeologist who had been in charge of major excavations at Verulamium, had raised funds to support his excavations at Maiden Castle in Dorset in part through the sale of ‘insignificant antiquities such as potsherds and bones’ (Hawkes 1982: 97).

The inadequacy of treasure trove to protect finds of archaeological interest doubtless exacerbated the apparently growing trend in buying and selling artefacts. For example, in 1969, one of many attempts to reform treasure trove took the form of an Antiquities Bill, which was drafted by Charles Sparrow, the legal adviser to the CBA, and sent out to 370 different bodies, including CBA regional groups, museums, county societies, and even a selection of individuals, for feedback (unpublished summary of comments received in a survey of specialists and CBA member organizations for feedback about the draft Antiquities Bill, 1969). The 1969 Antiquities Bill also aimed to extend legislation to cover material found during development or demolition, almost a precursor to Planning Policy Guidance 16 (PPG16), which since its 1990 inception has provided advice for archaeological recording in urban and rural planning processes (DoE 1990: 1). A CBA report in 1968 (Alexander and Christie 1968) had also identified this concern for the provision of ‘emergency archaeology’ in redevelopment cases. The Antiquities Bill was broad and ambitious, however, and had advanced as far as the House of Lords when the government changed, and the Bill automatically lapsed (Daniel 1982: 199).

The question remains of whether, in the 1960s and 1970s, when metal detecting was still relatively new, better communication with these groups and individuals might have proven effective. For example, in the case of the Deganwy Castle ‘prospectors’ mentioned above, efforts had been made to explain to them the importance of recording their finds, with the realization that: ‘too severe an attitude does not deter these people from their activities, but merely stops them from telling anybody about them’ (’Robin’ to de Cardi, 6 January 1970). However, when a Mr Allen contacted Bristol and Gloucestershire Archaeological Society for their views about a proposed Gloucestershire branch of the British Amateur Treasure Hunting Club, the society was advised to ‘have no truck’ with him (Fowler, CBA, to Ralph, 1973).

As early as 1970, too, Michael Beach, the director of ML Beach Products Limited (an early British metal-detector manufacturer), had contacted the CBA suggesting collaboration (Beach to CBA, 25 October 1970). The proposal included the suggestion that the CBA endorse a code of conduct to be included in a leaflet distributed with ML Beach metal-detectors (Beach to CBA, 25 October 1970). The CBA did not act upon Beach’s suggestion, partly due to a suspicion about his motives for including apparent endorsement from an archaeological organization (de Cardi to Fowler, 30 November 1970). Eventually, they informed Beach that collaboration was not an option, beyond possibly pointing out the legal situation for metal detecting (Fowler to Beach, 12 December 1970). Peter Fowler, then Honorary Secretary of the CBA, added that he did not see why his organization:

should enlighten those relying on your advice when a few successful prosecutions would support our arguments more strongly than appeals to a conscience presumably lacking in the market at which you are aiming. (Fowler to Beach, 12 December 1970)

By the later 1970s, metal detecting had reached a peak in popularity. In 1975-6, as a response to the rise in metal detecting, the CBA and the MA formed a joint working party—the Treasure Hunting Working Party (THWP) (Green and Gregory 1978: 161). At one point a THWP statement was discussed that acknowledged that ‘total opposition’ to metal detecting would have ‘unfortunate results’, recommending instead a ‘constructive partnership’ between archaeologists and metal-detector users (CBA and MA 1978). However, executive councils of both organizations rejected the statement, and smaller anti-treasure hunting campaigns throughout the 1970s (e.g. Fowler 1972) culminated in the nationwide STOP Campaign in 1980. STOP—’Stop Taking Our Past’ (Figure 3.2)—was aimed at persuading public opinion that the growing use of metal-detectors constituted a major threat to the archaeological heritage, which should instead be safeguarded ‘for the good of present and future generations’ (CBA 1980: 1). STOP is regularly cited as a defining moment in the history of the relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users (e.g. Addyman and Brodie 2002; Bland 2005; Addyman 2009). It experienced some success, in that the AMAAA 1979 came into force during its period of activity. This included Section III, Clause 42, prohibiting unauthorized use of a metal-detector on a Scheduled Ancient Monument, and which was included specifically due to the emergence of the metal detecting hobby (HL Deb, 5 February 1979, cols. 462-3). In addition, the campaign enjoyed support from at least thirty-two organizations, including the National Trust, the Association of District Councils, the Country Landowners Association (CLA), and the United Kingdom Institute of Conservation.

However, there were also letdowns, such as the failure of the Abinger Bill in both 1979 and 1981, which would have reformed treasure trove had it been successful (see Thomas 2011). As is discussed below, contemporaneous campaigns led by the metal detecting community arguably enjoyed more success than STOP, which may instead have added to social divisions between archaeologists and members of the public (Hodder 1984: 29). The views of the latter were assumed, possibly wrongly, to be the same as those of the archaeologists.

Not unlike Hope-Taylor’s draft proposals in the 1940s, the emphasis of the message of STOP seemed to be that particularly professional archaeologists (although voluntary archaeological societies were not excluded) were placed in the position of ‘guardian’ of the archaeological heritage on behalf of the wider public. This also reflects early approaches to cultural resource management, with the professional archaeologist effectively acting as custodian and interpreter of the archaeological resource on behalf of the wider public (Merriman 2004: 3; Carman 2005: 55). In more recent times the advent and enhancement of the concepts of public archaeology has shifted ‘ownership’ of and participation in archaeology towards the wider public. In some ways, the more recent engagement with metal-detector users on a national level through initiatives such as PAS has mirrored and formed part of these developments.
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FIGURE 3.2 One of the STOP Campaign posters. (Design by Bill Tidy. Image courtesy of the Council for British Archaeology.)

A key opportunity for archaeologists seeking the reform of treasure trove law in England and Wales emerged in 1983 when a Romano-British site on the outskirts of Wanborough, Surrey, fell prey to nighthawks (Thomas 2009b: 153). Other documented cases where illegal actions are considered to have taken place include Corbridge in Northumberland (Dobinson and Denison 1995: 55-6; Addyman and Brodie 2002: 181), and Donhead St Mary in Wiltshire (Cleere and Marchant 1987: 73; McKie 1996). Two other hoards of bronze coins discovered in 1994 in Dorset and Buckinghamshire, both legally dispersed or sold on before any archaeological recording could be made, further highlighted the need for the reform of treasure trove (Bland 1994: 81). The significance of Wanborough in particular was not so much in its importance as an archaeological site, but in the opportunities taken to politicize the looting of the site, and also the subsequent trials. The Surrey Archaeological Society, outraged by what had happened at Wanborough, is credited as the source of the initiative that led to the Treasure Bill (Graham 2004; Bland, pers. comm., 8 November 2006; Addyman, pers. comm., 30 November 2006).

Nonetheless, the Surrey Archaeological Society was supported greatly in achieving their goal of reforming treasure trove by influential heritage organizations and bodies, such as the British Museum and the recently formed Portable Antiquities Working Group (PAWG) (Addyman, pers. comm., 30 November 2006). The political connections that some members of the Surrey Archaeological Society had were also significant. For example, Lady Hanworth, then the President, was the wife of the peer Viscount Hanworth, and had personal contacts within the House of Lords (Addyman, pers. comm., 30 November 2006). It can be guessed that, had similar looting occurred in an area where the local archaeological society had had less political influence, or even somewhere where there was no such archaeological or historical society to take up the cause at all, the outcome might have been rather different.

Although it took more than a decade for the law to change, it is clear from Hansard that Wanborough was consistently cited as a reason for the law to be reformed (e.g. HC Deb, 8 March 1996, col. 554). Thus the site was an opportunity, as well as a tragedy, for British archaeology. Even so, it was not the only example of problems with treasure trove cited in the debates around the Treasure Bill, but it was clearly significant given the involvement of Surrey Archaeological Society members in the development of the Treasure Bill, who were even mentioned in the debates (e.g. HC Deb, 8 March 1996, col. 556). Other cases of treasure trove mentioned in parliamentary debates included the discovery of seventeenth-century coins by an electrician working in a house in the Leicestershire village of Burton Overy. The decision was made to reward the electrician rather than the homeowners (HC Deb, 8 March 1996, col. 560), highlighting the concerns surrounding the often-used principle of ‘finders keepers’. This also reflected the ownership concerns raised on the part of the CLA, whose support had been considered from early on as essential to the success of the Bill (Ayres to Morris, 11 March 1991).

The first attempt by Lord Perth to promote the Treasure Bill (sometimes referred to as the Perth or Surrey Bill), in 1994, failed. However, another attempt in 1996 met with more success, for a number of reasons. A significant publication available after the first attempt to pass the Bill was Metal Detecting and Archaeology in England (Dobinson and Denison 1995). Commissioned by the CBA and English Heritage, the report was an attempt to establish the impact of metal detecting on English archaeology. The report had its limitations; for example, the survey responses from metal detecting clubs were extremely low, and the background information on the history of the development of metal detecting was in places inaccurate (Fowler, pers. comm., 16 October 2007; and see Thomas 2009a). However, it was significant for bringing tangible data to the debate. For example, it provided an estimate of how many unreported portable antiquities were discovered in England each year for Baroness Trumpington to cite in her argument in favour of both the Bill and a voluntary system for recording non-Treasure artefacts (HL Deb, 5 June 1996, col. 1340).

Crucially, in 1996, the Treasure Bill gained government support, whereas before it had been a Private Members Bill, with less time allocated for reading and debating than for other types of bills (House of Commons Information Office 2008: 2). Indeed, the time taken after the failure of the 1994 Bill, to reassess the goals that any reform of treasure trove should aim for, also allowed for time to consult with metal detecting organizations. For example, the Secretary of State for National Heritage had affirmed this in a Written Answer, when he was asked whether he would ‘now consult the National Council for Metal Detecting concerning treasure trove’ (HC Deb, 14 June 1994, col. 452).

Both the Treasure Act 1996 and the complementary PAS, then, came about in light of consultation that included not only archaeologists and heritage professionals but also the metal detecting community. The Department of National Heritage (DNH) issued a discussion document in 1996 to put forward the two options for dealing with non-Treasure artefacts that complemented the Treasure Bill: ‘(a) for a voluntary Code of Practice on the recording of archaeological objects and (b) for legislation requiring the reporting of such objects’ (DNH 1996). Bland summarized the responses received to the consultation, that:

the metal detectorists all, to a man, said they would strongly oppose a compulsory requirement to report all finds. But they didn’t object to a voluntary scheme. The archaeologists and museums, most of them … would have liked a compulsory requirement to report finds, but they did say that they would be prepared to cooperate with a voluntary scheme. So, it was pretty obvious that that was going to be the way forward. (Bland, pers. comm., 8 November 2006)

A Statement of Principles issued by the CBA, the MA, and the Society of Antiquaries of London in 1993 (1994: 188) had nonetheless recommended the adoption of a legally obligatory approach towards the reporting of antiquities, as taken in Scotland. As of yet, however, there are no further plans to pursue this sort of legislation for England and Wales, particularly as PAS, nationwide since 2003, has demonstrated a substantial increase in the number of objects reported, implying an improvement in relationships with metal-detector users.

The effect of the looting at Wanborough, as well as at other sites as identified by Dobinson and Denison’s (1995) report, was to highlight the need for legislative change. However, it also highlighted the need for greater opportunity to be available for the recording of portable antiquities, and for the delivery of education about the effects of ‘irresponsible’ metal detecting, particularly nighthawking, on archaeological heritage. Many more factors were also significant in influencing why the Treasure Bill and PAS came to fruition where earlier attempts such as the Abinger Bills failed. These included the determination of the Surrey Archaeological Society, the involvement and support of major heritage organizations such as the British Museum and the CBA, and, in what was perhaps a turning point for the fate of the planned Bill, the discourse with metal-detector users that was employed.

REACTIONS FROM THE METAL DETECTING HOBBY

Early metal-detector users had been aware of the effectiveness of using ‘archaeological credentials’ in order to encourage permission to search land. For example, Edward Fletcher, a metal detecting author, even advised other metal-detector users to use terms of reference implying archaeological expertise in order to gain credibility when looking to secure access to areas for searching (Fletcher 1978: 32). That he himself utilized this technique is supported by a 1971 News Shopper article that referred to Fletcher as a ‘historical researcher’.

As mentioned above, Michael Beach himself had approached the CBA concerning collaboration on a code of practice for metal-detector users in 1970, but this was met only with suspicion from the CBA. Nonetheless, the hobby continued to enjoy rising popularity: in 1969, Coin Monthly, a numismatic publication, had even predicted that treasure hunting would be ‘hobby of the year in 1970’ (cited in Wheatley to de Cardi, 23 November 1969). There were also formations of metal detecting clubs, such as the Amateur Treasure Hunters Association, formed around 1970 (Barley to de Cardi, 9 November 1970), and the British Treasure Hunting Association (Critchley, pers. comm., 13 January 2007).

However, it was in the late 1970s, reactive to the formation of STOP, that the Detector Information Group (DIG), and then, in 1982, the NCMD, took shape. DIG was particularly active in encouraging media releases undermining the work of STOP, drawing attention to positive news stories concerning metal detecting, and even encouraging individual metal-detector users into action. For example, readers of Treasure Hunting magazine were urged in one article to investigate the fate of archaeologically excavated material in their local museums (Hunter 1981: 25). Hunter (1981: 25) hypothesized that, if his readers were to enquire as to whether finds from archaeologists were ‘carefully and painstakingly preserved and cared for in museums’, this would often be shown not to be the case. He asked readers not only to send the information that they collected to ‘the headquarters of the DIG Campaign’, but also to keep it for use locally ‘when next the subject of “archaeologists-v-treasure hunters” becomes “news”’ (Hunter 1981: 26).

Where STOP supporters may have felt that there had been success in the enactment of the AMAAA 1979, DIG proponents must also have felt their own sense of legislative achievement when the metal-detector licence requirement of the Wireless and Telegraphy Act 1949 was repealed in 1980. Perhaps one of the most significant legislative victories of the metal detecting lobbyists still cited decades later (e.g. DIG 2003) was their successful petition against Clause 100 of the Kent Bill. Clause 100 intended to grant Kent County Council new powers to control metal detecting.

The formation and deployment of the STOP campaign, then, had a major role in the political mobilization of metal-detector users. Twelve years after the formation of the NCMD, something of a schism developed. The FID, a part of the NCMD that had dealt with individual memberships (metal-detector users not affiliated to a local club), became a separate organization in 1994 (Wood, pers. comm., 20 November 2006). As mentioned above, consultation with metal-detector users was an important factor in the development of the eventual Treasure Act, as the FID and the NCMD were both active in representing the interests of their members. At the present time there is continued communication of metal detecting organizations and individual users with politicians and archaeological organizations to ensure that their views are heard.

The NCMD, the older of the two bodies, has perhaps also had slightly more engagement in discourse with heritage professionals and other related organizations, based on the comments to the author from individuals from both the NCMD and the FID. It is certainly apparent that, although both organizations submitted responses and recommendations regarding the development of the Treasure Bill and PAS in 1996, the NCMD was more actively involved, attending regular meetings and making often detailed comments about the wording of the Act and the associated Code of Practice (Austin, pers. comm., 25 November 2006).

As the second Treasure Bill made its way through Parliament in 1996, under the guidance of Sir Anthony Grant in the House of Commons, there were a variety of points raised. These included an observation that the very antiquity of treasure trove (something criticized by many) might in fact indicate that it actually worked very well having stood the test of time (HC Deb, 8 March 1996, col. 557). However, as with the question to the Secretary of State for National Heritage mentioned above, the concerns of metal-detector users was also raised, indicating that metal detecting constituents had contacted MPs. For example, Patrick Nicholls, the Conservative MP for Teignbridge, stated that a metal-detector user had told him ‘of his concern that Parliament would introduce legislation that would weigh heavily against detectorists’ interests’ (HC Deb, 8 March 1996, cols. 561-2). Hence, the involvement and engagement of metal-detector users was necessary to ensure the success and acceptance of the Treasure Act 1996 and PAS.

In more recent years, one of the most vocal organizations to come out of the metal detecting community in the UK is the United Kingdom Detector Net (UKDN), which hosts online discussion forums and produces regular newsletters. Its, at times, vocal support for PAS and largely positive attitude towards archaeologists demonstrate the acknowledged need for cooperation, which in turn suggests an understanding for the potential of metal-detected finds to make a significant contribution to knowledge about archaeology, if recorded appropriately. This was particularly significant when, in 2007, serious questions were raised about the future of PAS by the Museums, Libraries, and Archives Council (MLA), with speculations arising that the scheme would at the very least experience the loss of its central unit (British Archaeology 2008: 7), if not worse. Funding issues led to the loss of the Learning Coordinator post as well as two Finds Assistants. In fact the proposal was to freeze funding altogether (HL Deb 28 January 2008, col. 5), but, as Bland argued, this freeze, in light of inflation, was effectively a cut as other costs continued to rise (ACCG 2008).

The threat posed to PAS by government spending plans revealed the scheme’s widespread support. An e-petition to Number 10 (the Prime Minister’s Office website—see www.number10.gov.uk) was devised, ‘to preserve and invest in the Portable Antiquities Scheme’ (Haughton 2008). This petition was signed by 2,080 individuals, while a similar petition, with a smaller signatory of 556 individuals, was also submitted around the same time (Connolly 2008). While administrators of UKDN initiated the petition, concerned at the implications for metal detecting, signatures came from professional archaeologists and also the wider public. A group set up on Facebook, the popular social networking website, called ‘Save the Portable Antiquity Scheme’, attracted around 700 members. In addition, there was an Early Day Motion (EDM) in Parliament on 12 December 2007:

That this House recognises the great contribution of the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) to transforming the archaeological map of Britain by proactively recording archaeological finds made by the public; celebrates the fact that in 10 years the scheme has recorded on its public database more than 300,000 archaeological finds, which would not have otherwise been reported, for the benefit of all; expresses concern at the likely impact of funding cuts proposed for the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA), following the recent Comprehensive Spending Review, on the PAS; and urges the Government to ensure that the scheme is at least able to maintain its current levels of activity and to consider urgently whether MLA offers the best home for the PAS or whether another body, such as the British Museum, would not be better placed to provide PAS with a long-term sustainable future. (Loughton 2008)

The EDM attracted 229 signatures, making it the eighteenth most popular EDM of the parliamentary session (out of 2,727 EDMs).

ARCHAEOLOGISTS AND METAL-DETECTOR USERS IN THE EARLY TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY: SOME CONCLUSIONS

At the same time that PAS was under threat, a consultation document (Clark 2008) was commissioned by the MLA to provide an unbiased account of the effectiveness of PAS and to make recommendations in order to assist government decision-makers, in light of the considerations being given to spending options at that time. The report came to positive conclusions that PAS ‘appears to be well-liked, delivering genuine partnership and good value for money’ (Clark 2008: 38), and that, if anything, support should be extended rather than reduced or frozen. However, it also made recommendations to improve the scheme, such as changing its aims to reflect its relationship with museums, and developing more of a community-based recording capacity (Clark 2008: 6). One of the recommendations was that ‘advisers should focus outreach on involving finders and other volunteers in the work of the scheme, including recording, education and promotion’ (Clark 2008: 6). This implies that (at least some) finders may eventually be encouraged to record their own finds to the PAS database, taking ownership of this process themselves rather than necessarily having to leave this to PAS’s Finds Liaison Officers (FLOs).

The success of PAS, and the apparent high regard in which it is held by the majority of metal-detector users, implies a significant shift in relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users compared to the 1970s and 1980s. This is not to suggest that all metal-detector users in the past were knowingly ‘irresponsible’ (although definition of this term is itself open to debate), or even that they did not necessarily understand the implications of their actions. Evidence from counties such as Norfolk and Leicestershire demonstrates that metal-detector users have a relatively long history of cooperation with archaeologists in some regions. In addition, evidence from some interviews carried out by the author suggests that many more were willing to record their finds in previous decades, but found that local heritage professionals were unwilling to communicate with them (e.g. Austin, pers. comm., 25 November 2006).

Certainly the educational role of PAS has been vital in helping to increase awareness among finders of the informational significance of archaeological material, and this has been commented on in reviews of the scheme (e.g. Chitty and Edwards 2004: 3). However, the foundation of the metal-detector user-run United Kingdom Detector Finds Database (UKDFD—and see www.ukdfd.co.uk), which in some ways rivals PAS as a database where metal-detected material can be recorded, has caused concern among some (see Britarch e-mail discussion list, ‘UKDFD—What does it mean?’ thread, 2005). From another perspective, the fact that some metal-detector users may feel empowered sufficiently to establish ‘their own’ finds database may in fact be an indirect result of the efforts of PAS and other organizations to educate metal-detector users about the importance of recording information.

Recent research by the author (Thomas 2009a) suggests that the majority of metal-detector users do record their finds with PAS, with a much lower proportion recording with the UKDFD. The UKDFD (2005) claims that it provides ‘an additional facility that will cater for those detectorists who would not otherwise record their finds’, presumably due to feeling uncomfortable with engagement with any archaeologists, even FLOs. Clark (2008: 15) supports this hypothesis by stating that the UKDFD ‘aims to promote a recording ethos and encourage detectorists who would not otherwise record their finds to do so’. She adds that the UKDFD ‘also allows members to record post c.1650 finds, which are less of a priority for the PAS database’ (Clark 2008: 16). Since one of the UKDFD database recording fields asks the recorder whether the artefact is also recorded elsewhere (e.g. PAS), it would be interesting to make a study of the proportion of finds only recorded with the UKDFD. This would test the argument that metal-detector users recording with the UKDFD perhaps would not record elsewhere.

It should not be thought, however, that because PAS (and perhaps even UKDFD) are engaging with metal-detector users and encouraging the recording of finds, there is no need for other archaeologists or organizations to attempt engagement. The majority of metal detecting clubs and individual metal-detector users that responded to questionnaire surveys issued by the author (Thomas 2009a) indicated that, if they were not already involved in archaeological fieldwork, they would be interested in being so in the future. While this already happens in many cases, for example at the East Heslington community excavation run by the University of York (Figure 3.3), at which members of Central Yorks Metal Detecting Club participate by searching spoil heaps and marking out where signals have been detected along the areas being excavated, there are countless more instances of fieldwork where this could be encouraged, particularly in light of the current focus on community archaeology.

Nighthawking and other illicit activity remains an issue, as the publication of Oxford Archaeology’s (2009) report, and even recent news reports, demonstrate (The Times, on 11 May 2009, reported the conviction of a metal-detector user for selling fake coins: ‘He used legitimate digs to “discover” fake items before passing them off as genuine antiquities’ (Brown 2009). That Oxford Archaeology (2009: 103) concluded that nighthawking is decreasing, however, may be further evidence of a change in attitude from metal-detector users themselves. It will also be interesting to observe over the next few years whether the nighthawking report will have any impact on the nature of the relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users, given the suspicion that some metal-detector users have voiced about the report and the ways in which the results were presented.

There are still attempts to control, or at least influence, the impact of metal detecting on the archaeological heritage, but collaboration is now considered vital. A key example of this is the Code of Practice for Responsible Metal Detecting in England and Wales (CBA et al. 2006), which included involvement from representatives from both archaeological and metal detecting organizations. However, there is still an element of suspicion among some metal-detector users towards archaeologists, as the author encountered during her doctoral research. Certain interviews carried out by the author, and some of the contributions on e-mail discussion lists, such as Britarch, suggest that this wariness is reciprocated by at least some archaeologists. It is also possible that use of metal-detectors in archaeological fieldwork has been limited due to the connotations associated with it. However, the majority of current interactions seem to indicate that a more inclusive approach is taken now than at any time before. This is perhaps indicative of changes brought about in archaeological thinking by considerations, inspired by post-processualism and postcolonialism, of ‘other’ interpretations for archaeological material and places, and by the assertion of public and community archaeologies.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 3.3 Metal-detector users and archaeology students discussing field methods at the Heslington community excavation. (Image courtesy of the Archaeology Department, University of York.)

Therefore, the improvement of relationships between archaeologists and metal-detector users may also be symptomatic of other shifts in archaeological perspectives, the discipline, and practitioners’ greater awareness of a need to consider the importance of public involvement and inclusion in archaeological activities and archaeological debates. As some have commented, however, there could still be improvement in the balance of relationships between heritage professionals and the wider community (e.g. Smith and Waterton 2009: 139). Some of the comments collected by the author from metal-detector users also suggested that the fact that relationships were more troubled in previous decades have led a few metal-detector users to continue to consider archaeologists as ‘the enemy’, despite the existence of organizations such as PAS. Clark’s (2008: 7) review of PAS also suggested that more could still be done to improve the communication skills used in some areas of the scheme’s work.

This chapter has introduced some of the more key events affecting metal detecting and archaeology in England and Wales. The story has not simply been one of influential archaeologists and high-profile looting cases. The severity of tone taken by STOP may have underestimated the public perception and understanding of, and hence sympathy for, the archaeological point of view concerning metal detecting and heritage protection. Yet, it also arguably triggered the coordination of metal detecting manufacturers and hobbyists into organizations such as DIG and the NCMD, lending their cause a more convincing voice, as far as politicians and the media were concerned, than that which they had had before. Archaeologists attempted to maintain a significant political influence through prominent politicians, as well as high-profile organizations such as the British Museum and the National Museum of Wales (e.g. HL Deb, 8 February 1982, col. 30). Meanwhile, metal-detector users became increasingly able to organize their own political lobbying, often at a grass roots level: through the encouragement of metal-detector users to write to their MPs, and through the national coordination of regional groups through the NCMD. In such an environment, it is arguable that the development of an outreach-based organization encouraging involvement on a voluntary basis, such as PAS (rather than more stringent action through enactment of new legislation), was the only logical way forward.

Nonetheless, interaction and discourse with metal-detector users by archaeologists must not be perceived to be limited to occurrence through PAS alone. Indeed, working with metal-detector users ought to be regarded as part of a wider need for archaeologists to become more inclusive of the public in their work and in the way in which they communicate their activities. As one archaeological resource manager commented in response to a ‘User Survey’ distributed as part of a review of PAS:

Whether we like it or not metal detecting is a legal hobby and it is unlikely to change. Therefore the whole archaeological community needs to promote best practice, not just the PAS. It will take time to build relationships, and change attitudes and practices. However in my experience when this happens there is every chance that we all benefit, learning more about the archaeological record and so having the opportunity to understand and preserve it better. More generally we must all do more to provide opportunities for the public to become involved in archaeology. (Survey respondent, cited in Chitty and Edwards 2004: 47)

Data from questionnaire interviews with metal-detector users carried out by the author at metal detecting rallies from 2006 to 2008 (Thomas 2009a) seemed to indicate at that time that metal detecting numbers may have been in decline. However, the effect of the recent discoveries of the Staffordshire Hoard in the West Midlands and the Stirling Gold in Scotland may cause a surge in numbers once more, due to the media attention that they attracted, and the news of the high financial value placed on these discoveries (the Staffordshire Hoard, for example, was recently valued at over £3 million). Whether metal detecting increases or decreases over the next few years, history has demonstrated that open, transparent communication has elicited cooperation, and even active support, for archaeological initiatives from the metal detecting hobby. When wider inclusivity is considered critical to the development of public and ‘community’ archaeology, there are still opportunities to engage even more closely with the metal detecting community.
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CHAPTER 4
MAKING SENSE OF THE HISTORY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPRESENTATION

ROBIN SKEATES

Robin Skeates is a Central Mediterranean prehistorian and a specialist in museum and heritage studies. He is a Reader at Durham University, UK. In this chapter, he draws upon both dimensions of his work to evaluate changes in the representation of prehistoric Malta over the last three-and-a-half centuries. He begins by questioning the visual emphasis of most studies of archaeological representation, arguing instead that systems of representation often incorporate a wide variety of multi-sensory signifying practices and media. This theme is then explored through the example of Malta, historic representations of whose prehistoric remains are shown to have been dominated by the visual culture of outsiders, in contrast to recent representations, which have begun to acknowledge the significance of all the senses in past and present experiences and understandings of prehistoric Malta.

REPRESENTATION

‘REPRESENTATION’ is one of the key cultural practices through which meanings are produced and exchanged (e.g. Hall 1997; Giles and Middleton 2008). Culturally defined systems of representation incorporate a wide variety of signifying practices and media. The broadly shared meanings encoded in these expressive forms are made sense of and connected by the social practice of discourse. Through this, dominant conventions, meanings, ideologies, and power relations can be accepted, negotiated, or opposed. Who represents whom, what, where, and how determines the representations available for us. But precisely how we interpret them (especially in terms of what they mean to our personal identities, emotions, and attachments) depends upon the realities being represented and upon our own histories, our social positions, and the ways in which we understand the world.

Social scientists have paid close attention to such signifying practices, moving away from a traditional scholarly concern with ‘high’ culture to a growing concern with contemporary popular culture. Scholars from a variety of disciplines have, for example, taken a critical interest in museums, in their objects, texts, and images displayed and juxtaposed in space, which signify meanings about the past and present. In particular, attention has been focused on the ‘poetics’ (practices) and ‘politics’ (effects and consequences) of representing ‘other’ cultures in museums, and on the identities and power relations established through such systems of representation between the exhibitors and the exhibited (e.g. Karp and Lavine 1991; Simpson 1996; Hallam and Street 2000).

Archaeologists and art historians have also evaluated the representations developed in and around archaeology. As in the wider field of cultural studies, attention has broadened out: from a long-standing interest in the history of archaeological discoveries and in the changing conventions used in the depiction and display of ancient monuments and archaeological artefacts (e.g. Daniel 1950; Piggott 1978); to an increasingly critical concern with the history of archaeological practice, thought, text, and terminology (e.g. Shanks and Tilley 1987; Trigger 1989; Gathercole and Lowenthal 1990); to museum displays and archaeological site presentations (e.g. McManus 1996; Merriman 1999); to antiquarian and more recent archaeological images (e.g. Smiles 1994; Molyneaux 1997; Shanks 1997; Moser 1998; Myrone and Peltz 1999; Lyons et al. 2005; Smiles and Moser 2005); to archaeology’s image in contemporary society, seen across a variety of media (e.g. Clack and Brittain 2007).

The ‘ways of seeing’ or visual conventions of archaeology have received particular attention. Following the lead of art historians (e.g. Berger 1972), a key critique has been that visual representations used to record and reconstruct archaeological remains are never innocent providers of information (Moser and Smiles 2005). Instead, they must be evaluated as artificial technologies and as representational strategies used to shape meanings and construct knowledge in particular cultural contexts. For example, Andy Jones (2001) argues that the learnt conventions of archaeological artefact illustration, which translate the form of artefacts from three dimensions into two and standardize them, must be understood in relation to the broader historical development of scientific illustration. James Phillips (2005) demonstrates how the reconstructed scenes of everyday life at the Iron Age Glastonbury Lake Village, published in 1911 in The Illustrated London News, promoted an image of a well-ordered civilized society at a time of social tensions in Edwardian Britain, in contrast to earlier images of savage ancient Britons. Sudeshna Guha points out that, in many nineteenth- and early twentieth-century photographs of the Archaeological Survey of India, local Indians were strategically placed as scales against ruined buildings being restored by the Imperial Survey, and that such images became a powerful colonial signifier of a civilization in decay being restored by the British (Guha 2002). Cornelius Holtorf (2007) also considers how archaeologists, in choosing what to wear, have made conventional fashion statements about who they are as archaeologists: ranging from scruffy diggers to professionals with health and safety-conscious hard-hats and luminescent tabards or managerial suits.

This emphasis on the visual has led some archaeologists to equate representation in archaeology with ‘ways of seeing the past’ (Evans 2000: 347) or ‘the production of meaning through a visual language of communicating the past’ (Moser 2001: 266). But systems of representation often incorporate a wide variety of multi-sensory signifying practices and media. These include forms of speech, sound, performance, writing, visual images, material culture (such as clothing), body language and facial expressions, tastes, and aromas. In other words, people make sense of the world and communicate information about it with the help of representations that often appeal to more than just one of the senses.

The effectiveness of museum communication, in particular, has been much improved in recent years by scholars and practitioners who have learnt this lesson (e.g. Shanks and Tilley 1987; Hooper-Greenhill 1994; Howes and Classen 1991; Classen and Howes 2006; Pye 2007). They have criticized traditional museum ‘displays’ for their primarily visual aesthetic and their ambience of sensory restraint, summed up by the well-known regulation to ‘look but not touch’. They have also encouraged the development of close, active, and more subjective visitor experiences that appeal to all the senses and encourage learning through doing. ‘Hands-on’ activities in archaeology exhibitions, for example, involve visitors touching either genuine archaeological objects or replicas, with the intention of encouraging those visitors to use all their senses to analyse those objects and associated ideas (Owen 1999), albeit within the increasingly severe constraints of health and safety regulations.

This has significant implications for studies of the history of archaeological representation, which can likewise be criticized for taking the senses for granted and privileging the visual. One partial exception is a paper by Ola Jensen (2000), which proposes that changing attitudes towards prehistoric antiquities in northern Europe at the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were primarily due to changing attitudes towards the human body at that time. But, histories of Maltese archaeology, upon which this chapter concentrates, are, with the exception of a paper by Reuben Grima (1998), much less theorized and more visualist (e.g. Evans 1971; Mayrhofer 1995; Blondy 2001; Grima 2004; Vella 2004). They have paid particular attention to early drawings and photographs of the Islands’ ancient monuments: valuing them especially as historic records of the appearance of those sites before and after their archaeological clearance and reconstruction, while occasionally questioning the accuracy of their representations. But these images, together with a wide variety of written documents, also offer the potential to be re-evaluated as culturally determined forms of representation, which provide a wealth of information about the changing representational conventions, politics, and sensory perceptions of their creators.

The purpose of this chapter is, then, to undertake a kind of literary and art criticism of historic and contemporary representations of prehistoric Malta, with particular reference to the senses, in order to chart, historicize, and contextualize the sensory experiences and perceptions that have surrounded the development of archaeology in Malta over the last four centuries. (This chapter is based on a more extensive analysis; see Skeates 2010.) In other words, it considers how different generations of antiquarians and archaeologists have represented or denied the senses in the texts and images that describe their experiences and understandings of the landscape, inhabitants, and prehistoric antiquities of the Maltese Islands.

MALTA ILLUSTRATA: THE MID-SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

From the mid-seventeenth century, the material remains of Maltese prehistory were assigned to two contrasting sensory orders: one oral, the other literary. This is exemplified by the work of Giovanni Francesco Abela (1582-1655), a man of Maltese origin, who became Vice-Chancellor of the Order of St John, which administered the Maltese Islands at this time. Abela is widely credited as the first person to have explicitly mentioned the prehistoric remains of the Maltese Islands in print, in his book on the history and culture of Malta: Malta Illustrata (Abela 1647). He describes, for example, the ruins of the mega-lithic temple of Ħaġar Qim on Malta, and two groups of megaliths at Xewkija and L-Għejjun on Gozo. Above all, Abela emphasizes the gigantic size of these remains, even providing measurements of some of the stones. He ascribed these remains to the first inhabitants of Malta, whom he understood to have been a race of giants, living after the Flood and before the arrival of the Phoenicians, many thousands of years ago. He also noted the damage sustained by the megaliths due to the combined impact of time and peasants.

In terms of the senses, Abela’s description of these antiquities marks a transition from an oral to a visual and especially literary form of remembering history, determined by the new representational medium of printing. On the one hand, he systematically recorded the spoken, traditional, Arab-influenced, Maltese place names where each group of antiquities had been found. On the other hand, his project was primarily a textual and artistic one, intended to describe and illustrate—in the Italian language—the history of Malta. In this way, Malta’s megalithic monuments began to be incorporated within the poetics and politics of a visual and literary form of European history, access to which was restricted to Italian- and Latin-speaking members of the educated and landowning elite.

VOYAGE PITTORESQUE: THE LATE EIGHTEENTH AND EARLY NINETEENTH CENTURIES

From the 1770s, Abela’s book was increasingly superseded by a new and popular genre of ‘picturesque’ travel book that selectively recorded travellers’ personal experiences of the Islands, perceived through the filter of their classical and romantic ways of thinking and seeing. This was a time of growing French interest in Malta. Politically, they had long nurtured hopes of occupying the strategically situated islands, and, in 1798, they briefly succeed in doing so, when Napoleon Bonaparte, on his way to Egypt, expelled the Order of St John from Malta and established it as a colony of the French Republic.

It was in this context that Jean-Pierre Hoüel (1735-1813), the eminent French artist, published the first visual representations of the Maltese prehistoric monuments in the fourth volume of his Voyage pittoresque des isles de Sicilie, de Malte, et de Lipari (Hoüel 1782-7). This travelogue of Hoüel’s ‘picturesque voyage’ includes engraved illustrations and written descriptions of the ruined temple of Ħaġar Qim on Malta and of the megalithic ‘Tour des Géants’ (Ġgantija) and ‘Édifice antique’ (Xagħra Circle) on Gozo, which he rightly believed to be of ‘high antiquity’.

Hoüel was engraver to King Louis XVI of France, and, under the King’s patronage, toured the islands of Sicily, Lipari, and Malta, stopping to make sketches and paintings of various places in the landscape. On his return to Paris, he exhibited several of his water-colours at the Salon. He later published copies of these images as engravings printed in his travel book, whose text and illustrations clearly reflect his artistic eye and way of seeing. Hoüel’s engraving of ‘Tadarnadur Isrira’ (Ħaġar Qim), for example, shows three groups of men communicating, through words and excited gestures, information about their new discoveries of artefacts at the site of the ruined monument (Figure 4.1). In the foreground, for instance, a man, perhaps representing Hoüel or his guide, sits on the sparsely vegetated rocky ground, apparently interrupted in his sketching of the ruins by another man crouching down and pointing at the drawing.
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FIGURE 4.1 Hoüel’s (1782-7) engraving of’Tadarnadur Isrira’. (Photo: Daniel Cilia.)

Archaeologists have previously valued Hoüel’s images and descriptions as records of the appearance of the prehistoric sites prior to their excavation (e.g. Evans 1971; Mayrhofer 1995). However, from a sensory perspective, they also provide some indication of two new experiential dimensions of the Maltese monuments that contemporary British visitors did not record, however staged and conventionalized the scenes may be. On one level, they represent the grand tourists’ and their local assistants’ full-bodied excitement at exploring the megaliths and discovering artefacts around them. On another level, they helped to promote a romantically picturesque view of the Maltese landscape, including its ancient monuments, natural phenomena, and costumed inhabitants, as sights to be viewed, illustrated++, and appreciated aesthetically, especially with the benefit of northern European classical scholarship.

DRUIDICAL REMAINS DISCOVERED: 1800–64

Following the surrender of the French garrison in Valletta to Horatio Nelson in 1800, Malta became a strategically important base in the central Mediterranean for the Royal Navy, and, as a Crown Colony from 1813, the Islands were ruled by a succession of British military governors. In this context, the Maltese Islands’ best-known ‘rude stone monuments’ came to be experienced and perceived in a more full-bodied manner by a greater number and variety of people. A key part was played by senior members of the British military stationed in the Islands, and the distinguished European visitors to whom they played host. Together, they belonged to a close-knit and communicative network, based upon military rank, social class, classical education, and male gender. Some directed the excavation, surveying, and publication of the ancient sites’ architecture and art, using techniques and resources already employed in the military defence and control of the Islands. Others enjoyed walking through, inspecting, discussing, and appreciating the form and construction of the freshly exposed buildings, making new small-scale discoveries in them, resting in their shade, speculating on their original barbarous uses, and engraving their initials and dates on the stones for others to see. But mostly they avoided getting their hands dirty. Their work was mainly done by secretaries, artists, serviceman, slaves, convicts, and local labourers, all of whom were put to work on the ruins. These men physically dug, surveyed, and sketched the remains. They also recorded their masters’ views, which focused increasingly on the ancient architecture and art, and consequently detached the ruins from their contemporary landscape settings. In opportune circumstances, these experiences were then converted into primarily visual, written, and illustrated reports. These were published and reprinted, either as scientific papers submitted to antiquarian and archaeological institutions in the capital cities of London and Paris, or as components of travel diaries or geography books marketed to more widely dispersed members of polite society. Local landowners and peasants were largely excluded from this process, marginalized by language, custom, and, above all, by colonial politics. However, they consciously observed or ignored the outsiders’ visits to the known and named places that formed an integral part of their familiar cultural landscape. A few collaborated with the foreigners as oral guides, coachmen, and labourers. But others refused them access to their property and even destroyed the stones, to avoid their valuable land from being appropriated.

A good example is provided by Richard Temple (1776-1839), Duke of Buckingham and Chandos, who visited the Xagħra monuments in June 1828, at the start of a two-day visit to Gozo. For the Duke, this visit comprised a small but noteworthy chapter in his two-year grand yacht tour of the Mediterranean. Aspects of his sensory perceptions and experiences of the monuments are recorded in his private diary (Temple 1862:94-8).

Having gone ashore at nine o’clock, the Duke’s party was conveyed over a distance of about four miles, by vehicle then donkey, to ‘the Giant’s House’, where he saw the (Xagħra) enclosure’ and the two (ägantija) ‘temples’ (95). Here, his diary records ‘passing some hours in examining these ruins’ (98). His account was probably informed by Major Bayley, the Governor of Gozo, who appears to have accompanied the Duke through his visit to the island. Notes were probably taken down on the spot by the Duke’s private secretary, Wilcox, and later tidied up. The published text focuses on the form, dimensions, construction, and carved decoration, age, and use of the ‘Cyclopean architecture’. But the Duke’s engagement with the ruins was not only visual and conceptual, for their recent clearance by Otto Bayer (Bayley’s predecessor as Governor of Gozo) and James Somerville afforded new physical experiences of them. In particular, the cleared architecture guided his movement through the successive spaces. At the end of the day, the Duke retired to his boat, ‘exhausted by heat and covered by dust’ (99).

The Duke also commissioned the Valletta-based German artist Charles de Brocktorff to produce a ‘Series of Twenty-One Drawings of the Druidical Remains Discovered on the Island of Gozo’. These were later published in London (de Brocktorff 1849; Grima 2004). The coloured drawings were based on inked-up pencil sketches drawn ‘on the spot’ by de Brocktorff, between 1828 and 1829. The majority are of the ‘Giant’s Tower’ (Ġgantija temples), and of the site of the ‘two large stone pillars’ (Xagħra Circle) (Figure 4.2). For archaeologists, these drawings are of particular interest as records of the appearance of the monuments prior to their complete clearance and restoration (Grima 2004). But from a sensory perspective, the views and captions also provide a record of de Brocktorff’s perception of the monuments. They show that he was primarily interested in recording, in detail, the form, size, and colour of the stone architecture of the ruined temples. That their measured dimensions were important to him is highlighted in two drawings, which have key measurements written over the drawings, in addition to being reiterated in their captions. In addition, the inclusion of human figures in each of de Brocktorff’s views provides us, from a political angle, with evidence of the ‘iconography of domination’ in nineteenth-century depictions of Malta (Sant Cassia 1993), and, from a related sensory dimension, with a fascinating insight into his observation, stereotyping, and staging of the physical appearance and behaviour of different classes of person in and around the ruins.
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FIGURE 4.2 Brocktorff’s (1849) drawing of the Ġgantija temples, with the Xaghra Circle in the background. (Photo: Daniel Cilia.)

The principal figures are ‘cosmopolitan, educated and affluent’ European visitors (Grima 1998: 37), comprising officers in brightly coloured uniforms and gentlemen in civilian clothes. They usually carry a parasol, musket, or stick, which they sometimes use to point to, or reach out and touch, particular features of the monument. (It is almost as if to touch the stones directly would soil their hands, like those of socially inferior manual labourers.) The visitors are generally depicted in pairs. The majority are shown walking through, inspecting, and discussing the ruins. Many are receiving information from a uniformed guide, while a few are being shown freshly discovered artefacts by local workmen. One figure, wearing a straw hat and a blue jacket, possibly intended by de Brocktorff as a self-portrait, is repeatedly shown sketching the ruins, often with a portfolio and pencil case and accompanied by a guide. Another figure is directing the measuring of the megaliths. A few gentlemen are also shown standing on top of the highest walls, resting on and around the ruins, or admiring the view from them. In three cases, they have evidently visited the ruins, with a dog and a musket, during the course of hunting excursions.

A second category of visitor comprises individual British servicemen working for these gentlemen. One type of serviceman, wearing a blue tunic and white or blue-striped trousers, is commonly depicted as a single individual standing, kneeling, sitting, or lying on the highest stones, usually measuring their height above the ground with a plumb-line. In one case, a serviceman is kneeling, holding out his left hand to two gentlemen to show them an object that he has just dug from a small hole in the ground, which he points to with his right hand. A somewhat different type of serviceman, wearing a more varied uniform and often carrying a gun, stick, or umbrella, is depicted guiding the gentlemen and officers in and around the ruins, pointing out particular features.

A third category comprises the ‘native’ Maltese islanders, differentiated from these visitors by their picturesque traditional costumes, often bare feet, and their apparent ignorance of the monuments. They are generally male, and appear in pairs or alone, engaged in a variety of activities: observing the visitors whilst resting and sometimes smoking on the edge of the monuments while their goats browse nearby; working the soil of adjacent fields with mattocks; resting on the edge of the excavated area with their pickaxes or in the shade of the megalithic walls; or, in the case of a woman, walking whilst carrying a vessel on her head and holding a child with one hand. A slightly different character, wearing a red head-scarf, blue trousers, and a coloured tunic, reappears in a number of the scenes, talking to the gentlemen and officers and acting as a guide to the ruins or their hunting. In the scene showing the continuing 1829 excavation of the Xagħra Circle, he is also emerging from an underground cave holding out to two gentlemen what appears to be a human skull.

EXCAVATIONS IN MALTA: 1865–1939

Throughout the second half of the nineteenth and first half of the twentieth centuries, Britain’s colonial control of Malta was strengthened due to its strategic importance as a fortress in the centre of the Mediterranean Sea. At the same time, studies of the prehistoric and modern populations of the Maltese Islands were extended: by new geological and ethnological research, by new archaeological techniques and discoveries, and by new technologies of visual representation. Maltese scholars played a more prominent part in this process, particularly as members of the new Malta Historical and Scientific Society, established in 1865 (Vella and Gilkes 2001: 354). Scholarly publications of this period show that archaeologists continued to prioritize their sense of sight, which was variously coloured by their aesthetics, their politics, and by their critical attitudes towards old and new techniques of archaeological illustration. Some of them also learnt to use their sense of touch to excavate and classify prehistoric objects with greater care, with different types of archaeological touch being ordered socially. Professor Tagliaferro even used his nose to make sense of some of his finds from a human burial site. But, in general, the senses of archaeologists were kept under control, with most expressions of emotion being socially avoided or criticized as unscientific. In turn, growing numbers of visitors consumed what was presented to them at officially designated archaeological sites and museums and in archaeological publications as increasingly visual experiences.

The prehistoric remains uncovered during archaeological excavations were usually published with a large number of illustrations, produced using contemporary techniques of visual representation and reproduction. These included line-drawings of artefacts, site plans, and sections, site location maps, and a growing number of photographs, whose status as archaeological representations was actively discussed. For example, the maps, plans, plates, and figures in Themistocles Zammit’s (1930) Prehistoric Malta: The Tarxien Temples were commended by most reviewers, with the exception of Wilfrid Hemp, Secretary of the Royal Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments in Wales and Monmouthshire, who criticized them in detail:

Many of the photographs are not worthy of their subjects and do not compare favourably with hose published in ANTIQUITY in March 1930: e.g. plate III, fig. 3, which has been so badly touched up as to destroy its value as a record. The plan is inserted in such a way as to make its use as inconvenient as possible and it is on much too small a scale. It is made more confusing by the use of outline only to indicate both paving and ‘vertical stones’, while ‘horizontal’ stones (sometimes used as paving) are shaded. The position of ‘small court J’ (19) is not indicated. The maps on pp. 2 and 3 are on the same scale, and contain practically the same information, but contradict each other in detail … (Hemp 1931:139) (Figure 4.3)

Other archaeological publications of this era reveal that the physical acts of excavating and ordering the finds involved a socially determined hierarchy of sight and touch, presided over by the excavation supervisor. For example, Gertrude Caton-Thompson, an assistant to Professor Margeret Murray of the University of London, in her published report on the excavations at Għar Dalam, assured her readers that

The factor of human oversight was guarded against as far as possible. A keen-eyed lad worked over each basket load as it was emptied upon the table, breaking up the clay nodules, sorting out the sherds and bones. From him it passed across the table to me and to a second man, handful by handful, and was subjected to the closest scrutiny before final removal to the dump heap near the entrance. (Murray 1925:1-2)
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FIGURE 4.3 Zammit’s (1930: plate III, fig. 3) touched-up photograph of’relief of animals in room V’ of the Tarxien temples. (Photo: Robin Skeates.)

Professor Napoleon Tagliaferro (1857-1939), a mathematician at the University of Malta, also undertook ‘scientific research’ on the ‘ossiferous caves and fissures’ of the Maltese Islands (Tagliaferro 1915): work that evidently stimulated more than his sense of sight. During the excavation of prehistoric burials at Bur-Mgħez, for example, Tagliaferro’s keen but scientifically informed sense of smell was put to the test by the stones that surrounded the human remains:

It was only natural that these porous pebbles should absorb the liquids and gases arising out of the decomposition of the bodies with which they were in contact. What is, however, remarkable is the variety of the odours which these stones give out when erased or broken after so many thousand years. Besides the bad smells of putrefaction or of decaying matter, others of a quite different nature were easily distinguishable, as those of fresh flesh, fresh vegetables, and particularly of violets. (Tagliaferro 1911:150)

THE PREHISTORIC ANTIQUITIES OF THE MALTESE ISLANDS: 1940–73

Soon after a request made in 1936 from Gerald Clauson at the Colonial Office to Courtenay Ralegh-Radford, the new Director of the British School at Rome, to ‘do something on a bigger scale’ in Malta (Vella and Gilkes 2001: 372), probably in response to the threat to the British colonial interest in Maltese archaeology posed by research funded by the Italian Fascist party (Pessina and Vella 2005), the University of Malta was awarded a grant by the Inter-University Council for Higher Education in the Colonies to put into effect plans for a detailed re-examination of the Maltese prehistoric monuments and museum collections that would help the colonial authorities impose greater administrative and chronological order on the numerous antiquities of the Islands (Evans 1971). The Committee formed to administer the spending of this grant invited Dr John Evans, a Research Fellow of Pembroke College at Cambridge University, to coordinate this Survey and to catalogue the prehistoric material. Based at the Valletta Museum, Evans undertook a range of tasks, including stylistic classification, cataloguing, architectural surveying, stratigraphic excavation, restoration, and museum display, most of which unconsciously prioritized the sense of sight and related technologies of visual recording and representation. Evans even broadcast a popular lecture on the Maltese temples and Survey on the BBC’s Third Programme (now Radio 3). This was an evening service that aimed to broadcast the very best of high culture to ‘high brow’ listeners in order to contribute to ‘the refinement of society’. The lecture was then published in The Listener. It emphasized the visual impact of the temples and of their associated artefacts as ‘amazing artistic and architectural achievements’ (Evans 1954: 130). However, in 1955, Evans was appointed to the Chair of Prehistoric European Archaeology at the University of London’s Institute of Archaeology. As a consequence, the Survey effectively came to an end, and its final publication was delayed until 1971.

The Prehistoric Antiquities of the Maltese Islands (Evans 1971) consisted of detailed descriptions of all the known prehistoric sites, and of the excavation work done on them, together with illustrated catalogues of the objects found in them, and culminated in a section on ‘cultures and chronology’. Being based upon the Survey that Evans had undertaken in the late 1940s and early 1950s, as well as on Albert Mayr’s early twentieth-century descriptions of the major temples, it is not entirely surprising that it received a stinging review by the American ‘New Archaeologist’ Daniel Evett (1973). In line with his aggressively positivist philosophical stance, Evett argued that ‘the lack of theoretical direction renders the book systematically frustrating’ (Evett 1973: 72). He also criticized Evans’s visual emphasis with the statement that ‘Perhaps this volume, with its bountiful pictorial materials, will find a warmer reception in the hands of certain art historians’ (ibid. 73). This outspoken review, combined with the establishment of the fully independent Republic of Malta in 1974, effectively sounded the death-knell for traditional, colonial, culture-historical, and visualist British archaeology in Malta, although traces of it remain to this day.

HERITAGE MALTA: 1974 TO THE PRESENT

Since full independence in 1974, the sensory values of Malta’s prehistoric heritage have been reinvented by a wide variety of social groups, the interests of which have proven to be both complementary and conflicting (Rountree 1999). Sight has continued to be strongly emphasized by many of them interested in protecting, managing, celebrating, and interpreting the appearance of the ancient architectural and artistic heritage of Malta. The highly visible defacing of Malta’s temples has also been used by vengeful bird hunters excluded from these sites. But, increasingly, the significance of other senses has been conceded. Empathy with prehistoric persons and their multi-sensory experiences of moving through and encountering the different spaces of the prehistoric monuments of Malta have been embraced by both goddess pilgrims and archaeological theorists, some of whom have been given special access to these sites by heritage managers. Sound, in particular, has been recognized and recreated by members of these two groups, and especially by contemporary musicians, as a significant element in the ritual experience of the monuments. Touch has recently been acknowledged by archaeological site managers as an important sense, especially for young learners, through their creation of new hands-on interactive exhibits and creative activities, as well as by social archaeologists considering both the ritual use of prehistoric artworks and their own physical experiences of working in Malta. Taste and smell have also been noted by social archaeologists.

Ħal Saflieni Hypogeum has become a key site for the expression of this diversity of interests. The process of restoring this site began in earnest in 1981, with the launching by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) of a ‘Campaign for the Restoration of Historic Monuments in Malta’. A leading advocate was the Maltese architect Richard England (1981). He pointed out that the Hypogeum was decaying and argued that restoration was urgently required, with the promise that ‘Restoration would then allow the exploration of a unique prehistoric monument as originally set out and conceived by its designers and architects on these islands’ (England 1981: 6). Environmental studies between 1986 and 1991 then identified the causes of the decay (Pace 2000). The growth of algae and lichen was traced to the artificial lights used to illuminate the monument and to moisture leaking from overlying water or sewage pipes, while the fading of the wall paintings was linked to the carbon dioxide exhaled by an estimated 74,000 visitors in 1987, which combined with water to form a weak acid that attacked the limestone walls. In response, between 1991 and 1996, a highly controlled environment and visitor regime was established in the Hypogeum. The entrance was enclosed in a glass and steel box with an airlock chamber to create a buffer zone that enables control of the site’s microclimate (Figure 4.4). A computer-controlled lighting system was installed. Raised walkways with handrails were constructed to control the movement of visitors and ensure their safety. A limit of 300 visitors per day and a group size of no more than ten individuals were also imposed to keep carbon dioxide levels low. The site is now managed by Heritage Malta, a national agency established in 2003 under the terms of the new Cultural Heritage Act, with a strategic emphasis on education, accessibility, and tourist income generation (Rose 2004). In this way the artistic and architectural heritage of Ħal Saflieni has been successfully protected and promoted, in line with the worthy ideals of the new legislation and of UNESCO, but at the cost of access to the site’s original multi-sensory environment. Although a visit to the Hypogeum remains far from senseless, it is also possible to feel that, in addition to the ‘visual intrusion’ of the walkway acknowledged by the site’s curator (Martin 1999: 34), one’s other senses have been dulled by yet another packaged heritage experience.
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FIGURE 4.4 Entrance zone and raised walkway down through the upper level of Ħal Saflieni Hypogeum. (Photo: Daniel Cilia.)

Despite this, Ħal Saflieni remains a key place of pilgrimage for goddess scholars and their goddess tours of Malta. They effectively fill some of the gaps left by more interpretatively cautious archaeologists by offering one of the most sensuous approaches to prehistoric Malta. The anthropologist Kathryn Rountree (1999) characterizes the members of this group as foreign women, belonging to the predominantly American goddess spirituality movement, who see themselves as pilgrims to Malta who are tracing their spiritual heritage to the prehistoric temples. Such people often enthuse about their deeply emotional experiences in the underground Hypogeum and above-ground temples, of awe, healing, empowerment, transformation, and spiritual revelation, and their sense of homecoming.

More specifically, sound has become a key element of goddess healing experiences at Maltese prehistoric monuments. For example, the California-based singer/songwriter Jennifer Berezan, who regards music as a source of spiritual renewal, has drawn attention to the acoustic properties of the Hypogeum. To Berezan (2000), ‘It was obvious that the people who built it had an incredible understanding of acoustics and of the value and power of sound for healing.’ She therefore recorded the title track to her album entitled ‘ReTurning’ in the ‘Oracle Chamber’. This is a chant which blends various cultural traditions to create an enchanting, peaceful, and meditative listening experience. In it, Berezan repeatedly sings, ‘returning, returning, returning to the mother of us all’, with direct reference to her belief in the Mother Goddess.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter, I have tried to illustrate, through the example of the history of Maltese prehistoric archaeology, how systems of archaeological representation, although often prevailed over by the visual, do—and should—also incorporate a variety of other sensory signifying practices, media, and experiences. What emerges is that, over the last three-and-a-half centuries, the material remains of prehistoric Malta have been represented in the context of a variety of sensual orders associated with a diversity of sometimes conflicting interest groups. For Maltese farmers, the ancient sites and monuments have always been an integral part of their agrarian landscape, which they value as theirs to physically inhabit, work, and modify as they deem fit. But, particularly since the mid-seventeenth century, the Islands’ ruins and their buried remains have been appropriated by outsiders, ranging from urban-dwelling administrators to foreign tourists, who have incorporated them within their own poetic and political orders. Above all, it has been their visual culture that has dominated modern representations and experiences of these places and their artefacts, as pleasurable, instructive, and nostalgic sights to be consumed, primarily through the eyes. The other senses have never been entirely excluded in this process, but they have been restrained. As a consequence, demands have grown in recent years for greater full-bodied access to these now finite and fragile remains, to the extent that the significance of all the senses in past and present experiences and understandings of prehistoric Malta has begun to be acknowledged. For the future, this development has the potential to help archaeologists and heritage managers represent the lives of past people in a fresh and stimulating manner for diverse audiences, through practices, media, and experiences enriched by synaesthetic combinations of sight, sound, smell and taste, touch, spatiality, and the emotions.
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LATIN AMERICA: HISTORY AND FEATURES

LATIN America is a huge subcontinent encompassing a wide variety of physical landscapes and environments, and with different peoples, languages, and cultures, even if outside observers tend to look at it as a single identifiable entity. In the first three centuries of European colonization, the main division within this continent was between those areas controlled by the Portuguese and those controlled by the Spaniards. In the nineteenth century, with the struggle for the end of direct European rule, movements for political independence attempted to create new national identities, almost out of the blue, sometimes resulting in the expansion of regional identities; in the case of Brazil, a national identity was created out of an opposition to Spanish-speaking and republican Hispanic America, the Brazilian Empire conceiving itself as a Portuguese-speaking kingdom in the New World.

Whatever the case may be, the very concept of ‘Latin America’ was foreign to the subcontinent. However, there are several common features that permeate, to a variety of degrees, South American societies, both in terms of their history and cultural characteristics. The Iberian colonization brought with it both a specific world view and a way of dealing with social life in general. Portuguese and Spanish conquistadores (or conquerors) brought with them a medieval Catholic outlook, directly linked to the Crusades and the reconquista (or recovery) of Muslim lands in the Iberian Peninsula itself, resulting in a strongly Catholic civilization in the Americas.

A BRIEF OVERVIEW OF LATIN AMERICA

More than a region, Latin America is one of the many concepts resulting from the Enlightenment and the French Revolution, a new way of understanding the world and dividing it. Nowadays, Latin America is felt as natural a concept as the metre, a major invention by the French in their search for universal ways of measuring the world. Latin America is a concept used for the first time in 1856, in Spanish, and 1861, in French. It was an attractive name, as it did not refer to the Iberian colonizers, but to a rather vague ‘Latin’ origin (Heydenreich 1995: 231-4). It took several decades for it to be adopted. In fact, Brazil rejected the term during the nineteenth century, and to this day still a clear separation exists between Brazil and Latin America, understood as ‘Spanish-speaking America’. However, Latin America is now a label used in most countries by both scholars and ordinary people as a shortcut for describing the independent countries extending from the southern border of the United States of America to Cape Horn, formerly part of the Spanish and Portuguese empires, as well as the old French colony of Haiti (Pendle 1963: 13).

However, this traditional definition is not entirely consistent or satisfactory as an analytical device. In the last five hundred years or so, the first three centuries were characterized by the rule of two competing Iberian crowns, the Spanish and the Portuguese, whose legacy is still very much felt to this day (Weckmann 1992, 1993; Funari 1998). Latin America here, then, refers to Spanish and Portuguese civilizations in the western hemisphere. the two Iberian Peninsula kingdoms spread not only their administration, but also their language and culture to large areas and it is thus possible to differentiate two Iberian Americas: the areas under the control of the Castilians and those under Portuguese rule, the former being also named Hispanic, and the latter known as Brazil.

This chapter deals with Hispanic and Portuguese Americas in both a contrasting and integrative way. The Iberian roots of Latin America explain many shared general traits, mores, customs, and ways of life, so much so that for outside observers, Brazilians, Mexicans, and Argentines are seen in quite the same light. Perhaps the most important shared cultural outlook is a syncretic form of Roman Catholicism, but several others too are true, like the Roman legal system, a Mediterranean approach to life, even a shared mixed experience in living with Muslims and Jews, as well as in the fight against both. The differences, however, are no less impressive, as Portugal forged its own identity, in the first centuries of the second millennium AD, in direct opposition to the Castilians.

COMMON FEATURES

The divine mission of the Church and the monarchy was the basis of political doctrine in Portugal, and it remained so for several centuries during the modern period. Iberian kings were dutiful followers of the Church and in return the Church granted money to the Crown, sent its knights and tenants to serve in the royal armies, and provided experienced counsellors for the court. Iberian kingdoms, Spain and Portugal, owed their spiritual character to the Church. Popular support for the monarchy was reinforced by the theoretical conception of the Church on the two powers, secular and clerical. Typically the serf tilled a plot of land owned by a lord or baron who gave him a life tenure and military protection as long as he paid an annual rent in products, labour, or money. In the large latifundia (vast estates) resulting from the conquest of enemy land, peasants could be evicted at the owner’s will. Around the baronial villa peasants had their village, part of a manor. The landed proprietor was known as dominus (Lord) in Latin-language documents, señor in Romance. The feudal law of property recognized several forms of land possession. Unconditional ownership was reserved for the king, while lords were considered as tenants and inheritance was through the Germanic principle of primogeniture. Younger sons were encouraged to venture forth and carve out new estates in conquered lands. Torture was revived in the thirteenth century, when Roman and ecclesiastical law were extended to large areas of the Peninsula. Out of Germanic customs of military initiation, crossed with Muslim influences, chivalry flowered. A knight was a person of aristocratic birth, but not all men of good ancestry were eligible. Younger sons were normally sidelined.

Marx (1978: 52) refers to feudal relics in capitalist society, but in the Iberian world those ‘relics’ continued for centuries, hindering the development of capitalism. In feudal society, relations which were far removed from the nature of feudalism were given a feudal form, probably the best example being simple money relations. Even though there was no trace of mutual personal service, as between lord and vassal, both worked under a patronage and patriarchal framework (Marx 1978: 408). The elites were concerned with nobility (hidalguía, fidalguia) and purity of Catholic blood (limpieza de sangre), and disdained business and manual occupations. Most analysts of Iberian feudalism have paid particular attention to the special privileges of the grandees (nobles), the growing abyss between the rich and noble few and the poverty-stricken masses, the enormous numbers of the clergy, the absence of an enterprising bourgeoisie, the fatalistic acceptance of exploitation, the pervasion of the government bureaucracy by the nobility and privileged few, the crippling effects of the sale of offices, and the formidable powers of grandees on their latifundia.

Spanish kings gave charters of self-government to many towns and municipal independence, a long-term feature of Spanish administration. Spanish monarchy was imperial, encouraging the maintenance of local traditions, languages or dialects, customs. In this respect, Spain was inspired by the Roman example. The earliest instance of representative political institutions in Europe was the summoning of the Cortes, courts, in 1188, the Cortes de León (Merriman 1911). The courts comprised nobles, clergy, and businessmen. At Castile, they were called for the first time in 1250. Portugal, on the other hand, was a centralized state. In the first meeting (concilio) of León to which representatives of cities were summoned, in 1188, King Alfonso IX promised to consult the bishops, nobles, and ‘good men’, the three estates (or brazos, arms) of the state. In the fifteenth century the turbulence of the nobility in both Portugal and Castile became so great as to lead to a reaction among the towns and the clergy in favour of the Crown and so to a fatal weakness in the power of the Cortes in the two kingdoms. Already in the late fifteenth century, the initiative in legislation was in the hands of the royal council and the Iberian monarchies legislated by decree. The Cortes were reduced to an assembly of subservient flatterers.

FOREIGN INFLUENCES AND NATIVE ARCHAEOLOGY

During the colonial period (1500-1822), there are few references in the written sources to archaeological sites. The evidence provided by such documents, including drawings and paintings, must be interpreted with reference to their social context, as they are generally biased against Native Americans, Africans, and poor people (Funari 1994b). The Brazilian Empire (1822-89) witnessed the beginning of archaeological activities, when Peter Wilhelm Lund came to the country, in 1825, and established a palaeonto-logical laboratory in Lagoa Santa, a village in Minas Gerais Province, where he found human and animal fossils (Funari 1994a). Between 1834 and 1844 Lund surveyed some 800 caves and collected a great deal of material, especially extinct fauna. Later, the Imperial Museum in Rio de Janeiro was active in archaeological research, thanks to C. Wiener and his pioneering studies of lithic material in the 1870s (Ferreira 2002, 2007). The Canadian Charles Friedrich Hartt, Ferreira Penna, and Barbosa Rodrigues explored the Amazon Basin, from the 1870s to the 1890s. C. Rath studied shell middens, known by the tupi name sambaqui, while the Museum Director, Ladislau Neto, was the first Brazilian to explicitly write about archaeology as such (Funari 1994a). Archaeology was also carried out in the context of the Brazilian Geographical and Historical Institute, and its journal, Revista do IHGB, published regularly on archaeological matters. All these activities were due not to a small degree to Emperor Peter II and his enlightened approach to scholarship. Isolated research was carried out also in the south of the country, published from the 1870s in Germany and in Rio Grande do Sul Province.

The early republican period (1889-1920S) witnessed a weakening of archaeological scholarship in the country. During the nineteenth century the scholars dealing with archaeology were in touch with what was going on in the international academic world. Ladislau Neto regularly exchanged letters with the leading French intellectual Ernst Renan and the contacts with foreign experts were deemed important. The shift of the cultural centre of Brazil from the court in Rio de Janeiro to the new coffee-producing elite in São Paulo helps to explain the new inward-looking aspects of archaeology, even though paradoxically the field was dominated by foreigners. Museum directors were now the main actors, like the Swiss Emil Goeldi at Belém, where he was in charge of the Museu Paraense (later named after him ‘Museu Emilio Goeldi’) and Hermann von Ihering, Director of the Paulista Museum, in São Paulo, from 1895 to 1916. Von Ihering was out of touch with modern research abroad, as he opposed the idea that shell mounds were evidence of prehistoric human settlements. T. Sampaio, another leading scholar in the 1910s and early 1920s, contrary to what academics were proposing abroad, believed wholeheartedly that rock scratches should be interpreted as hieroglyphic writing.

Between the 1920s and the 1940s important changes occurred in Brazil: political, social, and cultural upheavals. Modernism and, later, fascist and communist ideas led to the emergence of ‘the people’ in intellectual discourse. Accordingly, this period saw two new developments: the beginning of the study of artefact collections and the publication of the first archaeological manuals. Angyone Costa and Frederico Barata produced several papers in those years, and the Argentine Antonio Serrano studied collections of artefacts and thus established a whole new field of research within Brazilian archaeology.

The inception of university research (1950s-64) is related to Brazil’s longest period of democracy (1945-64). Academic archaeology was established by the leading humanist Paulo Duarte. Due to his friendship with Paul Rivet, Director of the Musée de l’Homme, Paris, France, Duarte created the Prehistory Commission at São Paulo State University in 1952 (Funari and Silva 2007). Duarte pushed for legal protection of the Brazilian heritage, and as a result of his efforts the Brazilian Congress enacted a federal law (3537/57, approved as law 3924 in 1961) protecting archaeological sites. To this day, it is still the only explicit federal law on the protection of archaeological heritage.

The military period (1964-85) changed the situation. The project of scholarly archaeology as proposed by Duarte was opposed by the new authorities who used the lack of funds to undermine his efforts. At the same time, the Americans Clifford Evans and Betty Meggers were able to set up a National Program of Archaeological Research, known by its acronym PRONAPA. The Program was sponsored by the Smithsonian Institution, in Washington, and by Brazilian institutions, like the National Research Council (CNPq). In the period between 1965 and 1971 PRONAPA trained Brazilian practitioners and carried out surveys and excavations throughout the country, with few resulting publications. One of the novelties introduced by Meggers and Evans was James Ford’s method for ceramic analyses, and it became the pièce de résistance of Brazilian archaeology. A controversial method by then criticized in the United States, it was adopted in Brazil without any restrictions and discussions.

Duarte, on the other hand, was expelled from the University of São Paulo in 1969 and the Institute of Prehistory he created suffered restrictions. Archaeology suffered a lot, as a result of authoritarian trends inside the profession. The picture gets a bit worse because, different from other South American countries, such as Peru, for instance, approaches generated in political theory or other social sciences had no place or space in Brazilian archaeology. However, democracy (1985 onwards) favoured the flourishing of archaeological interest, and freedom led to the development of a variety of new activities regarding archaeological resources. Interpretative books have been published, as well as a greater number of articles in scholarly journals, for the first time not only in Brazil but also abroad.

HERITAGE LEGISLATION IN BRAZIL

Even though from the nineteenth century Brazilian identity has been linked to archaeological heritage, formal legislation was to be introduced later. In the Portuguese Court in Rio de Janeiro, Romantic nationalism was grounded on the idealization of natives, and archaeology played a role. After an eclipse in the beginning of the twentieth century, prehistoric and historic archaeological heritage contributed to forging Brazilian identity. In this context, it is natural that the earliest document relating to the official protection of archaeological heritage, dating from the eighteenth century in Portugal, tries to protect ‘any old building, statues, inscription in Phoenician, Greek, Latin, Gothic or Arabic, as well as coins’, whose application in the Portuguese colony in South America is not probable. In the nineteenth century, despite the attention paid by the court to scholarship in general and the foundation of the Historical and Geographical Institute, there was no law regarding the subject (Funari and Pelegrini 2006). Museum officials, as well as amateurs and others, often collected and registered archaeological artefacts. Archaeological resources have been the subject of several bills, the first of them in 1920, when the Brazilian Society for the Fine Arts, or Sociedade Brasileira de Belas Artes, through its then President, Bruno Lobo, asked the keeper of classical antiquities of the National Museum, Alberto Childe, to prepare a bill regarding the protection of the national artistic heritage. Childe’s proposal addressed mostly archaeological sites and defended the nationalization of these cultural resources. The bill stated that ‘archaeological remains, buildings, sites, caves, cemeteries, shell middens are considered national assets and are to be owned only by each state of the Union’ (in Funari and Pelegrini 2006: 25). The proposal was not taken into consideration by the Brazilian Congress, dominated as it was by representatives not interested in nationalization of private property even if it was aimed at preserving archaeological resources (Funari and Pelegrini 2006).

In 1923 there was another proposal regarding the subject, this time by a representative from Pernambuco, Luiz Cedro. During the debates in the Congress, Cedro referred to archaeological remains and their importance to building the historical identity of the country. In 1925 another bill was proposed, but this time the prehistoric remains were considered worthy of attention only when art was expressed. Only in 1930 was Bill 230, by the representative José Wanderly de Araújo Pinto, explicit about the protection of archaeological resources, but it was never approved. Outside the parliament, discussions continued, despite the lack of proper laws regarding archaeological resources. Raimundo Lopes, in 1935, published a comprehensive and innovative study on cultural resources, and some of his suggestions are worth mentioning: to keep cultural monuments in their original shape; to reconstruct the original natural and cultural environment; to forbid the economic exploitation of shell middens; to set up educational programmes; to register Native cemeteries; to preserve sites and Indians alike; to cooperate with religious authorities on church heritage; to publicize the archaeological sites; among other topics.

In 1936 a bill was prepared by the leading intellectual, Mário de Andrade, and archaeological and ethnological resources were split into four areas: artefacts, monuments, landscapes, and folklore. Mário de Andrade, a leading intellectual from the state of São Paulo, prepared in 1936 the draft of a bill protecting cultural assets, appreciated by representatives in the Congress and which was almost approved as a law when there was a coup d’état by the President himself, Getúlio Vargas. President Vargas, who had supported the law through his Minister for Education, published the bill soon afterwards as a decree (decree number 25, dated 30 November 1937) and from 1940 the National Artistic and Historic Heritage Service (Brazilian Heritage) began to register and protect archaeological sites and collections (Funari and Pelegrini 2006). These included pottery, lithics, cemeteries, shell middens, rock art, as well as a variety of natural resources, like rivers, fauna, caves, and even traditional paths. However, most cultural properties continued outside the protection of the decree and another leading intellectual, Paulo Duarte, was to become the main fighter for heritage protection in Brazil. A new Penal Code was also issued in 1940, for the first time punishing the destruction of cultural resources, including archaeological ones. From 1940, Brazilian Heritage established a register of protected sites and archaeological collections. Decree 25/37 is still in force. In 1948, in Paraná state a law was passed protecting Spanish and Jesuit settlements, with a protected surrounding area of 100 hectares, resulting in the later establishment of the heritage Parks of Vila Rica, Santo Inácio, and Ciudad Real. Several judges and other officials also tried to protect shell middens in different areas of the country.

The Commission for Prehistory, established in 1952 by Paulo Duarte, aimed to protect archaeological sites, shell middens, and other remains. Duarte, a liberal who fought for the creation of the first university in Brazil, the University of São Paulo, early in the 1930s, lived in exile during the dictatorship of Vargas (1937-45), and when he returned to the country he brought with him the idea of initiating the scholarly study of prehistory. Duarte had been influenced by French humanism, and his friendship with Paul Rivet and his admiration of the Musée de l’Homme, in Paris, led him to propose the constitution of the Prehistory Commission, in São Paulo, which was later renamed the ‘Prehistory Institute’. The Commission was headed by Duarte and comprised the leading anthropologists Helbert Baldus and Egon Schaden, among others.

Duarte was very active in the years of democracy in Brazil (1945-64), organizing a series of initiatives for the development of archaeology and heritage protection. Duarte and the Commission’s draft bill protecting archaeological sites was finally approved by the Congress in 1961 (Law no. 3924). It was the first actual comprehensive law regulating the protection of archaeological remains, and is still in force as the only explicit federal law on archaeological heritage. While the decree of 1937 aimed at protecting ‘those assets linked to the memorable facts of Brazilian history and those of exceptionable value’ (first article), the law of 1961 was much broader in its scope, referring to ‘whatever archaeological or prehistoric monument’ (first article). Archaeological sites are protected immediately ex ui legis (’by the force of the law’). The Law deals with ‘archaeological and prehistoric monuments’ and establishes that they are protected by the law and should be preserved. As such, they are to be controlled by the state and are not subject to the general rules of private property. Archaeological sites in general, like shell middens, mounds, any ancient human settlement, as established by experts are considered monuments. It is thus forbidden to destroy the sites, and explicitly forbidden to allow the economic use of ancient remains. The sites are considered as property of the federal state. The law also mentions archaeological excavations and the necessary registration of sites, both to be controlled by Brazilian Heritage. A report by the archaeologist and the necessary arrangements relating to the housing of the archaeological material is also mentioned. The export of archaeological resources must be authorized by Brazilian Heritage. In the 1960s and 1970s, several scholars, like Duarte in São Paulo and Father Rohr in Santa Catarina, tried to use the law to protect shell middens, but Brazil was under military rule and it was not easy to enforce the law.

A military dictatorship was established with a coup d’état in 1964 and the humanist approach to the past, so clearly expressed in the efforts to preserve humble shell middens against developers, was first sidelined and later opposed by the authorities.

The restoration of civilian rule in 1985 led to a growing activity of state assemblies and town councils, free to legislate on a wide range of subjects, not least resource management. Several states introduced legislation protecting archaeological sites and establishing state registers of monuments and archaeological collections. This has been particularly the case in states with strong archaeological activities, like São Paulo and Rio Grande do Sul. Town councils also introduced legislation, and several municipal administrations introduced town heritage offices. Urban archaeology has thus been developing and there has been a flourishing of interest in archaeological resources. A new primary school syllabus, introduced in the 1990s, emphasized the importance of learning from the local reality, with the town becoming the starting point for understanding social life. In this context, archaeology has played a special role, enabling schoolchildren to know that their town was inhabited by natives in prehistoric times. Furthermore, material evidence from the historic period has also been used to show that the picture given by documents is biased and that blacks, natives, people of mixed complexion, immigrants, migrants, and poor people in general, usually underrepresented in official documents, left material evidence now recovered by archaeology. Local primary school textbooks are now introducing archaeological evidence in order to give the children a more complex view of the past, enabling them to better understand present-day contradictions.

Besides this, in 2002, the National Institute of Historic and Artistic Heritage (IPHAN) proposed federal legislation requiring the implementation of Heritage Education projects as part of contract archaeology programmes. This has led, over the last six years, to a growing number of outreach activities involving archaeology in schools, museums, Indigenous villages, and community organizations in Brazil.

THE TRAFFIC OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE

Public Archaeology has experienced a significant growth in the last years, but the relationship between collectors and the archaeological heritage has been largely overlooked by the scientific community. In twenty-five years of scientific meetings of the Society of Brazilian Archaeology, only two papers were presented (by Miranda and Magalhães in 1985, and by Bezerra and Najjar in 2005) concerning this topic. The papers called attention to the serious problem of the selling of archaeological objects in Brazil, mainly of the Marajoara culture (Cíntia Magalhães and Cristina Miranda pers. comm., 1985). In 2007 IPHAN organized a seminar considering Amazonian Archaeology. One of the conference goals was to discuss the traffic of archaeological objects in the region. The archaeologists attending the meeting described several cases involving the traffic and destruction of archaeological sites in different parts of the Amazon (H. Lima 2007; T. Lima 2007; Schaan 2007). It came as no surprise that some of the archaeologists felt threatened by some local members of these communities who cooperate with the traffic. Examples of this illicit practice in Brazil, even if less numerous than in other countries, are significantly increasing in the country (Bezerra and Najjar 2005).

The traffic of archaeological objects in South America, in general, is favoured by a series of circumstances. These include: (1) the lack of security in museums and archaeological sites; (2) the interest of private collectors; (3) the lack of border controls; (4) the misery experienced by the population of several countries; (5) the absence of more rigorous laws (or the non-observance and enforcement of the existing ones); and (6) inefficient inspection (Assunção 2003).

Nevertheless, it is the ongoing relationship between the collectors and impoverished sections of the population in the South American countries that we take as one of the most complex aspects of the situation. In reality, these subjects should be considered as the two faces of the same coin. By buying archaeological artefacts, the collector of antiquities ends up authenticating the past, privatizing the cultural heritage which, by definition, is public. According to Vitelli (1984: 143), the motives are very diverse: they can relate to the experience of proximity with antique objects, or to the possibility of studying different cultures, or the adventure in the process of discovering (plundering of archaeological sites), or to the consideration of those objects as a good investment. In other words, the motivations are emotional, social, and economic. We should not forget that the act of collecting objects gives power and prestige to those who own the objects. The question becomes more complex. On the one hand, we think of collectors as possessing both economic capital and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1987). On the other hand, the poor do not possess any of those forms of capital. But we can also see that both share, a priori, some similar characteristics: both perceive the cultural heritage they exploit as some kind of merchandise; both obtain financial gains with its commercialization; and both contribute to the destruction of this patrimony. What we can see, thus, is that collectors and the poor approach the cultural heritage as something invested with private interest (including the common thief who, almost always, is not aware of the cultural value of the object that has been ‘ordered’) (Bezerra and Najjar 2005).

We believe that this misunderstood perception has its origins in two realms: the notion of public and private, and formal education. In Brazil, for instance, the notion of public, in legal terms, is not related to that which belongs to all, but to that which is the property of the state. Brazilian citizens do not recognize the archaeological heritage, or do not recognize themselves in our country’s archaeological heritage. Through this perspective, citizens become completely dissociated from the obligation to preserve it. Thus, when archaeological objects are no longer approached as symbols of belonging and become items that can be owned, they turn into instruments of economic disputes that stimulate the traffic in antiquities, instead of instruments for legitimizing identities through symbolic disputes. Instead of being appropriated, this patrimony is subjected to spoliation. The transformation of archaeological objects into ‘commodities’ is a complex question, and its roots are not exclusively economic (Schaan 2006). Its motivation is based on social inequalities, and can be translated into different forms of access to education, and, consequently, to diverse world views.

IPHAN launched, in 2007, a national campaign against the illicit traffic of antiquities in Brazil, in close cooperation with Interpol. Nevertheless, dealing with the volume of this traffic has been a great challenge to the few archaeologists who work at IPHAN.

PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY, CONTRACT ARCHAEOLOGY, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL TRAINING IN BRAZIL

Reflections on the relationships between archaeologists and local communities have increased considerably in the context of our discipline. The engagement of different social actors as decision-makers and stakeholders reveal the benefits of these collaborative actions and stress the urgent need for serious debates about a community-based archaeology. Working with different communities gives us evidence of potential conflicts, the importance of negotiations, and, especially, the paths towards an effective public archaeology. We work from the assumption that public archaeology is not just a research area, but rather a professional commitment, a political agenda. In this regard we ask: does the archaeological community share this perspective? (Mortensen and Bezerra 2007)

In general, in Brazil, it is understood that the option for ‘doing’ public archaeology is decided by each individual researcher. We think that even though the archaeologist may undertake research on lithics technology, zooarchaeology, or rock art, she or he also might be committed to public archaeology. From our perspective, public archaeology is not a sub-area of the discipline, or a specialization, but a political and ethical commitment, regardless of the specific interests of the research. It is a responsibility to be shared by us as a community, and not only as individuals. It is a matter of attitude that has implications for the development of archaeology.

According to the Society of Brazilian Archaeology (SAB) there are approximately 350 archaeologists working in Brazil. This number increases if we consider the exponential growth of contract archaeology. At this point in time, contract archaeology projects represent the majority of archaeological research projects: as noted by Prous, ‘academic research was almost abandoned in Brazil …’ (Prous 2006: 130).

The economic policy and the scarce resources for academic research have led archaeologists to be involved in these contract archaeology projects, in many cases to support their academic research through buying equipment for their laboratories. We can say that the great majority of Brazilian archaeologists are, at the same time, involved in both contract archaeology projects and academic research, as opposed to other countries where there is a strong distinction between professionals who act in these two domains.

A brief survey of the proceedings of the last three biennial meetings of the Society of Brazilian Archaeology reveals a major growth of contract archaeology, followed by historical archaeology. Public archaeology itself was represented in less than 1 per cent of presented papers. However, it is possible to observe a slight growth in the numbers of papers that considered issues in education, tourism, and the illicit traffic of archaeological objects, among others—all, arguably, public archaeology concerns. The public that attended public archaeology sessions consisted of, in general, the same group which attended the three meetings. In some meetings even the physical location of the public archaeology sessions, as well as the scheduling of them, reflected the relative unimportance of this issue by the organizing committee of the events. It is not unusual that these sessions are scheduled to the last day, late in the evening, and in the smallest rooms.

In a public archaeology workshop organized at the Universidade Católica de Goiás in 2005, only 13 per cent of the participants were archaeologists. Most of them were cultural resource managers (Pyburn and Bezerra 2006). The absence of most of the faculty staff of archaeologists of the university was due to the fact that the topic ‘public archaeology’ interested only those who ‘deal’ with archaeological resource management issues. This also reflects upon archaeologists who are trained in Brazil.

In the curricula of both undergraduate and graduate programmes in archaeology in Brazil we also see the absence of public archaeology in official course offerings. Among the nine existing undergraduate archaeology courses in the country, only four include the field of public archaeology. This means that there are reduced numbers of credits compared to the other courses; moreover, public archaeology is offered only in the last semester, along with subjects that are considered peripheral to archaeology. None of the seven graduate programmes in archaeology offers courses that involve public archaeology; however, the Universidade de São Paulo has registered a small number of thesis and dissertations on the topic in the last five years (Bezerra 2008; see also Funari 1999-2000).

The Brazilian Revista arqueologia pública journal edited by Funari and Robrahn-Gonzalez, however, shows that there are a growing number of archaeologists who are involved in local communities and who are politically committed to society. The articles point out the relevance and also the urgency of thinking about archaeology in a public context. Besides this, federal regulations in Brazil, as mentioned before, require the implementation of educational heritage activities within the communities affected by contract archaeology projects (Act 230/2002—IPHAN). If we consider the fact that most Brazilian archaeologists are involved in contract archaeology, we may conclude that there are a significant number of heritage education projects under way in the country. These projects reflect the fact that public archaeology work is being done, but they are not synonymous with conducting public archaeology research as a serious topic in itself.

Why, then, is public archaeology still irrelevant for the majority of archaeologists in Brazil?

The organization of the archaeological community in the country, as well as its attitude in relation to the public, is characterized by vertical relations. The hierarchical attitude of a large proportion of the worldwide scientific community is even stronger in the Brazilian case. According to the analysis of Minetti and Pyburn (2005: 3), Brazilian archaeology presents itself as ‘extremely hierarchical with strong paternalist/patronizing component.’ This attitude is reproduced in the relation between the Brazilian archaeologists and the public, which is characterized by distance and paternalism. Archaeology for the public in Brazil is considered a minor activity, from which professionals seem exempt. The training of archaeologists in the country reinforces this idea. Most of the graduate programmes in archaeology are linked to departments of history; only two of them are located in departments of anthropology, and only one of them—at the Universidade Federal do Pará in Amazon—is established in the North American four-field academic tradition (where archaeology, cultural anthropology, biological anthropology, and linguistics are within the scope of anthropology domain), except for the undergraduate course at Universidade Federal de Pelotas.

Despite the strong theoretical influence of North American archaeology on Brazilian archaeology, the perspective of archaeology as anthropology is far from being a reality in Brazil. In the Brazilian case, there is a clear distinction that it is not only an epistemo-logical issue, but also a political one with consequences for the social division of labour. From this perspective, an archaeologist is considered to be a professional who develops basic research. The ones that dedicate themselves to public archaeology are, in general, included in the category of non-archaeologists, or, those that ‘do not do archaeology anymore’!

It is interesting to notice that even the new graduate programmes in archaeology based in departments of anthropology have been built from a public archaeology perspective. These and other aspects allow us to say that public archaeology in Brazil is considered by the scientific community as a specialization, of little or no relevance, which is practised by a restricted number of professionals who, being no more archaeologists, choose to dedicate themselves to educative projects for the lay public.

The image of the discipline for Brazilian archaeologists is constructed on the basis of a conservative model that implies an elitist discourse where the ‘other’ does not exist, except as a consumer of the past offered by the specialists. This perspective isolates the academic discourse as a private domain, as an instrument for domination. Brazilian archaeology is forged by this model, and is thus opposite to a public archaeology perspective. The idea of a public archaeology in Brazil and in South America, in general, is still incipient. However, we believe that this situation can change, especially if we concentrate our concerns on the training of new archaeologists to make them conscious of social ethics and political responsibilities. The growing participation of these countries in global forums such as the WAC has also been important.

CONCLUSION: THE OUTLOOK

There are some steps to be taken to preserve heritage and the rights of both Indigenous peoples and humanity, considering that human heritage is of universal interest.

First, cooperation between archaeologists and other professionals and institutions is essential. For this, though, there is a need for archaeologists to be trained in heritage issues. Several archaeology courses do not have any heritage topics in the curriculum and rectifying this should be a priority. Every fieldwork project should also include a heritage strategy, including both professionals and the community. Rather than the ‘general public’, there is a need to address the interests of several publics, first and foremost the local community, but also other interested groups, especially Indigenous peoples.

Second, education of archaeologists in the legislative process is also essential, both in scholarly contexts and at the level of professional associations, to ensure that they keep in touch with local, national, and supranational parliaments, and especially with select committees on heritage.

Third, cooperation between archaeologists and the community is vital. It is usually the uneducated community and the elected officials who favour development projects detrimental to the archaeological heritage, and the only way to intervene in this is to enhance cooperation with community and elected officials. Cooperation with Indigenous peoples is also essential, as they depend on the maintenance of traditional ways of life and often oppose the destruction of the cultural heritage, but are often ignored by the authorities and archaeologists alike.

Fourth, the education of archaeologists is usually not concerned with heritage in any meaningful way. This should therefore become a priority. Furthermore, educational experts are not usually aware of archaeological themes and issues. So, institutional links should be developed between professional archaeological associations in the north and other associations of archaeologists and associations of education scholars and teachers.

Fifth, international cooperation in heritage issues is important in the spread of successful experiences from one area to others. The development of international committees is thus also to be encouraged. In particular, this should imply a commitment to include North/South and West/East scholars in forums so that they can exchange their experiences. The World Archaeological Congress is one appropriate forum for such an endeavour (as is this volume).

Sixth, international cooperation is also desirable in order to prevent the illicit traffic of archaeological objects in Latin America.

Seventh, contract archaeology is important for heritage preservation, but universal standards and commitments should be established, especially regarding the prompt publication of research assessments, the inclusion of community interests and their concerns, and the proper storage and exhibition of archaeological material from contract fieldwork.

The discourse of preservation is still permeated by legal issues. These are obviously necessary, but they establish duties and rulers, more than rights and negotiations. We should remember that appropriation—the keyword of preservation actions—means self-recognition in such a heritage. It presupposes proximity, identification, and agreement. It is not that ‘others’ should take a stake and appropriate the archaeological heritage, but we all should do this together, working without borders, and moving towards a public community-based archaeology in Latin America.
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CHAPTER 6
ARCHAEOLOGY AND POLITICS IN THE THIRD WORLD, WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO INDIA

DILIP K. CHAKRABARTI

Dilip Chakrabarti is Emeritus Professor of South Asian Archaeology at the University of Cambridge, UK, where his interests relate broadly to the ancient historical geography of his home country, India. Other interests include the sociopolitical cross-currents of Indian archaeology, as represented here, and especially the relations between India as a Third World nation and those of the First World. This chapter acts as a challenge to more normative (and indeed cosy) visions of archaeological practice and heritage by identifying the role of colonial and postcolonial influences on Indian archaeology and problems for Indian archaeology thereby engendered. It is by no means a comfortable read, and it should not be: archaeologists in the West should be aware of the effects of their practices elsewhere. The chapter addresses key issues in the history of archaeological heritage management and its politics.

THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE TWO ARCHAEOLOGIES: THE FIRST WORLD AND THE THIRD WORLD

THE nature of archaeology in the Third World differs substantially from what prevails in the First World, and it may be useful to begin our discussion by outlining these differences.

A major difference lies in the origin of the subject in the Third World, a vast proportion of which has the common element of being former colonial territories. There it was imposed from above, partly as the result of genuine curiosity on the part of some members of the colonial administration to understand the history of the area concerned in the context of human civilization (cf. Jones 1788), and partly as a civilized obligation to look after and research the monuments under the care of the colonial governments (cf. Curzon 1904). Mixed with these was also the feeling that by mapping the subject territory’s past the colonial government would exert a better control over the native mind. For instance, one of the arguments given in favour of undertaking at government expense an archaeological exploration of the subcontinent was that this would show that Hinduism was not always its only religion and that this in turn would make the propagation of Christianity here easier (cf. Cunningham 1843). There was no specific urge on the part of the local population to investigate their history and antiquities. The pace at which the local elite was drawn into this research by the colonial government varied from country to country, but as the study of the archaeological past did not have deep local roots, its development has always been different from that in the First World. The interest of the landed gentry in the British countryside, for instance, dates from the seventeenth century (Parry 1995), whereas in a country like India, this class was not, except marginally and not before the twentieth century, interested in the monuments or the ancient ruins of the countryside (Chakrabarti 1992: 26-7).

This was true also of the national movements for freedom in the colonies. The archaeological ruins or monuments per se were not conscious parts of the nationalist scenario. This certainly affected the development of the subject in the post-Independence arena. For instance, in countries like India archaeology is still a marginalized subject in university education, though the government and educational authorities, both on the federal and provincial levels, try to maintain a patchy façade of interest in archaeological research and heritage management. Thus, there is a major difference in the very origins of archaeological research in the First and Third Worlds and this difference has continued to colour the history of the subject even now in the latter.

There are other reasons why these two archaeologies cannot be put on the same theoretical platform. Whatever archaeological research is done in the Third World is generally published in the language of the elite, i.e. a European language, of which a very great proportion of the population is ignorant (see also Kristiansen, this volume). The vast number of ordinary educated middle-class people located in the countryside do not have access to the literature where these researches are published, and the fact that they may not feel comfortable with the language of these publications keeps them away from taking an active interest in the local archaeological matters. Archaeology in the Third World is not even for the general range of the educated public. Only the elite in the true sense can feel seriously interested in it.

There is also a great divide between the way the Third World elite and its ordinary people look at archaeological sites and monuments. The ordinary villagers certainly take note of the various archaeological features which may dot the countryside around them, but they explain them with reference to the incidents and exploits in the life of the various legendary personalities of the folklores or, as is the case in India, the epics. The elite will look at them as archaeological features with specific histories.

The difference between the First and Third World archaeologies has also a lot to do with the scale of poverty in the Third World. An overwhelmingly large percentage of the population of the Third World has to live on one or two dollars a day, without access to the basic amenities like proper housing, sanitation, clean water, power, and education. The downward pull of this class cannot be ignored by the more fortunate members of the society. In the educational system of these countries the dominant emphasis is only on those subjects which give comparatively easy access to a better living. In the Third World universities bright students will carefully avoid those subjects—and archaeology is among them—which will not give them ready jobs and opportunities for speedy progress on a career ladder. Thus, subjects which have to do with the past draw in, in general, only the bottom level of student intellect in the Third World universities. This is one of the major reasons why archaeology education has not been a major success in these universities.

Even in the context of the organizations concerned with archaeology the difference from the First World set-ups is striking. First, most of these organizations are run directly by the government. The universities play only a subsidiary role, whereas in the First World they play a major role. Secondly, there is a serious difference between the two archaeologies in their research structures and themes. The basic pattern of archaeological research in the Third World countries centred around exploration, excavation, and conservation in the colonial periods. There is nothing wrong with this, and if one compares the level of archaeological research in the First and Third Worlds up to the 1960s, one will note a fair degree of parity, although the scale or the extent of this research has always been much greater in the First World. However, since the 1960s the Third World archaeological research has increasingly been pushed into a corner. All the new scientific techniques which have come to the aid of archaeology since then (cf. Henderson 2001) have bypassed the Third World. Even without the rudiments of material analysis and dating techniques available in the concerned countries, the pace of Third World archaeology was bound to get slow and plodding. The techniques themselves may be available in the country in various scientific fields but they cannot be harnessed, even secondarily, to the cause of archaeological research because Third World scientists believe that they will lose reputation or even their scientific credibility if they decide to turn to such soft fields as archaeology. Even in a country like India where there is apparently no lack of scientific and technological manpower, there is no dating laboratory to which archaeologists can have routine access. Whatever scientific input enters Indian archaeology enters only sporadically and that too at the level of private initiatives.

Third World archaeology has a few other compulsions of its own. The practitioners of the subject are mostly from the concerned country itself and thus they have a direct personal stake in understanding the past of their land. In most of the Third World, archaeology is rightfully concerned with the nation’s history. A good number of us Indians who study the archaeology of India subscribe to this approach, and support it on the basis that we still know very little about it and that archaeological investigations can slowly make our knowledge of the Indian past more comprehensive and vivid. A major source of tension between the Third World archaeologists who work in their respective areas and the First World archaeologists who go to work in these areas is this. Such First World archaeologists, usually trained in the anthropological school, are only marginally familiar with the history of these areas. In fact, currently the difference between the First and Third World archaeologies is being overshadowed by the difference within the Third World archaeology itself—the difference between the Third World archaeologists interested in the archaeology of their own lands and the First World archaeologists doing archaeological researches in those areas. This difference also goes one level deeper. Even among the Third World archaeologists interested in their own lands, there is a difference between those interested in the nation’s history and those trying to imitate the thoughts and jargon of the First World archaeologists in this matter (cf. Paddayya 2007). The nation’s history—history of its past life-ways—is not of particular significance to the latter school.

Politically, the difference between the First and Third World archaeologies lies not in the structures of their governments—democratic or authoritarian, although a large part of the Third World is under authoritarian rule—but whether a country is multiethnic or not. The First World usually does not have the problem of multiple ethnicities where each ethnic group tries to reinforce its identity through perceived differences in physical features, language, and what generally passes for their history. In the First World such problems, even if they exist, are usually limited to the outlying south-eastern areas of Europe, providing the archaeologists from its more fortunate areas and North America ample opportunity to write on the socio-politics of archaeology in those European and other nation states which have the problem of ethnic differences in their population (cf. Kohl 1998; Meskell 1998). Such Western archaeologists also occasionally pat themselves on the back by calling themselves ‘on the whole analytical and somewhat detached from politics, despite their leftist leanings’ (Meskell 2002). Such characterizations of Western archaeologists as a group do not apparently have any specific logic behind them.

Another aspect which may form a common element in the tradition of archaeology and heritage management in the Third World is a strong element of corruption. As far as India is concerned, not all the money earmarked for heritage management or excavations gets spent on what it is sanctioned for. It is an open secret known to anybody having direct familiarity with the situation. As Ami Yee of the Financial Times (12 June 2008) expressed it,

Government money allotted to schools, health clinics, road repair, government meal programs for the poor, monsoon flood victims—you name it—don’t reach the intended destination because it is siphoned away. What that means is that the worst-off children do not get school lunches because government food is sold to line someone’s pockets. This is all the more pitiful given India’s dire human development indicators, whether on malnutrition, sanitation, education or a host of other areas. These social problems persist not for lack of money in government coffers but because funds do not reach the needy. For that reason, corruption underpins India’s shortcomings and tackling it is absolutely critical to the country’s development.

There is nothing to disagree with here. This has seriously affected the conservation and preservation of ancient monuments where not all of the money sanctioned for the purpose gets spent on it. It is siphoned away either by the people concerned or by the various organizations to whom, under a non-professional leadership of the Archaeological Survey of India, various tasks are ‘outsourced’. If an Indian archaeologist works in collaboration with a First World archaeological group, it has become a commonplace for him or her to expect that foreign collaborators will take care of his or her sojourn in the First World in the name of research or trips to international conferences. Such bribery has been practised in Indian archaeology for a long time, and foreign archaeological groups actively cater to it in return for having their paths smoothed, so to speak.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND POLITICS IN THE THIRD WORLD CONTEXT

Race-language-culture correlation: the question of ethnicity

A major clue to the understanding of the role of politics in Third World archaeology lies in the multi-ethnic character of many of these countries. Ethnic differences are not fixed entities. In the modern world language plays a major role in them, but language itself is hardly a static entity. To give an example, the present author’s native language is Bengali, but the Bengali of 150 years ago will be intelligible to only a few speakers of this tongue today. Again, the classic literary form of this language is not easily understood by all those who claim Bengali as their mother-tongue. Even the identification of ethnic groups varies from country to country. In modern British official forms, terms such as ‘Indian’, ‘Bangladeshi’, ‘Pakistani’, etc. are listed as ethnic categories, whereas their original connotation is nothing but geographical. The problem occurs when these elastic and changing identities assume static and age-old characters in the people’s minds. To a considerable extent the creation of such static ethnic identities and the awareness of their mutual differences are the result of a particular approach to the study of history, an approach which used to view the development of culture and civilization in terms of race, language, and culture. Their interrelationship was taken for granted, and the different classifications of people in the nineteenth century and later in terms of these parameters brought about a consolidation of perceived differences between different population groups. The problem is that many of these groups were given different historical trajectories. For instance, one of the favourite assumptions regarding the ‘tribal’ populations of India in the nineteenth century was that they were the autochthones of the land who were slowly pushed into their present forest habitat by the pressure of the later migrations of the advanced population groups. Whether there is even an iota of truth in such hypotheses is a different matter. They are invariably based on a series of unverifiable assumptions (see Chakrabarti 1997 for a detailed discussion). However, this has never prevented large masses of people believing firmly in their own identities and histories as different from the rest of the population in multi-ethnic former colonial territories. As a modern example, one may cite the case of the Hutus and Tutsis of Rwanda where about one million Tutsis and moderate Hutus were killed in a short time. The killing was aided by the firm belief that the two groups represented fixed entities, each with its own historical trajectories. One may safely assume that respectable academics theoretically sanctioned these perceptions of Hutu-Tutsi difference with their ideas of race and language migrations. In Sri Lanka the battling Sinhalese and the Tamilians consider themselves Aryans and Dravidians respectively. There may not be even a grain of academic truth in the historical reconstructions of these language-speakers, but this has not prevented them from being at each other’s throats.

It is also not generally appreciated that a lot of the old-fashioned racist approach towards historical studies has entered modern archaeology in the name of archaeo-genetics and historical linguistics. It is not for me to comment on the far-reaching implications of DNA studies as an analytical tool, but in archaeology at least a lot of effort in this direction is given to test nineteenth-century linguistic ideas of migration, etc. I do not know how many cases there are where a discrete group of people is homogeneous both in terms of DNA and language. In a multi-ethnic country like India, unverifiable inferences regarding its language history, when combined with random DNA studies, will ultimately result in more fragmentation of perceptions regarding different ethnic identities and differences. It is a path fraught with grave dangers for any multi-ethnic nation. I find no reason why multi-ethnic nations should not put unverifiable hypotheses of historical linguists miles away from their historical reconstructions. To put it bluntly, many of the ethnic conflicts of the modern Third World are at least partly the result of academic theories of this type. In India, as in the various parts of Africa, such theories have aggravated the perception of difference between the different communities. In the First World these problems do not matter much—in any case they are limited to the outlying corners of Europe, yet First World academics have no compulsion to cease to speculate in such matters.

For instance, in his analysis of ‘Asian farming diasporas agriculture, languages, and genes in China and southeast Asia’, Peter Bellwood, a noted protagonist of this kind of approach (cf. Diamond and Bellwood 2003; Bellwood 2006), assumes that the early forms of major language families in this vast region—Sino-Tibetan, Austroasiatic, Hmong-Mien, Austronesian, and Tai—’were at one time located sufficiently close together for some degree of sharing of heritage, both generic and areal’. This he relates to the expansion of rice and millet cultivation from central China to South-East Asia and the Pacific, further suggesting that ‘early agricultural economies, and foundation languages at the bases of language families, spread hand in hand’. One of the problems is that he does not explain the extent to which his reconstruction of the language families concerned and his premise of the moving out of these families towards South-East Asia and the Pacific along with the spread of rice and millet cultivation differ from the nineteenth-century premises of this type regarding the Austro-Asiatic language family (see Sebeok 1942 for a review). In the case of eastern India this hypothesis has long been known, without adding anything to the historical understanding of the region. It is also apparent that scholars like Bellwood do not admit the possibility of multiple independent beginnings of rice cultivation, whereas it is precisely the possibility of such beginnings in the case of rice which has been indicated by some recent research: ‘the combined genetic and geographic data provide strong evidence for multiple domestications of cultivated rice’ (Londo et al. 2006). More interestingly, professional experts have commented on J. Diamond and P. Bellwood’s 2003 article in Science, ‘Farmers and their Languages: The First Expansions’, where they comment that further progress will depend on research based on a combination of archaeology, crop and livestock studies, physical anthropology, genetics, and linguistics (Diamond and Bellwood 2003). That the enquiries along all these lines of investigation will result in a consensus of views is something which can be ignored straightaway. For instance, Steven Oppenheimer (2004) comments that the Austronesian language/rice-farming equation suffers from certain methodological errors which include over-reliance on a ‘controversial putative linguistic homeland’ and ‘failure to deal with parallel evidence impartially’. The problem also lies in ignoring the fact that the multiple lines of evidence require their ‘own dating method if self-fulfilling assertions and circularity are to be avoided’.

If the claims of biology-language-culture mix are both unreliable and redolent of nineteenth-century diffusionism of the German Kulturekries school, no less unacceptable is the modern archaeological quest to trace ethnicity in the archaeological record. Ethnic terms certainly occur in ancient literature, but the nature of ethnicity is ever-changing, and to try to trace this record in pre-/non-literate archaeology is not perhaps a highly edifying exercise. One should also ask why there should be so much interest in chasing a nebulous category which is possibly entirely untraceable materially in the past. My answer to this question is that in the modern uni-polar world the idea of the mixture of biology, language, and culture determining the course of history, which became unpalatable because of the Nazi atrocities based on this mixture and also because of the impact of the Civil Rights movement in the United States, does not suddenly seem so unpalatable. There should be a better awareness of the implications of such speculations in the Third World.

The separation between the nationalist archaeologists of the Third World and the First World archaeologists and their collaborators in the region: a case study of modern India

The relationship with First World archaeologists with field interests in the Third World can also be a political issue in Third World archaeology. In Indian archaeology, for instance, it assumes an identifiable dimension. In view of the fact that the government of India seems to be currently in favour of an open-arms policy regarding the participation of foreign archaeologists in Indian archaeology, the situation is likely to deteriorate further in the future. The signs we already have are ominous. It is known that in the early days of European control of India, there used to be a class of Indian merchants who were known as the Banyans or Dubashes. Their approach to business success was to act as brokers of a European business house or a European merchant. It is these Indian merchants who paved the way for the European economic and political domination of India. In Indian archaeology, there are already a number of university centres whose ostensible academic mission is to provide collaboration to foreign archaeologists in return for authorships in publications and sundry incentives like ‘visiting fellowships’ and all-expenses-paid trips to international conferences. This also absolves them of the duty of doing research on their own. This ‘Banyan or Dubash model’ of doing archaeology is the prevailing rage among Indian university archaeologists.

I can cite an easy example here. There is an Euro-American association of archaeologists interested in south Asia (the European Association of South Asian Archaeologists). Every two years it holds conferences in various places in Europe, publishing its deliberations in volumes which do not usually reach Indian bookshops or libraries. However, they unfailingly set apart a sum of money for bringing in important Indian participants—about ten to twelve of them. To the Indian invitees this counts as a badge of honour, so to speak. None of these important Indian archaeologists can, of course, even dream of being critical of the ideas which emanate from the pens of the learned European archaeologists interested in south Asia just as none of these learned Euro-American archaeologists can pass up a chance of feeling superior to the native Indian archaeologists. It is a funny world in which the Indian archaeologists hankering after so-called international recognition accept their minor role without demur and are unfailing in their praise of the work done by their Euro-American colleagues.

This is my personal judgement as a Third World archaeologist based in the First World of the political implication of the way First and Third World archaeologies are interacting in India. Unfortunately, the division between the Western scholars doing Indian archaeology and their Indian cohorts, and the general Indian archaeological community, is getting sharper.

If this reviewer’s Indian experience is anything to go by, the current crop of Euro-American archaeologists working in India is far more contemptuous of the native archaeological scholarship, arrogant, and dependent on the hand-wringing of local lackeys than the full-blooded colonial archaeologists ever were at any point in India’s colonial history. (Chakrabarti 2006)

My explanation of this unfortunate development is that it has come about mainly because of three developments in international archaeology.

First, instead of the Western archaeologists who used to spend a lifetime studying the archaeology, history, and culture of a geographical region, and were familiar with the different nuances of life there, we have increasingly people who are not interested in an area per se but are committed to test their theories about various things in a wide global context. The analogy which comes readily to mind is the long-established practice of conducting clinical trials of medicine manufactured by First World companies in the Third World. To the First World archaeologists pursuing such theoretical interests in the Third World, the locals are just necessary evils—minor irritants—in their quest for grand theories because in all these countries government permits issued on the basis of local collaborations are a necessary precondition. Secondly, modern archaeological research is widely science based, something that most of us Indian archaeologists cannot cope with. The foreign teams in Indian archaeology invariably depend on multidis-ciplinary in-puts, and that is a contrast with most of the Indian groups which depend on excavations, their knowledge of the land, and whatever limited scientific analytical facilities they have access to. There is an in-built element of tension always between the two groups. Thirdly, a great part of the Western archaeology that gets to work in India is ‘anthropological archaeology’, and the reason why this approach has failed to make any serious impact on the Indian scene is that the ‘anthropological archaeologists’ have not been able to come up with explanations or perspectives that go beyond the intellectual range of ordinary history-trained archaeologists. For instance, there is nothing of ‘anthropological archaeology’, different protestations notwithstanding, in invoking Bactrian parallels for the so-called seals of Gilund (Possehl et al. 2004). It is exactly this kind of comparison which Sankalia (1974) invoked for the designs on Ahar beads many years before. Or, I might draw attention to what J. G. Shaffer has postulated on Hakra ware, the archaeological tradition of the Ganga plain and the Tibetan plateau. He has derived the entire subcontinental complex under consideration from the direction of the Tibetan plateau (Shaffer 1992: 437-8). Examples can be multiplied. The point is that the anthropological archaeologists have generally been unable to contribute anything significant to the study of ancient India, despite their liberal use of anthropological jargon in this field.

Thus, one of the major sources of the politics of archaeology in a Third World country like India is the increasing separation between two groups of professionals: the nationalist ones like the writer of this chapter, and the First World archaeologists and their collaborators in the concerned Third World area. The former do not have anything to with Hindu chauvinism; it is simply that they insist on a possible Indian way of looking at the archaeological developments of India. A convenient example in this regard is the current politics of Indus Civilization studies, which revolves around the following major issues: the Aryan/Dravidian debate, the issue of name, the issue of origin, and the question of whether the Indus civilization merged in the historical developmental process of later India and thus forms an integral part of its mainstream cultural development. The Aryan/Dravidian debate arose because, when this civilization was discovered in 1921-2, the classification of different major Indian language families was in place and the earliest Indian literary corpus called the Vedas was recognized not merely as an Indian text but as the earliest evidence of the Indo-European or Aryan literature. One of the first historical questions asked about this civilization was whether it was Vedic or non-Vedic. The question was not universally solved. In fact, some impeccable scholars of the period (Datta 1936-7; Kane 1953) forcefully argued that much of the religion of Mohenjodaro was not unknown to the Indo-Aryans of the Vedic age, and that there is a continuous link between this religion and the present-day popular Hinduism. Hence, it can be said that in religious matters, the present-day Hindus are the descendants of the Indus people.

It was by no means an isolated opinion. However, John Marshall, the person under whose leadership the Archaeological Survey of India discovered this civilization, some-how decided that it was post- and non-Vedic. There was absolutely no politics here. It was simply a matter of academic dispute in the 1930s and till much later. However, if it was non-Vedic which modern Indian language group did its people speak? The answer was decided in favour of the Dravidians as early as 1924 (Chatterji 1924), and the issue got entangled in the web of Tamil or Dravidian regional nationalism which had a marked anti-Brahmin tone. The discovery of the Indus civilization was for E. V. Ramaswami Naicker, the founder of the Self-Respect movement against Brahminical caste-oppression and the champion of a new model of the Tamilian past and society, the proof that before the Aryans ‘the Dravidian country had a civilization and arts of the highest rank’. The dispute remains (Ramaswamy 2001; Bergunder 2004) and my purpose is not to take sides on this debate. But the debate was not political in origin, although it has become strongly so now.

The issue of the name of this civilization is interesting. The time-sanctioned term is ‘the Indus civilization’ but in a section of the American and the related Indian archaeological literature, it has been changed to ‘the Indus valley civilization’ (cf. Kenoyer 1998), trying to highlight the primacy of the role of the Indus valley, which falls almost exclusively in Pakistan, in the genesis and development of this civilization. Archaeological facts from large parts of India do not support any such assumption, and I feel that this is nothing but an attempt to give the Indus studies a specifically Pakistani twist. The issue of its origin has got political too. Opposed to the early excavators’ and later scholars’ notion, based on a mass of archaeological facts, that this civilization is a product of the subcontinental soil, some archaeologists (cf. Possehl 2003) have not stopped harping on the hypothesis that it was a product of the ‘middle Asian interaction sphere’ which would include territories to the north beyond the subcontinent. Equally problematic are attempts to deny the continuity between the Indus civilization and the later Indian tradition in various subtle ways, such as attempts to link the Indus art tradition to stray and isolated objects from Afghanistan and the areas to its west (cf. Winckelmann 1994). The final issue rests with the postulate of Aryan invasion to account for the end of the civilization. There may not be an iota of archaeological evidence to justify the premise but this has not deterred scholars from explaining archaeological data in terms of the presence of Aryans (Dhavalikar 1997; Kenoyer 2006). Examples can be multiplied, but the current Indus civilization literature is full of sundry debates which have curiously taken on the nuance of disputes between Hindu chauvinists and the champions of secularism and progress.

Religious disputes in Third World archaeology

In countries with multiple religious groups clamouring for attention, miscellaneous historical monuments may be the foci of disputes. The situation has been expressed clearly by W. G. Dever in the context of Israel and its neighbours.

Syro-Palestinian and especially ‘biblical’ archaeology have always been particularly subject to perversion by ideology. There are obvious reasons for this. They deal uniquely with the ‘Holy Land’, which for centuries has been emotionally laden, not only for Jews and Christians, but for nearly all who count themselves part of the Western cultural tradition (’politically correct’ or not). Furthermore, the current struggle for supremacy and national destiny in the Middle East—especially for control of the areas that were once ancient Palestine—has brought the protagonists to a flash-point. Whose Bible is it? Whose land is it? The whole world has a stake in the answer. (Dever 1998: 39)

Israel is not a Third World country. The point is that religious strife and archaeology’s relation to it need not be an exclusive Third World phenomenon. It is essentially a question of religious pluralities in a nation. The problem burst on the Indian scene on 6 December 1992, when a mosque constructed at Ayodhya in 1528 by a representative of the first Mughal emperor Babur was torn down by a Hindu mob on the supposition that the place where the mosque stood harboured a Hindu temple marking the birthplace of the legendary king Rama of the Indian epic Ramayana, the text of which was set down in its present form possibly between the late centuries BC and early centuries AD. Whether there was really a Hindu temple earlier at the site should not have been the primary question here, as it became among a vast body of Indian historians and archaeologists who produced a great quantity of literature (cf. Bernbeck and Pollock 1996; Mandal and Ratnagar 2007) trying to argue both for and against this. Like many other aspects of Indian history and archaeology this also became a question of progress and secularism versus communalism and ‘right reaction’ (to use a term popular among the Indian left) and led to an inordinate quantity of literature both inside and outside the country foretelling the doom of Indian democracy, secularism, and so forth. It could, of course, be pointed out that, given a modicum of goodwill on either side, a temple would have come up near the spot where the mosque stood and both the new temple and the old mosque would have stood side by side, as they stand in two other Hindu holy places, Banaras and Mathura, where also the original Hindu structures were pulled down by the last major Mughal emperor Aurangzeb (1658-1707) to construct mosques there. A twelfth-century inscription found at the site in the debris of the demolished mosque does indeed refer to a temple of Vishnu at the site, suggesting conclusively (at least to the present author) that a temple dedicated to Vishnu, one of whose incarnations was the epic hero Rama of Ayodhya, existed in the twelfth century at the site of the mosque. However, the act of pulling down the mosque was an act of gross vandalism and an act of religious violence against the Muslim community by the majority Hindus. The tragic consequence of the episode was that a few hundred lives, both Hindu and Muslim, were lost in communal disturbances all over the country. The issue is far from being over. In 2003, under an order from the judiciary, the Archaeological Survey of India excavated the site. The report of the work submitted to the judiciary is of restricted access, and there is no way one can comment on it except that there is no reason at all to doubt the professionalism with which the Survey conducted the excavations. It may also be recorded that the Ayodhya dispute has a long history, with the Hindus laying claim to it in the mid-nineteenth century and fighting for it (Nevill 1905). The first court case was filed as early as 1885. In one sense, the construction of a mosque at a traditionally sacred spot of Ayodhya in 1528 was a declaration of the newly arisen power of the Mughals in the Indian scene, just as its destruction in 1992 was a declaration of the emerging Hindu power under the political leadership of Bharatiya Janata Party and miscellaneous Hindu organizations. The episode reputedly led to the destruction of Hindu temples in the neighbouring Muslim-dominated states of Pakistan and Bangaladesh.

From the archaeological point of view, the episode fuelled the growing signs of polarity among the Indian ancient historians and archaeologists, with one group claiming that there was an old Hindu temple at the site and the other group denying it. The latter group claims that the twelfth-century AD inscription which refers to a Vishnu temple there, found in the debris of the demolished mosque, was carried from elsewhere and planted in the debris. The controversy is pointless because even if a temple existed, a sixteenth-century mosque cannot be pulled down at will in modern India, just as the absence of such a temple cannot stop a vast multitude of Hindus from giving up their long-held claim to worship there. What lends further piquancy to the issue is that Ayodhya represents a major ancient city-site of India which has only been sporadically—and never systematically—explored. This aspect of the city remained completely neglected throughout the controversy, which underlines the futility of linking archaeology closely to the political events of the day. The viciousness of the Ayodhya controversy was also allowed to hang over the World Archaeology Congress in Delhi in 1994. The plethora of writings it generated is interesting in itself, but when claims are made that the Archaeological Survey of India has a key role in this episode one has to strongly disagree. The opinion originates with Uzma Rizvi, an American scholar of Pakistani origin.

The Archaeological Survey of India (ASI) has always played a key role in understanding the ‘political’ in Indian history. This is because the agency is the direct connection between the government and the establishment of history. The ASI has not let go of the colonial legacy of bureaucratically based, state-sponsored, research. Every permit granted (or not, as the case may be) for research for non-Indian scholars has created a pattern of blatant political overtones. With such a formidable wall of permits to climb, most researchers who may be interested in working on the history of Ayodhya are clearly dissuaded, and in fact continue to be victims of veiled threats of being blackballed. (Rizvi 2003)

In 2003 another monument, this time in Dhar in Madhya Pradesh, was affected by the local Hindu-Muslim dispute springing from the fact that the Hindu groups laid claim to a supposedly eleventh-century temple or holy place dedicated to the goddess of learning, Sarasvati, which was converted to a mosque when Malwa, of which Dhar was the capital, was under Muslim rule. The dates are uncertain, along with the specific religious associations of the structure, but this did not deter the Hindus and Muslims involved.

Perhaps more relevant to the confusion created by the unholy fusion between archaeology, politics, and religious monuments in India is the comparatively recent controversy (cf. BBC News of 12 September 2007: ‘Hindu Groups Oppose Canal Project’) about the Ram Setu or Adam’s bridge which is a shoal of islands and bays separating Sri Lanka from India across the Gulf of Mannar and Pak Strait and possibly a part of a land bridge which connected Sri Lanka with India sometime during the late or even terminal Pleistocene. The name Ram Setu derives from its association with the legend that the hero of the epic Ramayana, Ram, travelled to Sri Lanka to rescue his wife by this bridge. A proposal by the state government of Tamil Nadu to excavate a canal through it, enabling the ships to directly reach the eastern coast of India from the west coast without circumnavigating Sri Lanka, drew loud protest from the Bharatiya Janata Party, which also gained strongly from the Ayodhya controversy. The ostensible reason was that the association of this ‘bridge’ with the Rama legend cannot be ignored and any tampering with it would hurt the faith of millions of people who worship Ram as a divinity. Mercifully, this is not a Hindu-Muslim controversy, the Chief Minister of Tamil Nadu who supported the project being a Hindu.

That religious fundamentalism, for long a part of the south Asian political ensemble, is no respecter of monuments was made tragically clear when the Taliban destroyed in 2001 the famous Buddha statues of Bamiyan under the pretext that such statues were nothing but stone and had no place in Islam; or when the militant Tamil group of Sri Lanka bombed the famous temple of the Buddha’s tooth relic in the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century urban complex of Kandy, hurting the sentiment of the Buddhist majority of Sri Lanka.
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FIGURE 6.1 Alternative trajectories for Indian archaeology. (Photo: D. Chakrabarti.)
6.1a An Indian mound: Amin, Haryana. The site has yielded 2nd-1st-century sculptures of a Buddhist stupa but is otherwise unexcavated.
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FIGURE 6.1b The protected temples of Khajuraho, Madhya Pradesh: mostly c. AD 950-1050.

Such cases of religious fundamentalism bringing about damage and destruction to archaeological monuments of south Asia are likely to increase in future because not merely the politicians but also the archaeologists and historians cannot be said to have acted sensibly and impartially in the face of religious pressures (Figure 6.1). To some extent, the seeds of religious dissension around monuments were sown in the late nineteenth century when the Buddhist reformer Anagarika Dharmapala pressurized the British Indian government of the day to put ‘Buddhist monuments’ under exclusive Buddhist control, and his most important success story was at Bodh Gaya (Lahiri 1999). Later, in the case of Sanchi, the government of India tried to follow the same procedure, although in this case the attempt was largely thwarted by the Begam of Bhopal, in whose ‘princely state’ Sanchi lay (Lahiri 2004).

CONCLUSION

In any multi-ethnic and multi-religious Third World country like India the politics of archaeology can have innumerable offshoots. We have tried to outline only a few major aspects of that in the present chapter. If anything has stood out, it is the fact that there is apparently a major gap between the generally accepted norms of archaeological research and heritage management and the ground-reality. One of the reasons why such a gap has come up is the indifference of the Indian educated class to archaeology and everything related to it. As far as I can judge it, this indifference is due to the type of historical education which is pursued in India. The study of ancient India and archaeology is pursued on a specialist level in possibly less than a dozen places out of 367 or more Indian universities and university-level institutions. What is taught in the name of history in India is essentially the history of modern India, i.e. India of the last 200-odd years. Even as an undergraduate subject of liberal education, ancient India figures only marginally in this scheme. If a country’s archaeological policy is to be successful, there has to be a broad-based liberal education oriented towards knowing the past of the country. Without this element of education which directs one’s curiosity towards the history of the land one grows up in, any talk about preserving the country’s heritage remains merely on the level of lip-service. India offers a classic example in this regard, although it is unlikely that the Indian situation is unique among the Third World countries.

A good liberal education based on a respect for the country’s past need not necessarily avert the tensions of various sorts based on ethnicity and religion, which affect monuments. In countries where an overwhelming number of people live below the poverty-line, such tensions are only likely to increase in future. Non-partisan voices of sanity will be needed even in those disturbing contexts, and there is a better chance for such voices to emerge if there is a broad-based liberal system of historical education in the country.

Regarding the tension between First World and Third World archaeologies, I would say that these tensions will persist as long as First World archaeologists do not concede that it is essentially the business of the Third World archaeologists to seek specific paths of their own in their countries.
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PART II
RESEARCHING PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY




CHAPTER 7
WRITING HISTORIES OF ARCHAEOLOGY

TIM MURRAY

Tim Murray, Professor of Archaeology at La Trobe University, Australia, is a prominent historian and philosopher of archaeology. In this chapter, he critically reviews the different approaches adopted by archaeologists and other scholars in studying and writing the history of archaeology, and he places them within the broader context of the history of science. In contrast to what he defines as conservative approaches to archaeological historiography, Murray reveals that increasingly numerous, diverse, and radical histories of archaeology are now being constructed, including by himself. He also spells out the benefits of this development for contemporary archaeological practice and theory.

INTRODUCTION: DIVERSITY AND ITS CONSEQUENCES

IN the late 1970s when I began researching the history of archaeology in earnest (see e.g. Murray 1987; Lucas 2007) it was a pretty lonely business. Apart from the then doyen of the field, Glyn Daniel, and the increasingly influential figure of Bruce Trigger, there were few in the Anglo-Saxon world who seemed to take the field seriously. Of course there were exceptions in North America (see e.g. Willey and Sabloff 1974) and in Europe (see e.g. Laming-Emperaire 1964; Klindt-Jensen 1975), but even there the concept of an archaeologist specializing in the history of their discipline was alien indeed. The history of archaeology was something you did after you completed the more important work of excavation and analysis. Certainly there was quite a lot of history being written, but for the most part it was done by non-archaeologists celebrating ‘great discoveries’, ‘great civilizations’, or even ‘great archaeologists’ for a popular audience (see e.g. Bacon 1976). Again, Brian Fagan was an exception here, but even in his publications of this time (see e.g. Fagan 1977) there was no attempt to use such histories to explore what might be considered to be broader philosophical issues in archaeology, be they about disciplinary epistemology or metaphysics, or even a consideration of where archaeological information was located on the cognitive map of the human sciences.

Perhaps more significant still was the contrast between the huge popular interest in the history of archaeology and the almost total absence of work by professional historians, particularly those who were participating so actively in the development of the history and philosophy of sciences cognate to archaeology such as geology, biology, and even anthropology (see e.g. Stocking 1968, 1984, 1987; Rudwick 1972). This absence of interest was remarkable, especially because archaeologists involved in the development of the New Archaeology were making quite explicit references to approaches developed in the philosophy of science, particularly discussions about reasoning (Hempel and Popper), and the drive to understand the nature of scientific change flowing from the work of Kuhn, Lakatos, and Feyerabend. Some New Archaeologists were also writing disciplinary histories that justified the positions they were taking about disciplinary philosophy. Ironically, at that time these were not widely regarded by practitioners as being ‘histories’ sensu stricto, more (especially in the cases of Walter Taylor 1948 and David Clarke 1968, 1973) as a polemical staking-out of territory, though Willey and Sabloff (1974) was an exception.

The massive growth in the history and philosophy of science that took place during the last forty years of the twentieth century transformed both professional and popular understandings of science, but until the 1980s there was scant interest among philosophers in exploring archaeology as an exemplar of important aspects of scientific reasoning—particularly in terms of the importance of the social and cultural contexts of scientific knowledge (see e.g. Salmon 1982; Kelly and Hanen 1988; Pinsky and Wylie 1990; Wylie 2002). It was precisely during this period that archaeologists embarked on a decades-long exploration of core elements of disciplinary philosophy, with the development of schools of thought that were (in essence) grouped around divergent notions of knowledge and authority that have been present in the humanities since the eighteenth century. This lack of external interest was one of the chief characteristics of the time. The other was the lack of interest by archaeologists in applying new approaches to the history of science to archaeology (for an exception see Murray 1990; Stoczkowski 1994). Indeed, the major synthesis of the period by Trigger (1987) adopted a standard ‘history of ideas’ approach that had been around for decades before (Daniel 1967, 1971, 1975).

Twenty years later the field has been transformed, becoming both crowded and vibrant. New work has shattered old orthodoxies. Many of the original contexts of publication and research have continued, but new ones have been added. Popular interest in the field has grown unabated and there is a very large literature indeed that has grown up to service it. However, the strongest growth has been in histories of archaeology written by archaeologists (and others) who have a broader and deeper understanding of the history and philosophy of science (see e.g. van Riper 1993; Murray 1999a, 2008a; Smith 2004; Morse 2005). There are also many more histories of archaeology that have been written to meet the needs of a much wider and more diverse audience—a sure sign that what was once considered to be a somewhat marginal and esoteric pursuit is now of greater consequence.

If the history of archaeology has become more significant both within archaeology and outside it, then it is also important for practitioners and others to explore its historiography. This essay is a very brief consideration of some of the issues raised by doing so. In the introductory essay to our reader Histories of Archaeology (Murray and Evans 2008a), Chris Evans and I drew a distinction that we considered crucial to the development of engaged and meaningful histories of archaeology:

Archaeology had its roots in antiquarianism, history, philology, ethnology, geology, and from ‘natural history’ generally. From this grew the trunk that eventually branched out into various sub-disciplines (e.g. Biblical, Roman, Medieval, Scientific, and ‘New’ Archaeology). The great meta-narratives of the history of archaeology have followed this approach, with ‘archaeological thought’ or ‘archaeological ideas’ having a common inheritance or ancestry in nineteenthcentury positivist European science. From this main ‘root-stock’, it eventually branched into sub-divisions and out into the world at large, fostering offspring archaeologies differentiated by geography, tradition, sub-field, or time period (Daniel 1975; Trigger 1987). Our aim … is to challenge this meta-narrative and to demonstrate that there has been a great deal more variability of thought and practice in the field than has been acknowledged. (Murray and Evans 2008b: 1–2)

The late Bruce Trigger in a recent comprehensive survey also stressed the presence of significant variety in the historiography of archaeology:

Historical works dealing with archaeology have been written to entertain the public, commemorate important archaeologists and research projects, instruct students in the basic concepts of the discipline, justify particular programs or ideas, disparage the work of rivals, and, most recently, try to resolve theoretical problems. These studies have taken the form of autobiographies, biographies, accounts of the development of the discipline as a whole, investigations of specific institutions or projects, and examinations of particular theories and approaches. They have used the analytical techniques of intellectual and social history and sought to treat their subject objectively, critically, hermeneutically, and polemically. Over time, historical studies have become more numerous, diversified, and sophisticated. Histories of archaeology are being written for all parts of the world, and in a growing number of countries, a large amount of material is being produced at local as well as national levels. (Trigger 2002: 630)

Diversity (and its consequences), both in archaeology and its historiography, is the central theme of this essay. It is a quite straightforward matter to demonstrate that histories of archaeology reflect the times in which they were written, and the interests of those writing them. This wholly unremarkable observation makes explicit what historians of archaeology already know—that we should be wary of the perils of Whig historiography (of judging past accounts of the history of archaeology by the standards and preoccupations of the present). But the recognition of those perils does not in any way imply that we cannot subject such accounts to critique, especially as that very process can lead to a clearer documentation of the real and important differences between previous accounts and those we currently favour. But there are more significant consequences of diversity than these. At stake is our capacity to grasp and to coherently describe the discipline itself. Some histories, especially those of Daniel (1975) and Trigger (1987, 2006), created a narrative of archaeology that provides a coherent explanation of how we arrived at our current state. Other histories see the constitution of contemporary archaeology as being highly problematic, and eschew the fundamentally teleological approach of Daniel and Trigger and use the history of archaeology as a framework within which to posit the potential existence of other archaeologies. These are, of course, polemical histories of the kind routinely written to establish the bona fides of dissonant approaches to archaeology (see e.g. Miller 1985; Murray 1992a, 1992b, 1993, 1995, 1996, 2001, 2008b; Lyman and O’Brien 2006). As such they can be quite different in intent from, for example, critical re-evaluations of disciplinary history (see e.g. Patterson 1986; Kehoe 1998). In this, the clear identification of context (and the interests of authors and audiences) are both crucially important.

SKETCHING THE HISTORIOGRAPHY OF ARCHAEOLOGY

It is significant that, notwithstanding decades of intense debate about archaeological theory and constant exhortation to be critically self-reflective about practice, there are few explicit discussions about approaches to writing histories of archaeology. I have remarked that Daniel devoted little time and space to reflection about either method or purpose, but more recent syntheses have made significant contributions to charting the historiography of archaeology (see e.g. Murray 1987, 1990, 1999b, 2002, 2005, 2007c; Trigger 1987, 2001, 2006; Pinsky 1990; Schnapp 1996; Corbey and Roebroeks 2001; Schlanger 2002; Smith 2004; Diaz-Andreu 2007; Murray and Evans 2008b; Schlanger and Nordbladh 2008).

We now have a good working knowledge of some of the core concerns of histories of archaeology—the histories of discoveries, methods, techniques, and theories, the histories of institutions and ‘disciplinary infrastructure’ such as legislation, sources of funding, university departments, and the history of relationships between archaeology and other disciplines since the eighteenth century. Accounts of these core concerns have changed significantly since the 1970s, especially in the choice of subject matter and in approach. Nowhere is this more apparent than in the field of biography—where historians have moved from what now read like hagiographies (see e.g. Willey 1988) to more critical reflections about practice (see e.g. Gruber 1966; Trigger 1980; Murray 1999b) and to substantial explorations of practitioners in broader context (see e.g. Kaeser 2004). Older biographies (see e.g. Piggott 1985) and autobiographies (see e.g. Daniel and Chippindale 1989) have also come to provide a baseline for a new generation of historians to respond to and, in a sense, to react against. This is especially the case when historians seek to write the histories of marginal archaeologies or marginalized archaeologists (for example nonmainstream archaeologies and their practitioners) or, more frequently, women in archaeology (see e.g. McBryde 1993).

Of equal importance has been the growing interest in using biography as a framework within which to explore more complex issues, such as the interplay of individuals and institutions, the ‘socialization’ of practitioners into the discipline, and the social and cultural contexts of archaeology (see e.g. Levine 1986; Murray 1999a, 1999b; Smith 2004; Patton 2007; MacGregor 2008; Schlanger and Nordbladh 2008). Much good work has been done, but much more remains to do. But where there has been change there has also been continuity as archaeological biographies that are written for a wider audience retain the capacity to resonate strongly within the profession (see e.g. Walker 1995; Adkins 2003).

I have mentioned that histories grounded in the lives of individuals frequently allow access to complex matters of context, but there is a continuing interest in writing about such matters as ends in themselves. For example, there has been a long-standing interest in the histories of archaeological and antiquarian societies, and this has continued—albeit with different points of emphasis. Significant anniversaries for major institutions such as the Society of Antiquaries of London and the National Museum of Denmark have led to the publication of major evaluations of both places (Jakobsen 2008; Pearce 2007). Of course anniversaries of individuals, discoveries, or even books also provide a continuing spur to history-writing (see e.g. MacGregor 2008). Notwithstanding the great opportunities provided by the need to celebrate institutions as ends in themselves, one of the most significant recent developments has been a much stronger focus on writing the histories of collections and collectors. Here institutions take on a far more personal and, frequently, more politically engaged context, especially within a postcolonial discourse about the links between colonialism and collecting (see e.g. Owen 2006, 2008; Gosden et al. 2007; MacGregor 2007). These new developments make absolutely clear that the subject matter of histories of archaeology is not solely under the control of archaeologists, there being many interests that might be served by these kinds of histories.

Again this serves to highlight a fundamental conflict in the field, that of archaeology (as a discipline) and antiquarianism (seen by many to be an arid wrong turning on the road to the development of a science of archaeology). This disagreement about fundamentals is seen in sharpest relief in the different emphases of two of the most influential disciplinary histories—Trigger’s A History of Archaeological Thought (1989) and Alain Schnapp’s Discovery of the Past (1996). Trigger, especially in the second edition (2006), is properly respectful of significant antiquarian research that took place well into the nineteenth century. However, it is Schnapp’s goal to reconstruct the world of antiquarianism in order to explain why it was absolutely vital to the development of humanism and, indeed, in later years, to the development of nationalism. For Schnapp antiquarianism was no wrong turning on the path to disciplinary truth, it was, instead, a coherent system of thought that survives well into the present. Schnapp’s advocacy has been supported by much new research, such as Rosemary Sweet’s excellent history of English antiquarianism in the eighteenth century (2004). It has also led historians to look more closely at the role of the antiquarian in society (especially during the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries), particularly in terms of the influence of antiquarian works on community identity, through the creation of a plausible link between the material world (houses, churches, coins, and manuscripts) and human history.

One such antiquarian was John Stow (1525–1605), one of Renaissance England’s most shining intellects, whose Survey of London (1598) is an enduring testimony of a world much of which has been erased by war and development. Stow’s memorial (see Figure 7.1) lies in the church of St Andrew Undershaft in the City of London and, even though he died over 400 years ago, a new quill pen is set in his hand every three years. This extraordinary act of remembrance is all the more remarkable because of the context of St Andrew, overshadowed (symbolically ‘buried’) by Norman Foster’s iconic 30, St Mary Axe, and one of the very few pre-Great Fire churches remaining in the City (see Figure 7.2). In this sense the survival of the church (and of Stow’s monument) throws into relief the survival of his marvellous book that has proved to be such a valuable guide to reconstructing the London landscape during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The worth of Stow’s work, like that of so many that were to come after, cannot be simply judged by its contribution to the growth of the discipline of archaeology. The fires of his curiosity still burn in people who would not see themselves as archaeologists.

Alongside these encouraging developments in the history of archaeology there has been a similar upsurge of highly detailed re-examinations of key passages in the history of archaeology. Previous accounts of the Three Age System (see e.g. Daniel 1943; Graslund 1987) have crumbled under the scholarship of Peter Rowley-Conwy (2007) and Tove Jakobsen (2008). Core texts have been re-read, re-translated, and re-evaluated with the result that the Three Age System is both more ambiguous and more interesting than Daniel and others would have had. Similarly the great debates around the discovery of high human antiquity (see e.g. Grayson 1983) have recently been explored by O’Connor in her excellent Finding Time in the Old Stone Age (2007).

In the introduction to the final three volumes of the Encyclopedia of Archaeology (Murray 2001b) I made the point about Trigger:

Contemplating the richness of new information about something that he felt we knew reasonably well, he was moved to remark that in recent decades the history of archaeology had really come of age. I think that he meant this in two ways. First, that archaeologists were now sufficiently confident about the value of their discipline and its perspectives to seek a deeper understanding of its history—an understanding that had the clear potential to challenge disciplinary orthodoxies. Second, that the sheer scale of archaeology practiced at a global scale gave rise to many interesting questions about the unity of the discipline. (Murray 2001b: xix)

In the early 1980s Bruce Trigger and Ian Glover pursued some of these questions in two editions of the journal World Archaeology that were devoted to the exploration of ‘regional traditions’ in archaeology. What Trigger and Glover (and the contributors to their project) were keen to establish was whether the diversity of experience among archaeologists and the societies they served had led to real differences in approach and purpose among nations or groups of nations such as ‘Anglo-Saxon’ or ‘Francophone’, ‘First World’, ‘Second World’, or ‘Third World’, ‘Colonialist’ or ‘Postcolonialist’. But the experience of the Encyclopedia was also one of commonality in actions, methods, and interests, which at least allowed for the possibility that archaeologists could communicate with each other, as well as with the general public. This notion of unity in diversity can be directly contrasted to very strong forces that emphasize disunity, especially as the needs, interests, and social and cultural contexts of practitioners vary so widely across the globe. For these tensions are the direct outcome of the fact that the history of archaeology (just like archaeology itself) is a global as well as local pursuit. The clear evidence for such tensions raises the very important question of whether a coherent discipline of archaeology can exist.
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FIGURE 7.1 Memorial to John Stow in the church of St Andrew Undershaft, City of London. (Photo: Tim Murray.)
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FIGURE 7.2 St Andrew Undershaft in its contemporary landscape. Norman Foster’s 30 St Mary Axe (also known as the Gherkin) is in the rear. (Photo: Tim Murray.)

Conflict and diversity within the historiography thus, rightly, mirror conflict and diversity in the discipline as a whole and the wider society that sustains it. I have already stressed that no history of archaeology is innocent of perspective or purpose, and I now make my own perspectives and purposes as clear as I can.

WRITING HISTORY: THE BASIS OF A PERSONAL APPROACH

My goals have more to do with diagnosing the condition of contemporary archaeology and understanding the nature of its relationships with contemporary anthropology and history. Writing the history of archaeology involves exploring the interconnectedness of these disciplines, but it also allows us to see just how different they are, notwithstanding pretty constant attempts to explain this away as having no theoretical importance at all (see e.g. Murray 1993, 1995, 2008b).

I came to the history of archaeology through undergraduate research in the history of anthropology, specifically the history of nineteenth-century race theory. My first work focused on the monogenist/polygenist debate (over the issue of whether human beings were the result of one creation or origin or of many), as exemplified by the Scottish anatomist Robert Knox and his English disciple James Hunt (see e.g. Murray 1987, 1999a). Understanding Knox’s most famous work, The Races of Men (1850), posed significant intellectual challenges, not because so much of what he was saying I found to be morally repugnant, but because at its core it represented a coherent and marvellously rich intellectual tradition spanning anatomy, philosophy, biology, ethnology, archaeology, and of course philology that was radically at odds with my own training as an anthropologist. Knox (and many like him) had been written out of the history of anthropology because the victors write the histories and then use such narratives to socialize budding practitioners. Knox was the practitioner of an anthropology that no longer existed made for a world that no longer existed either.

I continued to explore these ideas in doctoral research focused on an enquiry into the authorities archaeologists appeal to, to justify their knowledge claims in contemporary archaeology (Murray 1987). The existence of such ‘hidden histories’ in anthropology indicated to me that such were likely to exist unremarked in archaeology as well, and that the idea that contemporary views of the archaeologist’s project were ‘natural’ and not cultural was false as well, based on a failure to recognize that current orthodoxies have histories too. Writing the histories of such ahistorical theoretical and perspectival ‘givens’ provided a framework through which to seriously address problems within contemporary archaeological theory. Historical research has helped broaden my approach to this problem from being narrowly epistemological, to asking a more encompassing question: what makes archaeological accounts of the past plausible? A consideration of plausibility then led me to more detailed investigations of the links between archaeology and the society that sustains its practice. This, in turn, has greatly increased the significance of the history of archaeology as a primary source of information about related enquiries into disciplinary traditions and the ‘culture’ of archaeology. Finally, it helped to establish what is distinctive about archaeology, especially its philosophies and the social impacts of archaeological knowledge, and the importance of that distinctiveness.

Thus my account of the history of archaeology is directed towards the identification of enduring structures of archaeological knowledge—those structures that provide the criteria in terms of which knowledge claims are justified as being both rational and reliable and that also provide practitioners with the ability to distinguish meaningful knowledge and the relevance of models, theories, and approaches drawn from archaeology’s cognate disciplines. Some years ago historian of anthropology George Stocking sketched out the ethos of that discipline in usefully uncompromising terms:

Another way of looking at the matter is to suggest that the general tradition we call retrospectively ‘anthropological’ embodies a number of antinomies logically inherent or historically embedded in the Western intellectual tradition: an ontological opposition between materialism and idealism, an epistemological opposition between empiricism and apriorism, a substantive opposition between the biological and the cultural, a methodological opposition between the nomothetic and the idiographic, an attitudinal opposition between the racialist and the egalitarian, an evaluational opposition between the progressivist and the primitivist—among others. (Stocking 1984: 4)

Notwithstanding over forty years of theoretical disputation within archaeology, the fact remains that archaeology inherited these epistemological and ontological antinomies, which have, at various times over the past 250 years, underwritten historicist or universalist, materialist or idealist, empiricist or rationalist approaches to gaining knowledge and making meanings. Again, notwithstanding claims for paradigm shifts or revolutions in thinking—be they processual or post-processual—archaeologists have, for the most part, essentially recycled perspectives drawn from cognate disciplines, without making a significant archaeological contribution to such fundamental debates. Histories of archaeology can demonstrate the reality of continuity where claims for discontinuity are made. Radical histories of the kind I am interested in are but one response to the conservative orthodoxies of Daniel (1975) or Trigger (2006). Nonetheless it is worth exploring what roles the history of archaeology will play in moves to reform modern archaeology in the light of pressure for increasing diversity in approach and purpose among archaeologists, and among those members of the general public who consume our product.

SOME CONTEMPORARY TENSIONS

I earlier mentioned the rapidly rising interest in antiquarianism as a major force within contemporary historiography. Getting a clearer picture of how archaeology and antiquarianism have related to one another helps us to understand how these different approaches to material pasts might coexist now and into the future. But this is by no means the most significant tension within contemporary archaeology, where sources of conflict and divergence go to the very heart of the discipline and the nature of its place within society and culture.

The multiplication of interests and perspectives that has been so much a part of the last forty years shows little sign of slowing down. The identity of archaeology as a discipline (and the significance of archaeological knowledge) has been challenged both internally and externally. Internally there are the consequences of the steadily increasing growth of sub-disciplinary specializations, and the divergent understandings of archaeological ontology that have arisen since the 1980s. Of equal importance has been a growing focus on developing a critical understanding of the complex relationships between archaeology and society. Some of the impetus for this derives from internal pressures as archaeologists seek to explore the social impacts of their work. This has been most prominent in explorations of the relationship between archaeology and the foundation and maintenance of nation states in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (see e.g. Dietler 1994; Kohl and Fawcett 1995; Diaz-Andreu 2007; Murray 2007a). Archaeologists are now very well aware of the important social and cultural roles played by practitioners, especially in the construction (and destruction) of identities.

There can be little doubt that many of these histories are profoundly shocking, especially those that make clear the complicity of archaeologists in processes of colonialism and imperialism. Recent histories also make clear that the past activities of archaeologists can act as a source of social conflict in contemporary society. Chief among these is the now problematic relationship between archaeologists and Indigenous peoples in the ‘settler societies’ of the United States, Canada, Australia, South Africa, and New Zealand. In recent years Indigenous peoples have made it quite clear that they regard much of what archaeologists do, and the ways they set about doing it, to be deeply colonialist.

There is no doubt that there are no easy ways to resolve such tensions, but it seems obvious enough that archaeologists will have to reflect deeply about the impact their practice has on Indigenous groups and to become more firmly part of the very difficult process of reconciliation within settler societies. Part of that reflection will require us to think more clearly about the uses to which knowledge is put, but perhaps more important, the ways in which we, as practitioners, seek to justify the claims to knowledge that we make. A significant part of that matter requires a reflection about the links between knowledge and divergent interests both within and outside the discipline.

We very properly regard this communication with society about the ways in which knowledge about the past is built up, and the ‘tolerance limits’ which should be set on its statements of interpretation, as being of the first importance. However the history of archaeology makes it clear that this will be no easy task, because the core social assumptions and normative values of archaeologists are still largely unexplored, and the ways in which these values articulate with archaeological data to produce plausible accounts of ‘the past’ are the subject of intense, if not particularly well-informed, debate. This goal of critical reflection about the intellectual inheritance of contemporary archaeology is made the more difficult by the fact that links between the empirical data of archaeology and the ideas, theories, hypotheses, models, or guesses we have about them are very weak indeed. The goals of communication and persuasion pose significant challenges.

These great debates should (and I hope will) give rise to different histories of archaeology. It is easy enough to say this but there are real questions about the ways in which these divergent histories will relate to each other.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

It has been my goal to argue for both radical and conservative roles for histories of archaeology, and to stress its very great value in helping us to understand the social and cultural elements of archaeological knowledge. Histories of archaeology reveal a discipline in a ferment of change, but also in a ferment of self-discovery.

It has often been observed that during the nineteenth century archaeology became a pre-eminently popular science because of its potent cocktail of mystery, patient investigation, direct physical contact with the relics of ages past, and of course, the lure of foreign parts. Little has changed since then, as new civilizations have been unearthed, languages have been deciphered, and the antiquity of human life on earth has been extended to almost unimaginable depths. Archaeology has touched and continues to touch everybody, and although much of it has become highly technical and arcane, the central elements of our quest for an understanding of the history of human beings have remained largely intact. In the late twentieth century archaeologists might be a little more wary about claiming an ability to reconstruct the past, or indeed to be in a position to pronounce definitively on the question of when human beings became properly human, but there remains a core of belief that only archaeology can reveal the evidence of the whole human story from prehistoric to historical times (Murray 1999c: xv).

Histories of archaeology have rightly focused on stories of discovery, analysis and, more recently, the means by which practitioners persuaded others that history could be wrung from sites, landscapes and material culture. Histories of archaeology in all their variety tell us about how and why we make these things meaningful. At their best they also squarely confront the fact that making meanings has consequences for the discipline, its practitioners, and for society in general. Archaeology has contributed to the creation and destruction of identities. The knowledge that it produces is embedded in the culture and society of its time and this is never value neutral. But with power of this kind comes significant responsibility.

In this brief discussion I have argued that writing histories of archaeology can have significant benefits for the discipline, and for the societies that nurture it and consume its varied products. I have been at pains to stress that the goal here should be to produce knowledgeable producers as well as consumers. Knowledge here refers specifically to the nature of claims, the strengths and weaknesses of theories, and the extent to which such things can be scrutinized and informed judgements made. Given that the history of archaeology amply demonstrates the very great significance of the social and cultural contexts of its practice (and the very real evidence of the use of archaeological information and perspectives to support nationalism, colonialism, and other ideologies), then the great challenge for us all is to find plausible ways of using a knowledge of the history of archaeology to defend society against archaeology and (just as important) vice versa (Murray 1996: 56).

But there is another (related) agendum here too, and it has to do with issues of disciplinary identity and the ongoing development of the methods and theories that lie at the heart of our discipline. In this essay I have briefly reflected on the important role that histories of archaeology can play in helping us to evaluate the worth (or otherwise) of the instruments we use to make sense of the material past. In part I have seen this as being a developing argument about the significance of archaeological information, especially with respect to that created by historians and anthropologists. Bruce Trigger considered the same general issue at the conclusion of the introduction to the second edition of A History of Archaeological Thought:

This book goes to press at a time that should see archaeology consolidate its position as a mature social science devoted to the study of past human behaviour, culture and history by means of material culture. Much of this development will come about as a result of fractious theoretical confrontations being balanced by an emphasis on theoretical accommodation and synthesis. Archaeology will also establish its credentials as the only science with a broad enough temporal perspective that the historical significance of all the social sciences has to be established in relation to it. (Trigger 2006: xx)

Although it is easy to observe that perhaps Trigger was being a bit premature, and his argument for accommodation and synthesis somewhat naive, it is nonetheless highly desirable that archaeologists come to understand how their discipline differs from other human sciences. Such an understanding might have significant consequences, for example that practitioners work out that it can be perfectly legitimate for archaeologists to respond to that difference theoretically and methodologically, thereby helping society at large (and not just other social scientists) to come to value more highly the importance of the very real issues raised by doing archaeology. Here I speak of much more than the social and cultural impacts of its practice, such as those that have been so thoroughly discussed with respect to Indigenous communities in particular, and societies in general. Here puzzles and problems posed by archaeological phenomena (whatever their period) pose considerable challenges of understanding, and humanity has been (and will continue to be) greatly enriched by their consideration. In this sense too writing histories of archaeology will become central to writing philosophies of archaeology.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

The most accessible general histories of archaeology are (in order of publication): Schnapp (1996), Trigger (2006), and Murray (2007c). Murray and Evans (2008a) is a reader that provides a general introduction to many of the issues related to writing histories of archaeology. The most comprehensive source of information about the history of archaeology is the fivevolume Encyclopedia of Archaeology (Murray 1999c, 2001b), but Bahn’s Cambridge Illustrated History of Archaeology (1999) is a very useful, and visually exciting, general introduction. The Bulletin of the History of Archaeology is the only journal specifically devoted to this field (see http://www.archaeologybulletin.org/), although other archaeological journals, such as Antiquity, regularly publish contributions to the field. These also, occasionally, find their way into journals related to the history of cognate disciplines, or indeed of science generally.


CHAPTER 8
CONSTRAINED BY COMMONSENSE

THE AUTHORIZED HERITAGE DISCOURSE IN CONTEMPORARY DEBATES

LAURAJANE SMITH EMMA WATERTON

Laurajane Smith is Australian Research Council Future Fellow in the School of Archaeology and Anthropology at the Australian National University, Canberra, and Emma Waterton is Lecturer in Social Science at the University of Western Sydney, Australia. Both have developed a strong interest in the way ‘heritage’ is related to notions of community, driven especially by Laurajane’s background as an archaeologist working with Aboriginal Peoples in her native Australia. Out of her encounters both in Australia and the UK—especially with working-class groups in northern England—she has developed the notion of the ‘authorized heritage discourse’ (AHD) that dominates heritage management practices, driven by Western notions of what a ‘heritage’ consists of. Instead, Smith and Waterton argue here that ‘heritage’ may be better thought of as a set of processes that relate to issues of identity formation and ‘community’. Although drawn particularly from the British experience (as discussed here), the concept of the AHD has potentially global significance: the imperative is to understand the nature of the AHD in particular contexts. This chapter, in particular, stands as a challenge to the idea of what constitutes ‘heritage’, as presented by Carman (Chapter 1), Soderland (Chapter 2), and others in this volume.

THERE is no simple way of defining or understanding ‘heritage’. While a cursory glance at the debates currently surrounding the public policy process in England may suggest otherwise, heritage, in reality, is a complex concept underwritten by a range of different—and often contradictory—values, arguments, and connotations. This chapter explores the ways in which this multiplicity of meaning is overshadowed, so much so that a particular idea about ‘heritage’ has come to represent the dominant and legitimized way of thinking, writing, and talking about heritage management practices. We argue that this dominant way of seeing heritage—which Smith (2006) defines as the ‘authorized heritage discourse’ (AHD)—has become so comfortable and commonplace within heritage management practices that wider debate over heritage is significantly constrained. Indeed, so pervasive is this air of inevitability that any new debates are ultimately unlikely to lead to changes in heritage management and planning practices. Although the chapter is illustrated with English policy and management debates, the general issues of the way authorizing notions and discourses of heritage operate have a wider application, both in other national contexts and in international heritage agencies.

Smith (2006: 13) has asserted that ‘there is no such thing as heritage’, but rather a discursive construction of it that does cultural and political ‘work’. This is not to say that heritage can be reduced simply to language, but rather to argue, first, that heritage may be defined and understood in any number of ways, although there is a dominant and state-sanctioned way of defining heritage that has become embedded, for a range of historical and political reasons, in public policy and practice. Secondly, that the way heritage is constructed and defined in public policy and management practices has a range of conceptual and material consequences. The AHD is a particular construction or way of seeing heritage that has gained dominance in public policy, archaeological narratives, and management practices, and it is this discourse that frames, constrains, or (de-)legitimizes debates about the meaning, nature, and value of ‘heritage’.

DISCOURSE AND HERITAGE

While the aim of this chapter is to provide an illustrative account of the AHD in recent debates, we first need to explain not only how we see ‘discourse’, but also how we think it can be used to study heritage management practices and policy debates. The term ‘discourse’ is employed broadly by a number of disciplines to answer a range of different research questions. In these contexts, however, it does not always mean the same thing. For us, discourse is ‘… a practice not just of representing the world, but of signifying the world, constituting and constructing the world in meaning’ (Fairclough 1992: 64), or, to put it more simply, something that makes the world meaningful (Locke 2004: 7). This understanding of ‘discourse’ emerges out of a specific approach for analysing discourse called critical discourse analysis (CDA). As a critical approach to language, CDA aims to move between fine-grained analyses of texts and wider, probing social analyses, in an attempt to illustrate both the obvious and non-obvious ways in which language mediates social relationships and relations of power (Fairclough 2001: 229; see also Fairclough 2003; Locke 2004; van Leeuwen 2008). Drawing from the perspective offered by critical discourse analysis, we see this as opening up two areas for analysis: (1) the various—and particular—ways in which communication between people is achieved, as well as (2) the more abstract workings of language as an irreducible element of all social life (Fairclough 2003: 214–15). That these two areas can provide material for fruitful analysis is based on the assumption that what goes on textually, or within any act of communication, can tell us something about what is going on socially. Discourse, from this perspective, thus implies far more than words alone and allows for the analysis of ways of acting, representing, and being, as well. Allowing ‘discourse’ to stretch beyond its discrete linguistic features in this way enables analysts to make links with the wider social contexts and practices from which discourses draw (and give) meaning.

Perhaps the best way to explain our account of ‘discourse’ is to think about the types of questions a discourse-analytical approach to heritage would employ. These would operate around vigorous assessments of how language figures practically in our constructions and understandings of heritage, along with how a discourse is being used and why. We have done this in previous work by: (a) focusing upon the ways in which we act, speak, and write about heritage; (b) unpicking the work those discursive utterances and actions do within the management framework; and (c) considering how the effects of that work are mitigated—socially, politically, and culturally (Waterton et al. 2006). Through these analyses, we have suggested that the AHD constructs a way of thinking about heritage that privileges the cultural symbols of a particular social group (the white, middle, and upper classes), and limits the rights to identify and champion heritage to specific groups of expertise (archaeologists, architects, and art historians).

What is particularly significant about this ‘way of seeing’ heritage is the degree to which it has been naturalized, and is subsequently—and seductively—presented as ‘common sense’ or the accepted way of doing things. Thus, while we acknowledge that individual practitioners within the heritage sector may position themselves in opposition to the AHD, the actions, policies, and practices of the heritage sector at large suggest that it remains a discourse that is still being ‘internalized’ (see Fairclough 2000; Locke 2004). Our aim in this chapter is to revisit this process of internalization and consider the ways in which it constrains oppositional responses and, in effect, shuts down any attempt to retheorize and rethink the concept of ‘heritage’ and what it might mean for British society today. This silencing of debates around what heritage means is particularly visible within the context of the Heritage Protection Review, initiated in 2003 and still being undertaken at the time of writing, which we document below.

THE AUTHORIZED HERITAGE DISCOURSE

Before engaging with a critical analysis of recent heritage debates, we first need to consider what the AHD is and how it came about. Smith (2006) develops her arguments about the AHD at length, and we will summarize those arguments here. In short, the AHD is a dominant way of thinking about, writing and talking about, and defining heritage. It is not the only way of thinking and talking about heritage, but it is the most pervasive and persuasive, especially in powerful professions and institutions—indeed it can be said to be constitutive of the practices of heritage. Nor is the AHD unchangeable. It will, and does, change over time, and different countries and cultures have different dominant or authorized ways of defining heritage. Currently, the AHD in England stresses materiality—and monumentality in particular—and is exercised by material authenticity, time depth, and aesthetics. It is based on assumptions of inherent value, whereby the value of a place or item of heritage is somehow perceived to be embedded within the object itself. This sense of value is tied to the idea of ‘authenticity’ and age, such that the ‘authentic’ and ‘the old’ are defined as innately valuable and meaningful. The corollary to this is that the relatively ‘recent’ or ‘inauthentic’ are not considered as meaningful or valuable, and therefore are less likely to be ‘heritage’. The AHD also stresses national or so-called ‘universal’ values of heritage, emphasizing an idea of collective human values that often works to obscure the elite European and Western origins of the idea of ‘heritage’, as well as downplaying the ‘local’ and other diverse expressions of human historical and social experiences. Moreover, it explicitly directs attention towards the grand and the ‘good’, accenting the positives and triumphalism of national, and sometimes imperial, narratives of identity and belonging. The AHD also identifies and privileges expertise over other forms of knowledge and skill, and in particular identifies the disciplinary authority of archaeology, architecture, and art history as those in a position to act as stewards and caretakers of the nation’s heritage.

The beginnings of the AHD can be traced back to nineteenth-century conservation debates about the authenticity of fabric and the ‘moral’ duty of the present to conserve architectural design values led by, amongst others, Ruskin (1849) and Morris (1877) in the UK, and Viollet-le-Duc ([1868] 1990) in France. Ruskin and Morris in particular advocated the ‘moral’ worth of conservation over restoration, sponsoring the development of a firmly defined—and influential—‘conservation ethic’. This ethic stressed the need to ‘conserve as found’, and emphasized the pastoral role of experts to educate the public about the value and meaning of the past. It grew out of the rise of liberalism, and a desire to guide and educate populations into becoming good citizens (Carman 1993; Bennett 1995). During this timeframe, certain forms of expertise were mobilized to facilitate the governance of populations and to help them strengthen a sense of their adherence to emergent national identities (Smith 2004: 81). Within this process, the concept of ‘heritage’—and certain ways of understanding heritage—became one means of fortifying and regulating national identity. A consensus understanding of history was reinforced and symbolized by material objects, places, and buildings, and the inheritance of this ‘wealth’ and its ‘responsibilities’ became a particular social problem and aspiration. The assumed innate value of fabric also underwrote the sense of wealth and responsibility that material heritage symbolized. Artistic and aesthetic values, alongside authenticity and age, became entrenched in understandings of heritage, for, as Ruskin stated, ‘the greatest glory of a building is not in its stones, nor in its gold. Its glory is in its Age …’ (1849: 186). A key factor here is the sense of both permanence and monumentality that emerges from this debate, as both reinforced the temporal legitimacy and physicality of national identity and cultural expression.

The social changes experienced during the nineteenth century, following the industrial revolution and the rise of nationalism, underwrote the utility and significance of heritage debates. While Harvey (2001) argues that a sense of heritage is an integral part of human experiences, and is thus not a recent phenomenon, it is from the latter nineteenth century that it takes on organized and formal forms in much of western Europe (see also Diaz-Andreu 2007). The sense of urgency to conserve and preserve the past that emerged at this time can perhaps best be understood as a response to widespread social concerns that modernity had in some way ‘lost’ its links to the past (Walsh 1992; Byrne 2009). The emphasis on the materiality and monumentality of the past itself also helps to provide a sense of security by providing physical, touchable, and knowable representations of the past and its intangible cultural and social values. Monuments commemorate and symbolize those values and meanings that are important to the present, and which the present ultimately hopes to see continue into the future (Choay 2001).

Ruskin’s idea of ‘conserve as found’ was both predicated on, and reinforced, the idea of the innate value of fabric. A sense of ‘duty’ to be ‘honest’ to the original cultural meaning of fabric during conservation was stressed by Ruskin (1849) and Viollet-le-Duc ([1868] 1990). This concern over the duty and responsibilities of conservation privileged the position of experts who dealt with material culture, particularly architects, archaeologists, and museum professionals, as stewards of the past. This sense of stewardship, underwritten by the claims of experts to objectivity and professionalism, works to privilege expert access to material culture, because of the moral worth of expertise to speak for and act as stewards for the universal human values of heritage. A further consequence of this, however, is that ‘experts’ are assumed to have the only valid knowledge and skills to deal with heritage and the past more generally (Zimmerman 2000: 72). This perspective was reinforced by the liberal sense of duty to educate the public about the value of past material culture and the values of conservation. The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB), established in 1877, identifies that one of its key continuing functions is to educate society about correct conservation principals and the value of ancient buildings (Smith 2006: 19).

Significantly, a certain sense of history and inheritance is embedded in the English AHD that derives from the social and historical experiences of a particular population. The sense of monumentality, grandness, aesthetics, and the myth of permanence are a representation of a historical understanding that underpins and is propagated by certain class experiences, in particular the English upper classes (Smith 2006). The influence of elite values and experiences derives both from a cultural sense of the historical importance of this class in England and the rest of Europe, but also in a pragmatic way through their ability to lobby and influence government and expertise, and more directly through the activities of the National Trust. Sir John Lubbock, author of an influential archaeological text, was, for instance, instrumental in the drafting and enactment of the Ancient Monuments Protection Act, 1882 (Carman 1993, 1996). The National Trust explicitly mediated the role of cultural elites in this debate throughout the twentieth century. Founded in 1895, the Trust’s initial aim was to preserve rural landscapes for the use and cultural and physical health and well-being of urban populations (Crouch 1963: 18). However, by the end of the 1930s, and following a number of active campaigns, the Trust had become indelibly linked to the conservation of elite houses (Cannadine 1995; Mandler 1997; Lowenthal 1998; Harvey 2008). Indeed, the Trust had become a vehicle through which the aesthetic and historical values and experiences of the elite classes came to stand in for national heritage (Deckha 2004; Smith 2006).

While we are defining a particular heritage discourse propagated within England, the broad terms of the English AHD’s fascination with materiality, the grand, the aesthetic, and monumental is something shared by most Western countries and has come to underwrite the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World’s Cultural and Natural Heritage (World Heritage Convention) (Smith 2006: 95–6). The Eurocentric nature of this convention, and its attempts at universalizing a sense of ‘heritage’ that is particularly ‘European’, has come under rigorous criticism, which eventually led to the development of the Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICHC) in 2003 (see for instance, Byrne 1991; Cleere 2001; Aikawa 2004; Munjeri 2004; Arantes 2007; Labadi 2007; chapters in Smith and Akagawa 2009). Although the ICHC does not really challenge the European/Western AHD embedded in the World Heritage Convention, the tensions surrounding its development are indicative of the extent of the authority and naturalization of the AHD in both national and international arenas (Smith 2006: 106–7). The European AHD, and the English version in particular, were also explicitly transported to places like the USA and Australia, as both countries adopted models similar to the English National Trust (Smith 2006: 24). Moreover, in the USA at least, European values and experiences were explicitly drawn upon in the development of US historic preservation policy and legalisation in the 1960s (Rains et al. 1983). As Barthel (1996: 6) observes, there was some synergy in European and US heritage values, as the middle and upper classes were also very active in the development of the preservation movement in the USA and, as in Europe, were concerned to bolster certain social values to underpin national identity and patriotism.

The authority of the AHD rests on two interlinked abilities. The first is the extent to which it could be taken up into government policy and heritage legislation. This discourse not only underpinned early nineteenth-century documents such as the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings manifesto (Morris 1877) and the Ancient Monuments Protection Act, but also continues to underwrite and frame public policy today (Waterton et al. 2006; Waterton 2009, 2010). How, and to what extent, it frames policy is discussed below. However, the second authorizing power rests on the fact that the AHD is entirely self-referential. The ability of certain class values to be melded into the AHD in part rested on the historical significance given to these values by society at large. In turn, this wider social value about the historical and social worth of the elites is itself maintained by the AHD. The ability of the AHD to represent a comfortable and reassuring sense of national identity through the monumental, grand, and good is a significant attribute of its authority; it not only speaks to a consensual view of history—it also makes that history physically real and aesthetically pleasing. Thus, its ability to be taken up into policy documents, legislation, and management/conservation practices rests on its utility to present a unifying national narrative that offers an unproblematic and comfortable vision of national identity.

By promoting a particular and authoritative view of the past and national identity, it inevitably excludes a range of other cultural and social experiences and knowledge. Many competing discourses about the nature and meaning of heritage occur both nationally and internationally. On an international scale, the ICHC, the debates surrounding it, and the legitimacy of the idea of intangible heritage represent one such competing discourse, which draws on non-Western ideas of ‘heritage’. Nationally, within the UK, different notions of heritage that sit outside of, or react against, the AHD have been documented by Smith (2006), and can be found in debates that contest the legitimacy of current heritage practices against the experiences of ethnic minorities (Hall 1999; Littler and Naidoo 2004; Naidoo 2005; Littler 2008), the experiences of local communities (Jones 2004; Waterton 2005), and the experiences of working-class communities (Mellor and Stephenson 2005; Dodds et al. 2006; Dicks 2008; Robertson 2008), amongst others. This exclusion or marginalization is not trivial, and speaks of the extent to which a nation values or recognizes the diversity of social and cultural experiences and expressions. Failure to recognize, or indeed the misrecognition of, populations can have significant and material consequences for the political and historical legitimacy afforded them, which, in turn, will have consequences for the degree to which they may access certain resources and rights (Fraser 2000).

The political and material consequences of the AHD mean that it is inherently dissonant and may be actively challenged. Heritage experts, such as public archaeologists (i.e. archaeologists working in the heritage sector), may often find themselves, as both promoters and beneficiaries of this professional discourse, explicitly challenged. This is because expertise allows the process of valuing and using heritage to be soothed, sanitized, and administered to ‘a public’ largely removed from the process of management (Waterton 2005: 320; see also Carman 2002; Merriman 2004). A reliance on claims to professional objectivity acts to simultaneously link heritage managers, public archaeologists, conservation officers, architectural historians, and so on, to ‘their’ data while efficiently bypassing the public itself, who reappear at the end of the process, usually only in terms of the recipients of education and information (Waterton et al. 2006; see also Schofield, Kiddey, and Lashua, Chapter 15 this volume). The exclusionary nature of the AHD has, in the UK at least, experienced tensions with public policy programmes of social inclusion/exclusion, which, in terms of their implementation in the cultural sector, have attempted to expand and develop a more inclusive idea of heritage. This has particular relevance to the development of the Heritage Protection Reform in the UK, which attempted to reconfigure heritage policy, legal frameworks, and management practices. This review, sitting as it did in the context of public policy debates on social inclusion, and in growing academic and practitioner debate about the need to engage with communities of interest (see Crooke 2007; Smith and Waterton 2009), presented an opportunity to challenge and modify the AHD.

REFORMING HERITAGE

In the above section, we highlighted the AHD and considered its core characteristics. What we want to turn to now, however, is considering what it is that this discourse actually does, and what it means for contemporary heritage practices. Within the heritage sector, one of the primary effects of the AHD is the defining of parameters within which practitioners think through what places, things, and experiences should be considered ‘heritage’ and, by corollary, what should be conserved and protected. The two key bodies responsible for such tasks in England are: (1) the Department for Culture, Media, and Sport (DCMS), which is the government department responsible for identifying and protecting heritage (or what they term ‘the historic environment’); and (2) English Heritage, who act as the government’s statutory adviser for heritage issues, and function to conserve, broaden public access to, and increase understanding of ‘the heritage’ (English Heritage n.d.). Added to these is the largest charitable conservation body in Europe, the National Trust, who see themselves as ‘the nation’s heritage guardian’ (National Trust n.d.). If we continue to think along the lines of ‘parameters’, then examining the types of places these organizations promote should move us some way towards uncovering the degree to which the AHD remains in operation—in England at least. Both English Heritage and the National Trust boast large membership numbers, with the former enjoying somewhere in the region of 630,000 members and the latter over 3.5 million (English Heritage 2008: 58; National Trust 2008a)—but what is it these members are signing up to in terms of heritage?

English Heritage manages over 400 historic properties, the majority of which are under the guardianship of the Secretary of State for Culture, Media, and Sport. A rough count of those sites open to public visitation and advertised in the 2008/9 edition of English Heritage’s Handbook reveals that about 20 per cent are archaeological sites including Roman sites, standing stones, barrows and chambered tombs, and earthworks. A further 44 per cent can be described as forming part of what is termed the ‘built heritage’, and include ecclesiastical buildings, stately homes, medieval halls, hunting lodges, palaces, mills, and even one Cold War bunker and three examples of industrial heritage. Only a small percentage in this category is dedicated to non-traditional heritage, with one Cold War bunker, three mills, three industrial sites, and one ‘row house’ included, as opposed to the 89 ecclesiastical buildings and 26 stately homes. Finally, a further 27 per cent were castles and fortified towers, and 4 per cent were forts—site types English Heritage often refers to or classifies as ‘monuments’, a term defined in legislation (see the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act, 1979). This breakdown is reminiscent of those figures associated with the National Trust, who state that they manage ‘on behalf of the nation’ six World Heritage Sites, approximately 1,200 scheduled ancient monuments, 6,000 listed buildings, 149 registered museums, and a total of 8 per cent of the nation’s registered parks and gardens (National Trust 2008a: Ev 78). These figures reflect the overarching descriptions of properties self-identified by both organizations. English Heritage, for example, describe their suite of historic properties as including:

World Heritage Sites, industrial monuments, castles, historic houses, abbeys, forts, stone circles, and a larger part of Hadrian’s wall. They range from prehistoric ruins to the lavishly furnished Osbourne House. In age they range from Neolithic burial chambers dating from 3500–2600 BC to twentieth century houses. (English Heritage 2008: 58)

Similarly, the National Trust maintain that they manage:

some of the nation’s most iconic and well-known sites—from Sutton Hoo to the great country houses of Hardwick Hall or Kingston Lacy. We also care for many of the more ordinary and everyday elements of our rich and diverse cultural heritage. This includes places like the Back to Backs in central Birmingham, the Workhouse in Southwell, Nottinghamshire, over 1,000 vernacular buildings, three lighthouses and a gold mine. (2008a: Ev 78)

On first reading, these sentiments are wide and inclusive, incorporating both a recent past and the less grand (back-to-back houses, for instance). However, the frequency by which such sites, and sites representative of England’s multicultural past, are actually represented is telling. Indeed, the National Trust has only one workhouse, which one official noted was sufficiently representative of this type of history (Adshead 2007), while conversely the Trust also cares for ‘over 100 great houses’ (National Trust 2008b). While exact figures on the precise number of country houses or stately homes the Trust cares for remain elusive, it may be asked at what point a collection of such great houses becomes ‘representative’. The parameters suggested by both English Heritage and the National Trust in their respective lists above are expressive of a high level of commitment to an idea of ‘heritage’ that is confined to the distant past, in the guise of tangible and monumental remains. ‘The heritage’, as English Heritage refers to it, thus becomes a list of ancient monuments, sites, and historic and/or ecclesiastical buildings. Strung together in this way, the lists above work to elaborate precisely what is to be considered ‘heritage’ and, as Kirshenblatt-Gimblett (2004) argues, such lists are entirely self-referential and tend to recruit and recreate themselves in their own image. Although these lists are inclusive of such things as ‘row’ houses, back-to-back houses, and workhouses, proportionally these sites are swamped by stately homes, ecclesiastical sites, ancient archaeological sites, and castles. In these lists, a discursive correlation is maintained between lists of discrete properties and sites, or officially recognized samples of heritage, and the authorized heritage discourse. This is realized through the grammatical structuring of the statements, or what is referred to as ‘the logic of appearances’. What this means is that a correlation is set up between ‘the heritage’ and the illustrative lists outlaid by both English Heritage and the National Trust. This serves to present as unquestioned a heritage ‘horizon’ narrowly constrained by the dominant discourse. As both English Heritage and the National Trust are also geared towards attracting new members and avenues of funding, the language they employ is inevitably promotional, which itself lends persuasive power to that discourse. This idea of ‘heritage’ is also marked by the use of the definitive article ‘the’, used here to refer not only to a list of historic sites, houses, and monuments, but also to suggest that this is the only practicable range for thinking about heritage.

These parameters, which are rehearsed in a range of policy documents, have not altered in any meaningful way over the past three decades. The following two extracts illustrate this, with one spoken in 1979 and the second published in 2007:

Thus from our distant past we have the Iron Age fort at Figsbury, Wiltshire, the famous Broch of Mousa in Shetland; Wideford Hill—that famous cairn—in Orkney, and the Roman theatre at Verulam, and hundreds of other ancient monuments. (Hansard House of Lords Debates, 5 February 1979 vol. 398, col. 463 (‘Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Bill (HL)’, Lord Mowbray and Stourton)

One of the key strengths of the historic environment is its depth and diversity—it encompasses everything from an iron-age hill fort to the Severn and Wye bridges. (DCMS 2007: 6)

Although these extracts do not contain exactly the same phraseology, their framing implicitly makes assumptions about what can exist within the field of ‘heritage’. The knitting together of the concept of ‘heritage’ (or ‘the historic environment’) with limited examples works—both semantically and socially—to give a specific meaning to that concept. Consequently, the idea of heritage is repeatedly pared down to sites, monuments, and buildings, or the physical remains of the past:

Heritage can be defined as properties and artefacts of cultural importance handed down from the past. (DCMS n.d.)

… successive governments over time have assumed increasing responsibilities for the protection of heritage, whether in the form of monuments, buildings, landscapes, or historic collections. (Cowell 2008: 131)

This definition of heritage is also often tied up with other core characteristics of the AHD, such as the need for expertise, the devising of national criteria around historic, archaeological, and aesthetic value, and a desire to promote this collective definition of heritage as ‘the best of the past’ or ‘the best in the land’ (Bottomley and Hague 1996: x; English Heritage 2000: 4; DCMS 2001: 33; English Heritage n.d). These characteristics, however, can perhaps most usefully be understood as elaborations of this materialistic rendition of ‘heritage’. If heritage is a specific ensemble of material things, then an equally specific collection of knowledge and values is best positioned to extend ‘proper’ care to it:

The notion of designating and protecting features, sites and buildings according to national criteria of excellence or rarity is perhaps the most important set of measures. (Sinden et al. (NT report) 2004: 2)

English Heritage believes it is essential that statutory criteria of architectural, archaeological and historic importance should continue to be the sole basis of what parts of the historic environment should be added to the new list. (EH 2003: 5)

Surely all of us involved in protecting and explaining the nation’s heritage believe the beauty, inspiration and education it provides can be enjoyed by everyone … Crucially, though, we need to remain confident about the value of the expert in informing and educating people about the significance of the physical remains of the past. (Lamb 2007: 38)

Without providing an overabundance of examples of the kinds of statements that define this discourse, it becomes apparent that it carries an extremely robust, self-assured approach to heritage that is irreversibly tied up with the tangible, the structural, and a grand ‘past’. What is significant about these parameters—and this is a point to which we now turn—is the degree to which they have been internalized and thus work to limit the ability of the heritage sector to think outside of them.

For the years since 1999, the heritage sector in England will perhaps best be remembered for its large-scale attempts to modernize and reform. Borrowing heavily from the language of the New Labour government, the sector, driven primarily by the DCMS and English Heritage, began a process in which it sought to reinvent itself as ‘fit for purpose’ and ‘relevant’ in the twenty-first century (DCMS 2003; English Heritage 2006). A key motivation was the rhetoric of ‘social exclusion’ and the knowledge that many areas of society were uninterested in, or disengaged from, the idea of heritage. Indeed, the former years of this review process were animated by the belief that ‘one of the greatest challenges facing the sector [was] the perception that “heritage” is elitist and irrelevant to many sections of society’ (English Heritage 2003: 2). Several strategies were devised to explore these issues of exclusion, including the Taking Part Survey undertaken by DCMS, the development of the Outreach Department within the structure of English Heritage in 2003, and a series of events seeking to engage new audiences, such as the ‘Capturing the Public Value of Heritage’ conference in 2006, and the ‘Your Place or Mine: Engaging New Audiences’ event, also in 2006. (Readers may be interested to note that the Outreach Department at English Heritage was closed in March 2011, most likely because of spending cuts announced in the 2010 Comprehensive Spending Review.) The largest-scale attempt to redress the shortcomings of the heritage sector, however, has come in the form of the Heritage Protection Reform, which culminated in the Draft Heritage Protection Bill in April 2008. This draft bill was subjected to pre-legislative scrutiny by the Select Committee for Culture, Media, and Sport, who published their findings in July 2008. Overall, the review process drew in over 500 responses from key heritage organizations and individuals at the consultation stage, 70 written submissions responding to the Draft Heritage Protection Bill, and 2 oral evidence sessions taken before the Select Committee.

This review process—and resultant draft bill—signals an extensive period of debate for the heritage sector, through which it was hoped that a new meaning of heritage would emerge, along with a revamped process of identification, protection, and management, as the Chairperson of English Heritage, points out:

Today’s publication of the draft Heritage Bill is a major step forward towards the way England’s heritage is identified, protected and managed. (Lockhart 2008)

Despite these laudable intentions to re-examine the concept of heritage, it is the tenacity of the AHD, however, that emerges most forcefully out of these recent debates. If we look at a range of extracts emerging out of these debates, this tenacity becomes obvious. For example, the review process, although ostensibly originating around desires to broaden the meaning of, and access to, heritage, became rather more an exercise in re-jigging and re-aligning the various planks of technical management, namely, listing and scheduling:

The Review covers the designation of ancient monuments, listed buildings, registered parks and gardens, registered battlefields, World Heritage Sites and conservation areas and how the landuse planning system protects the historic environment. (DCMS 2003: 6)

Moreover, the rendering of the AHD was allowed to emerge relatively unscathed from the review process, and was utilized as a key framing for signifying the parameters of heritage within the recent Heritage Protection Draft Bill. Despite significant efforts devoted to debating and critiquing the heritage management process, then, little attention was placed upon exploring the ways we think about, shape, and give meaning to heritage. Consequently, the elitist nature of the cultural symbols used to constitute and construct our ideas of heritage at the policy level remained unquestioned, where they remain unusable by, and irrelevant to, large sections of the population.

This naturalization can be glimpsed in the formulation of a heritage register, designed to bring ‘all of England’s heritage together in one single, publicly accessible register’, which will be entitled ‘The Heritage Register for England’ (Lockhart 2008). Moreover, the register is intended to make clear which aspects of heritage should be earmarked as ‘special’ and why. In the first instance, this requires the transferral of all those things currently scheduled or listed onto the register, which will be divided into four component parts of ‘heritage assets’: (1) heritage structures, (2) heritage open spaces, (3) World Heritage Sites, and (4) Maritime Heritage Sites (English Heritage 2008, see also the Heritage Protection Draft Bill). Aside from World Heritage Sites, which will continue to be identified according to the framework set out in the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World’s Cultural and Natural Heritage, the remaining three components will be included in the register depending upon the extent to which ‘special interest’ can be ascertained, or the degree to which archaeological, architectural, artistic, and/or historic value is seen to be ‘contained’ within (English Heritage 2008). These things then become ‘registerable’. As defined by the Heritage Protection Draft Bill (2008), which draws on existing legislation (Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act, 1979), registerable heritage structures are limited to:

(a) a building or other structure;

(b) an earthwork, field system, or other work;

(c) a part of a building, or of any other structure, or of anything within paragraph (b);

(d) a cave or excavation;

(e) a site comprising the remains of anything within any of paragraphs (a) to (d);

(f) a site comprising, or comprising the remains of, the whole or part of a vehicle, vessel, or aircraft;

(g) a site (other than one within paragraph (e) or (f)) comprising any thing or group of things that evidences previous human activity;

(h) a group of things each of which is within any of the preceding paragraphs, whether or not they are within the same paragraph.

Registerable heritage open spaces are limited to:

(a) a park or garden;

(b) a battlefield;

(c) a part of anything within paragraphs (a) or (b).

This list is not dissimilar to the ‘types’ of heritage drawn upon within the Taking Part Survey, which revolves around asking questions about participation and attitudes towards the following:

1. a city or town with historic character;

2. a historic building open to the public (non-religious);

3. a historic park, garden, or landscape open to the public;

4. a place connected with industrial history (e.g. an old factory, dockyard, or mine) or historic transport system (e.g. old ship or railway);

5. a historic place of worship attended as a visitor (not to worship);

6. a monument such as a castle, fort, or ruin;

7. a site of archaeological interest (e.g. Roman villa, ancient burial site);

8. a site connected with sports heritage (e.g. Wimbledon) (not visited for the purpose of watching sport). (Dawe 2007: 16)

As the draft Bill launches itself straight into discussions of the Register and definitions for ‘special interest’, no space is allowed for developing the concept of heritage itself. What becomes obvious is that the broadening of heritage originally anticipated within the review process, in which ‘… all aspects of heritage are covered’ (Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee 2008), occurs not in a conceptual sense, but in geographical scope, such that heritage is extended beyond the ‘national’ level to include the regional and local, as well as global. Thus, while heritage is something that is constantly redefined within public and academic debate, little sense of this emerges from the accumulated review documents. Nor in this process of review has the position of expertise really been challenged or contested as, after all: ‘[T]here are few things more valuable to heritage (or its owners) than a really good conservation officer’ (Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee 2008).

Here, once again, the moral worth of expertise (in this instance in the guise of a ‘good conservation officer’) is re-established. The AHD has not been challenged by the Reform; indeed, it has simply been remade and reasserted. While a little more room for industrial and other non-grand or non-traditional heritage may have been made, the overarching sense of the importance of archaeology and the monumental has not been changed. Although English Heritage notes that one of its corporate objectives is to ‘Broaden access to the historic environment and engage with diverse communities’ (SHAPE 2008: 85), the lack of challenge to the AHD raises the probability that such engagement will be little more than box ticking. This is because the conceptual framework of what heritage is and why it is valuable has not been altered and this excludes the conceptual room for incorporating social and cultural experiences that sit outside consensual views of history.

CONCLUSION

The concept of heritage is highly contested, inherently dissonant, and undeniably political (Graham et al. 2000). Conflicts over heritage range from local protests over planning decisions and residential concerns to save nearby amenities, to national and international conflicts about the cultural and historical legitimacy of certain populations. However, within day-to-day management practices, the inherently ‘dissonant’ and ‘political’ are rendered neutral by virtue of the work of the AHD. Within this context, heritage becomes an issue of aesthetic judgement, moulded by conservation-led concerns about the authenticity of fabric, while the wider politics and struggles for historical and cultural recognition are obscured by the construction of lists and scheduling decisions. By reducing the process of heritage to a technical issue in this way, the social, political, and cultural effects of heritage are curiously absented from the management process. This obfuscation works not only to mask over the contested terrain of what heritage is, but so too the very nature of heritage and why it is contested are also omitted from scrutiny and debate.

Away from the parameters of technical management, however, the wider literature surrounding heritage studies has documented the emergence of a range of significant and contested debates. Most prominent among these is the debate over the role of communities in heritage management and museum curation (Crooke 2007; Watson 2007; Smith and Waterton 2009). The idea of intangible heritage is also currently causing scholars and managers to rethink and reassess the conceptualization of heritage that centres their work (Smith and Akagawa 2009), while the idea of heritage as a cultural process of meaning making, or an act of communication, rather than a ‘thing’ (Dicks 2000; Harvey 2001; Smith 2006), offers new ways of thinking about heritage. As well, the political and cultural role of heritage in debates about the legitimacy of multiculturalism, class, and gender issues, along with the links between heritage and spirituality, are also actively engaged within heritage studies (Littler and Naidoo 2005; Byrne et al. 2006; Graham and Howard 2008). All of these are both fruitful and necessary areas of debate for heritage studies. Notwithstanding the obvious challenges of these debates and their nuances, there is a significant observation that emerges across them all: understanding and managing heritage will never be easy. The question remains, then, why are we so intent on making it appear simple and conflict-free?

The limited degree to which these and other debates will have any impact on national/international policy and management practices is a confronting issue. In this chapter, we have attempted to tackle this issue by turning to the concept of ‘discourse’, particularly for what its analysis may tell us about wider societal arrangements of power. We have suggested that the heritage management process is itself constrained by a particular discourse—the authorized heritage discourse—and its enshrinement in public policy and management practices. In doing so, we have accepted the theoretical underpinnings of critical discourse analysis, and have attempted to illustrate the ways in which language, text, speech, and other communicative acts both constitute, and are conditioned by, a range of situations, institutions, and social structures. In other words, the ways in which heritage is communicated both shapes, and is shaped by, the heritage management process; and the management of heritage, in this instance, itself shapes, and is shaped by, the AHD in what amounts to an enduring and recursive loop. This chapter, then, has sought to illustrate the degree to which the AHD is capable of sustaining itself, thereby almost effortlessly maintaining a range of major ideological effects concerning social class, ethnicity, gender, and other cultural majorities and minorities. We have done so by focusing primarily upon the Heritage Protection Review and resultant Heritage Protection Draft Bill, an expansive process of debate and negotiation within the heritage sector that has systematically closed down any perspectives that threaten to take heritage beyond the remit of the AHD. We observed this through the unsurprising and unimaginative descriptive of heritage intertextually enacted across the policy documents associated with the review.

Overall, this chapter—and the work of Smith (2006) more generally—has made a strong statement about the existence and nature of the AHD. It is important to note that the nature and extent of the AHD in different countries, professions, academic disciplines, and organizations within heritage practise and heritage studies will vary. Further research into the nuances of authorized heritage discourses and their consequences is needed. For instance, ethnographic research within institutions such as English Heritage, the National Trust, and UNESCO, to document and understand the various instantiations of the AHD and how it sustains institutional cultures within which policy-makers work, may well prove enlightening for understanding exactly how policy and practice is framed and constrained. Further, such work may well be revealing of the extent to which policy-makers and heritage practitioners engage in the making and remaking of cultural and social values that are perhaps most meaningful within the specific social and professional experiences of policy-makers themselves. That is, we need to move towards understanding the AHD not only as one discourse that dominates over many, but as a discourse that is itself an act of heritage making, through which it creates that to which it refers.
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CHAPTER 9
A FRAME TO HANG CLOUDS ON’

COGNITIVE OWNERSHIP, LANDSCAPE, AND HERITAGE MANAGEMENT

WILLIAM E. BOYD

Bill Boyd is Professor of Geography at Southern Cross University, Australia, with special interests in long-term environmental change, the history of landscapes, and cultural heritage management. His interest in the ‘cognitive ownership’ of places by multiple ‘owners’ developed out of the need to engage with issues surrounding the management and preservation of archaeological sites, and in particular in whose service such management was required. Although located here in examples from Australia, the concept is one that has ramifications for all those involved in public archaeology and heritage. It takes us beyond the concept of (mere) ‘stakeholders’ into that of shared and competing communities of interest—thereby creating a useful counterpoint and complement to other chapters in this volume (e.g. Smith and Waterton (Chapter 8); and Schofield, Kiddey, and Lashua (Chapter 15)).

INTRODUCTION: OWNERSHIPS OF LANDSCAPES

A frame to hang clouds on. This is how I have described the concept of cognitive ownership, a concept I coined with one of my postgraduate students, Maria Cotter, over a decade ago (Boyd and Cotter 1996; Boyd et al. 1996). It emerged from a discussion about whose sites and landscapes those places we were investigating archaeologically actually were—Ours? The prehistoric occupants? Which prehistoric occupants? Present-day legislators and other government officials? The archaeologists who studied the sites? The heritage managers responsible for their care now? … and so on. In asking such questions, we are inherently concurring with Head’s (2000: 64) observation:

Cultural landscapes are not the preserve of sedentary or urban societies. People have attached meaning to their landscapes, and shaped them both consciously and unconsciously, throughout human history. Those meanings have been contested, and have included values placed upon remembering the past.

In the particular context of our discussions, a seemingly simple problem needed to be solved: What landscape could be mapped to illustrate the landscape of the archaeological site? This was not, as it turned out, as simple a question as it seemed. The language of landscape is fraught with complexity (Cosgrove and Daniels 1988; Winchester et al. 2003). Landscape, Knapp and Ashmore (1999: 16, 20–1) remind us, ‘maps memory and declares identity … offer[ing] a key to interpreting society … the land itself, as socially constituted, plays a fundamental role in the ordering of cultural relations … landscape is neither exclusively natural nor totally cultural; it is a mediation between the two and an integral part of … the routine social practices within which people experience the world around them’. Maps, on the other hand, are equally ‘socially constructed artefacts that can be analysed in terms of the views, values and purposes they embody and promote’ (Pinder 2003: 172); mapping, Pinder continues, is ‘not universal and disinterested but … partial and situated knowledges, expressing particular concerns, priorities and positions … cartography is … in and part of the world’. Bring the two together, and we have a potent mix with which, depending on our inclination, to confound or enhance our understanding of human behaviour in the past.

LANDSCAPE, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND CULTURAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT

In accepting the standpoint of the cultural situatedness of maps, and especially recognizing the power they may hold as mediators of knowledge (more of that below)—our ‘simple’ question demanded a heuristic to assist navigating the multiple senses of landscape and their constructions. In the archaeological context, a sense of the evolving landscape becomes especially important where there is considerable time depth and/or cultural sequencing inherent in a single site. The prehistoric occupants of that site used and related to the landscape in very different ways throughout time. This is the stuff of archaeology. However, the matter does not stop there. Archaeology is a modern endeavour, a form of enquiry directly related to post-Enlightenment and modernist conceptions and constructions of knowledge, place, and society, enacted within a complex of social-administrative and political constraints (Renfrew and Bahn 1991). The physical existence of an archaeological site will reflect its multi-contextual conceptual identity. In simple terms, for example, a site may be peripheral to an archaeological study area, at the core of a proposed housing development, on the edges of prehistoric territory, of purely local prehistoric importance, a key regional historical place, etc. Which of these landscapes takes precedence in our understanding and/or the management of the site (Figure 9.1)? The question then becomes: Whose site and landscape is it? Who, we may then ask, can make a claim of association, emotionally, intellectually, cognitively, over that site? People’s sense of association with place can be extremely strong, and readily becomes equivalent to a sense of ownership. However, if we can identify such an individual or group, can that individual or group make a claim of absolute ownership that is valid, or should we be expecting to observe socially constructed and processed, shared, and overlapping ownerships? The tenor of our argument obviously tends towards the latter; the original question is clearly relativistic, building on the strong implications of multifaceted and overlapping behaviours—ancient and modern—observed at any archaeological, historical, or heritage place. This is not new: Merriman’s (1991) survey of public attitudes towards the past in Britain, for example, identified several forms of connection between people and their knowledge of the past, constructed through, variously, an archaeological and personal or familial lens.
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FIGURE 9.1 The archaeological site of Phu Long, Loei, NE Thailand. This is a prehistoric copper mine, more recently adopted as an important Hindu and, latterly, Buddhist site. Where there were probably many miners living and working on the site in antiquity—the remains of their not inconsiderable labour are evidenced in the many mine shafts, spoil heaps, and isolated stacks of bedrock, and probably in their physical remains within the mine shafts—there is now a small number of resident monks. The site links into an extensive prehistoric trade network, tied to significant techno-cultural development that defines socio-cultural communities throughout the region in the archaeological past. It now articulates into a multifaceted spiritual landscape. Contemporary archaeological interest extends the site into a global scholarly landscape. The site has, as yet, been barely touched by tourism. (Photo: W. Boyd.)

These seemingly simple questions have a strong bearing on the practice of cultural heritage management. Heritage management has conventionally used the individual site as the focus of administrative and legislative attention (e.g. Flood 1990; English 1994; Hall and McArthur 1996). This represents a notably Western conception of place as paramount in the ownership landscape, and in part reflects a logistical convenience: it is much easier to manage an individual place than a landscape or a network of places. However, both archaeological and social trends suggested in the 1990s that a site-focused approach was becoming increasingly inappropriate in managing cultural heritage.

In archaeology, concepts of cultural landscape emphasize the interrelationships rather than the individuality of sites (e.g. Head et al. 1994; Ross 1996), and the importance of landscape and environment rather than the individual site within any understanding of past people’s behaviour (e.g. Butzer 1982; Lasca and Donahue 1990). In 1999, my colleagues and I extended this argument in practice, organizing a conference entitled ‘Heritage Landscapes; Understanding Place and Communities’. The ensuing publication (Cotter et al. 2001) contained papers from a broad range of archaeologists, historians, and heritage managers, each taking up the challenge of critiquing or describing opportunities for managing cultural heritage enabled by the use of ideas embodied in landscape. The conference served to highlight aspects of personal, professional, and communal engagement with heritage, and the validity of landscape as a functional tool for the management of our cultural heritage resources. Importantly, the contributing authors guided the reader towards recognition of both the diversity of heritage landscapes and the people who may or may not engage with such landscapes; some referred directly to cognitive owners, although more often cognitive ownership remained only implicit. They also highlighted the possibilities of existence of multiple landscapes, historical and contemporary, at various social and geographical scales. All were, in effect, addressing Johnson’s more recent (2007: 144, 162, 191) reminder of the ‘necessity of a deep and complex understanding of the mutual consideration of both [nature and culture]’, grounded on concepts of landscape as a ‘two-way process: it is about the viewer and his or her social, cultural and political circumstances as well as the viewed … a constructed story with spiritual dimensions … the creation of place out of space’ and, above all, the importance of questioning ‘the assumption that there is a single way of understanding the landscape’.

At a societal level, increasing awareness and vocalization of Indigenous and other community claims to land and places (e.g. Toyne and Vachon 1984; Allen 1992; Lippman 1994) draws attention to the complexity of interest in sites within any landscape, and has resulted in an increasing, if often still marginal, Indigenous and community involvement in site and area research and management (e.g. Tjamiwa 1991; Birckhead et al. 1993; Kerber 1994; Layton 1994a, 1994b; Nutting 1994; Hortsman and Downey 1995). The effect of these conceptual, social, and political changes is that cultural sites are increasingly recognized to exist within rather than on social and physical landscapes. Heritage managers, we argued, need to be able to recognize, identify, and work within such landscapes: ‘if we think about landscapes as having Communities of Ownership and Interest—layers of cognitive owners including stakeholders’, argues Norman (2009), ‘we might then begin an interesting conversation with each other in regard to resource management.’ Likewise, if we pay attention to Carman’s (2002) review of values in heritage in which he identified very different fields of value (institutional, utility, and social values), each founded on very different principles, each arising from different disciplinary backgrounds, each ascribing value in very different ways, and therefore each being articulated and operationalized through different institutions—museums, state, community—and language, then it is clear that there is inevitably going to be a conflict or misalignment between those groups with an interest in the heritage item.

INTRODUCING COGNITIVE OWNERSHIP

In seeking a heuristic with which to address such issues, therefore, we developed the concept of cognitive ownership (Boyd and Cotter 1996; Boyd et al. 1996). This was a deliberately provocative term, drawing in the presumed force of economic or legal ownership to reinforce the power of an entirely non-statutory ownership, that of personal identification and emotional association with a place. It attempts to unsettle or shift the relationships implicit in conventional and socio-economically mediated conceptions of heritage as object of ownership, in ways similar to, for example, Carman’s (2005) shift of the heritage object as commodity to gift, and therefore its potential as symbolic value, ‘marking a change from an object embedded in systems of ownership and exchange for measured value, to the status of culture, the realm of heritage related to identity and—more importantly—the creation of community by the gift of the self’ (44). It was designed, therefore, both to draw attention to the inherent social constructedness of heritage embodied in multiple, socially constructed values present at any cultural place that provide existential validity for the multiplicity of values, and to provide a practical frame in which such multiplicity may be recorded and expressed (see also Schofield, this volume).

The concept was founded on the pragmatics of social construction theory (Jackson and Penrose 1993; Norton 2000; Winchester et al. 2003), and represents a response to Kong’s (1997) call for ‘more empirical work that takes on board reconceptualisations of culture as an active and negotiated construct’ (Kong 1997: 183). The term was chosen to reflect the cognitive links people make with heritage places. As such, it prioritizes the interest in, or association with, a place claimed, even implicitly, by all people or groups who express some value for that place. Cognitive ownership, therefore, represents the link between people and place defined by intellectual, conceptual, and/or spiritual—all of these are acknowledged as explicitly socially constructed—meanings that people attach to that place. We started thinking in terms of meaning articulated through location within the landscape, but progressed to a point where there is equal, if not greater potency in considering the expression of meaning reflected in behaviour, both on and off site, within the landscape. That, indeed, provides a strong observational device for extracting underlying meaning. Simply put: What do people do at the site? To answer this question, we need to know who engages with the site—the ‘who’ are the cognitive owners, the many and diverse identified as stakeholders, for example, by authors in Merriman’s (2004) edited volume (Figure 9.2). This provides, therefore, the frame to pursue questions, for example, of social and cultural behaviour, interactions between social groups and individuals, and understanding of social behaviours and impacts upon places. Observing and recording human behaviour with regard to a place provides the raw data that allows us to classify users in terms of their cognitive ownership. The depth to which we attempt to understand and characterize the nature of that ownership can vary; we may, for example, want to understand social relationships, inter-group political processes, or the conceptual philosophies guiding ownership groups. Whatever the case, the value of the approach is that the identification of groups of ‘owners’ and observations of their behaviour provide primary data directly related to very practical settings. The benefits are clear: Norman (2009) notes that the cognitive ownership approach ‘demonstrates the richness of place … as an alternative to the poverty of perspective embedded in adversarial and unconsultative bureaucratic planning processes [revealing] … the confluences and conflicts in ownership claims’.

Seeking conceptual soundness, social construction theory, with its explicit recognition and validation of multiple meanings, provided the intellectual springboard for this work. In social construction theory the important issue became not one of the truth or validity of one meaning over another, but merely of their identification. The fact that a group of owners exists is important, and does not deny the existence of any other cognitive owner. Value judgements on their validity are not important since, in a very practical sense, whether they have a so-called valid claim of association, by whosoever’s rules, is irrelevant: they still exist as a group with cognitive association with the place. It is that cognitive association, whether viewed as valid or not, that will influence individuals’ behaviour. From a heritage management perspective, this opens possibilities to understand conflict at heritage sites, and, in a better world, manage such conflict. Conversely, from an archaeological analytical perspective, where the place is the indicator of human behaviour, the recognition of cognitive ownership may provide access back into prior social behaviour enacted at or associated with the place. The important practical implication of the cognitive ownership model, therefore, is that the cultural heritage place ceases to be an individual, mono-temporal place, but becomes enlivened within parallel, particular, and cognitive landscapes constructed under the influence of many social and cultural parameters (cf. Tuan 1974, 1977; Haynes 1981; Gould and White 1986). The individual, therefore, becomes one node within overlapping networks of physical, social, cultural, and political linkages, pathways, edges, landmarks, and surfaces (Boyd et al. 1996, 2005).
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FIGURE 9.2 The archaeological site of Ban Non Wat, Khorat, NE Thailand. This a prehistoric occupation site dating from the Neolithic through to the Iron Age. It has yielded a very rich set of evidence for past lifestyles, burial and related rituals, technology, trade, and environmental management and resource use. The site is located on a small mound on a large floodplain, the site of a modern village. The site is being excavated by Australian, New Zealand, and Thai archaeologists, with a large team of students and assistants, aided by an small army of local hired labourers and European and American paying volunteers. The labourers and volunteers are off-site at lunch, and the villagers are going about their daily business, while a group of local school children are being introduced to this site by New Zealand archaeologist, Nigel Chang, with his back to us, and Thai archaeologist, Rachanic Thosarat, standing at the right. A Thai archaeological assistant continues her work. The site is regularly visited by groups such as this, along with officials from all levels of government and other local, often professional, people who wish to find out more about the activity of archaeology, the role of the various groups of non-Thai visits at this site, the artefacts being unearthed here, or the prehistoric story being uncovered. (Photo: W. Boyd.)

In defining the ‘site’ in this way—in effect as geographical place, albeit with time depth—the site ceases to be an abstract archaeological artefact; it becomes a place with many owners and meanings, each with particular relationships with the place and its landscape and with every other owner (Boyd et al. 1996; Figure 9.3). This has implications in both understanding past social dynamics and identifying contemporary management options (cf. Smith et al. 2003).
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FIGURE 9.3 Historic anchor, Signal Hill, St Johns, Newfoundland, Canada. Anchors are powerful symbols of the sea and society’s relationship with it, especially in the past. This is an example of common adoption and reappropriation of what was constructed as a purely functional artefact: it now serves as a memorial in a public park, a point of contact between the land and the sea, the past and the present, an affirmation of a sea-going social past now superseded by an increasingly industrial present, in a society that still identifies strongly with the sea and industries dependent upon the sea. Those individuals, families, and communities conventionally associated with this maritime heritage are now joined by tourists and other formerly land-bound communities; the park is managed by local authorities, and the preservation of the anchor itself draws in heritage conservation experts, technologists, and funding agencies. In many instances, such an artefact will provide a focus for amateur enthusiast groups, including local museums. In all cases, the artefact serves to stimulate and reinforce social identity across a wide range of individuals and groups. (Photo: W. Boyd.)

COGNITIVE OWNERSHIP AND CULTURAL FLUIDITY

Interestingly, in studying or managing such places under such intellectual conditions, it becomes rapidly apparent that values and owners shift. New values emerge as site significance is assessed or enhanced, or existing values evolve, becoming redundant, less important, or more important (although the process may be ambiguous; cf. Watson and Winkelman 2005). Cognitive ownership is clearly not static and, indeed, if it is a valid social process, should be inherently unstable. Equally, and in a direct relationship with this conceptual instability, the character of, for example, a landscape can evolve as changing constructions influence behavioural change associated with that landscape (Papayannis 2005).

A core concept in the cognitive ownership model is one of community—community access to heritage is legitimized through the recognition of its interest. However, despite a potential broadening of ownership by inclusion of community in its multiplicity of forms, the inclusion of community is still a fluid process. New owners, outside and within the new community, can emerge following changes in public perception of the place. In our original studies (Boyd et al. 1996), for example, as the local fame of a historic shipwreck grew, increasing numbers of people adopted a cognitive association for the place, including the local Aboriginal community who, while clearly articulating the view that this was not ‘their’ place, integrated it into their contact history and made public claims regarding its importance, claims that served to validate a particular version of its history (Figure 9.4). This process has notable echoes in Jacobs’s (1995) account of the J. C. Slaughter Falls Community Arts Project in Brisbane. In her analysis of the production of new outdoor Aboriginal artworks, created as part of a process of cultural reassertion of space, Jacobs concludes that these reconceptualizations of place amount more to ‘a process of Aborigalization of place than the reclaiming of Aboriginal place’ (Jacobs 1995: 212). The fluidity and innovating evolution of indigenous cognitive ownerships of the place is dynamic and vital; the ‘Aboriginalization of the place’ does not negate previous, more conventional, or traditional claims of cultural association with the place, but indeed adds to the cultural capital of that place through a cultural enriching of placemaking.

In a series of unpublished papers, another of my students, Ray Norman, illustrated the growth of cognitive ownership. His focus was on submissions to the Launceston City Council (Tasmania) in their planning of future use of a historic blacksmith shop, the Inveresk Blacksmith Shop. In one particular paper, entitled Does Place Make Culture or Do Cultures Shape Places?, written for presentation to the local National Trust branch in August 1999, he drew on the cognitive ownership model to demonstrate the richness of the place and what seemed to him to be the poverty of perspective on that richness embedded in the planning process (Norman 1999). He suggested that an audit of cognitive ownership would reveal the confluences and conflicts in ownership claims. On abandoning the notion that there can be a hierarchical structure to the ownership of place, he claimed that management can begin to work towards accommodating claims in the context of coexistent cognitive ownerships, resolving conflicts over usage and access, and establishing appropriate management plans and structures. Who are the Inveresk Blacksmith Shop’s cognitive owners? Norman listed fourteen, including blacksmiths, others who have worked at the site, citizens and ratepayers of Launceston, railway enthusiasts, local industrial historians, other historians, tourism operators, academics, the Show Society, entrepreneurs, the City Council, and the museum and art gallery. Shortly after writing this list, Norman was proudly able to claim that the ‘Blacksmith shop gets 17 more cognitive owners’, as a group of year 11 and 12 students became engaged in the site as part of their school studies (cf. Figure 9.2).
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FIGURE 9.4 The World Heritage Site of Phanom Rung, Khorat, NE Thailand. This is an important Kymer site, recently restored as a World Heritage Site. As with all such sites, it is layered with its own multiple histories and architectural significances, and as such is a place of interest to historians, archaeologists, heritage enthusiasts, tourists, as well as to local people who find value in the Hindu iconography and meaning implicit in this site. This location had just been visited by a local (Buddhist) family conducting a non-Buddhist ceremony, in part related to the spiritual character of this site, but also, it seems, related to the (re)constructedness of this site following its scheduling as a World Heritage Site and subsequent reconstructive management. This site is a powerful icon of contemporary Thai identity, embedded in and reinforced through the past of the Kymer civilization centred at Angkor. (Photo: W. Boyd.)

EXTENDING THE HORIZONS: COGNITIVE OWNERSHIP BEYOND CULTURAL HERITAGE

The concept of cognitive ownership is, it should be noted, not unique to archaeology and cultural heritage management. Before examining examples of its use in cultural heritage studies, it is of value to touch on its use elsewhere, allowing further insight into its value and nuances. The pragmatic field of environmental management, for example, is increasingly recognizing the value of community-based knowledge, that is other cognitive ownerships of environmental conditions and issues, and placing that body of knowledge next to more conventional and previously authorized professional forms of knowledge, science, and public governance (Fenton and Syme 1989; Martin and Lockie 1993; Dutton et al. 1997; Griggs 1999; Tripathi and Bhattarya 2004; Briggs 2006). Likewise, studies of geographical attachment (e.g. Raine 2001; Kaltenborn and Bjerke 2002; Kaltenborn and Williams 2002) recognize the power of diverse place cognitions.

The power of cognitive ownership in education is illustrated by many writers. Ebert et al. (1998: 47), for example, note that education can be passionate for the educator and the student because it ‘involves a mutual effort in the construction of knowledge and personal understanding that yields ownership—cognitive ownership’. They note that people will value those things in which they have a sense of ownership. In this context, we can see cognitive ownership of heritage and knowledge playing similar roles in establishing identity relationships with place and knowledge. Krueger’s (2007) evaluation of problembased learning in enhancing business students’ entrepreneurial thinking like-wise recognizes the cognitive ownership of learning inherent in problem-based learning as crucial in the process of entrepreneurship pedagogy, and instrumental in shifting the focus to higher-order relationships with knowledge. For meaningful development of entrepreneurs, Krueger asserts, such ownership enhances their understanding of their deep cognitive structures. The theme of moving learners from static to mobile engagements with networks of knowledge recurs: cognitive ownership makes learning become cooperative, and empowers students to ‘resist … the monopolizing of education imposed by hegemonic faculty’ (Rodríguez-Valls and Montes 2008: 16). Importantly, Rodríguez-Valls and Montes critique the modern university as ‘houses of knowledge instead of … homes for human and social development’, in a critique parallel to that inspiring my adoption of the concept of cognitive ownership, a critique that argues the need for ‘practices [to] … be contextualized in renewed … environments that promote awareness for diversity; a diversity that generates empathy for transcultural contexts defined by multidimensional views based on current practices’ (Rodríguez-Valls and Montes 2008: 16).

The importance of the role of cognitive ownership in defining identity and depth of cultural engagement is reinforced by two analyses of the colonial desire to control territory through the imposition of its own discourse—its emerging claim of cognitive ownership—mediated via the Western trope of cartography. Both Klein (1998) and Garuba (2001), for example, comment on the power of maps, in very different contexts, to control the representation of terrain, providing a direct challenge to local experience, and thus removing the terrain from the cognitive ownership of those who inhabit that terrain. This is the age-old habit of colonizing forces in redefining the geography and its expression as an enabling and disempowering force. Both Garuba’s and Klein’s examples reinforce the multiplicity of cognitive ownership and its potential power in understanding the interactions between cultural players at sites of cultural interactions, much as Bhabha (1994) explained the creation of cultural self-identity in parallel terms (Figure 9.4). Maps are well known to play such a role, and it is curious that my own initial discussions of the then-unnamed concept of cognitive ownership commenced with discussions of potential maps. Parman (1996), in reviewing Larry Wolff’s book Inventing Eastern Europe: The Map of Civilization on the Mind of the Enlightenment, notes that ‘the term “map” in Wolff’s title reflects the conception of maps not as positivistic descriptors but as social and ideological documents connoting political, economic, and cognitive ownership’. She notes the tradition of literature that ‘represents the cartographic equivalent of Michel Foucault’s gaze conferring power’ (Parman 1996). Cognitive ownership of landscape and representation is contested: maps are noted for what they do and do not represent. Maps represent the outsider voice and the making of local voices and visions unheard and unseen. The ‘mapping’ of eastern Europe is part of the (western) European mapping and colonization of the world, and the continuing extension of the Enlightenment’s agenda of controlling knowledge. In short, the mapping is the creation of new cognitive ownerships with important cultural and political implications.

CULTURAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT AS SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT

How, then, has the model been used in cultural heritage studies? The following summarizes a range of cultural heritage studies that have largely or in part adopted the cognitive ownership model. Importantly, they transcend the time spectrum, spanning studies that might, conventionally, be described as archaeological, historical, ethnographic, or geographic, and whose emphasis lies along the spectrum from purely scholarly to fully applied, political, or managerial. This reflects, in large part, the emerging importance of understanding past places in contemporary terms and being able to apply contemporary forms of social and cultural critique to the analysis of the past. All archaeological and historical places are, simultaneously, heritage and geographical places (Figure 9.5). The issues that apply to the management of heritage refer equally to contemporary places as to ancient places.

Our original cognitive ownership studies in New South Wales and Queensland, Australia, considered a historic whaling station at Byron Bay, a historic shipwreck at Suffolk Park, an Aboriginal rock engraving site in Sydney, and an ancient Aboriginal midden complex north of Brisbane (Boyd et al. 1996). A common theme throughout these case studies was that in each case several interested parties can be identified, each with a characteristic claim of association with, or cognitive ownership of, the site. For each party, the site is understood to represent a point within a particular physical, social and political landscape. Identification of the individual interests and landscapes, and the relationship between parties, provided an often-complex picture of site ‘ownership’. It was argued, however, that unless these interests, landscapes, and relationships are fully understood, the cultural heritage management of each site will be founded only on partial understanding of the site, and will result in unsatisfactory solutions to management issues. This was emphasized by the then-continuing events surrounding the resolution of court proceedings associated with the Beachmere Aboriginal midden complex and proposed changes in land use (of which more later).

Several of my students subsequently drew on this model to evaluate cultural values and their historic development amongst contemporary communities. Notable amongst them were Taylor (1997), working with residents of the traditional (European) campground of Woody Head, and Lockland (1998), working with residents of the multiple occupancy community of Tuntable Falls, both in northern New South Wales, Australia. Both used the model to allow them to identify a diversity of underlying cultural meanings that people attached to the places, and that therefore influenced their sense of belonging and relationship with the place and its other residents. For many of the interviewees, the model provided for the first time a coherent frame for their sense of place.

At around the same time, a colleague, the visual artist and academic John Smith, commenced an oral history project with a community in Botany Bay, Sydney, a community he was brought up in and in which his family had lived for four generations. Smith’s (2005) Fisherman Village Project has evolved into what he calls a ‘cultural heritage retrieval project’, aimed to generate for the local museum ‘a multi-layered art and information package ranging from place-marking sculptural works through to digital outcomes … various hard copy formations … and community interfacing … [to] provide a range of outcomes across archival historical information as well as creative works’ (Smith 2005: 1). Smith developed opportunities to let people ‘hear the past and then speak the present’. What emerged was a rich record of history and geography, of cultural mapping and personal affirmation, of stories and myths, of exhibition and sensory engagement with the past, of documents and photography, of poetry, prose, and song writing, etc. Smith’s agenda was to understand, in its fullest and most personal nature, the character of Fisherman Village. He engaged his own self, his family, residents past and present, libraries, museums, schools, place as persona, and so on. In all this, he was struck by the powerful sense of ownership of knowledge, and in a moving description, he described the power of the evolving nature of cognitive ownership:
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FIGURE 9.5 Ceremonial Aboriginal Bora Ring, Lennox Head, New South Wales, Australia. Originally set in a woodland, and presumably previously opened to some extent, bora rings are important ceremonial sites for some eastern Australian Aboriginal communities, known to have been significant gathering places for communal ceremonies. As such they do not only represent the ceremonial behaviour of individual culture or language groups, or specific aspects of cultural identity and life passage rituals underpinning the formation, creation, and continuity of social identity, but also represent important socio-geographical places. They provided a focus for gatherings of groups from different areas, often groups who would have met only on such occasions. Furthermore, they are located by clear and definitive rules, associated with other places of significance including song lines and other landscape features that formed a complex and integrated cultural landscape. They are now often destroyed, a result of more recent contact and post-contact social and landscape histories, including the reconstruction of this landscape as an agricultural landscape and, more recently, increasingly urbanized landscape. Where they survive, their landscape context is severely compromised for the most part. Their cognitive ownership likewise has shifted. While they retain significant cultural value and meaning to the local Indigenous people, the ritual and ceremonial activity is severely compromised. They have, however, acquired a political value, and provide powerful statements of identity and presence. In the meantime, local residents may or may not value such places, may adopt them for recreational reasons, while authorities such as national parks and local government officials assume, by legislated obligation, an interest. (Photo: W. Boyd.)

I have also played and sung the Fisherman’s Waltz [his own composition] with family members. One time when this happened I was on a trip away with a group from the family at a country hotel, playing and singing in the early hours of the morning out on the verandah. In this instance the last time we had shared the Fisherman’s Waltz was as a spoken piece a couple of months before in my father’s eulogy. However, this time one of my nephews indicated he had written his own music for it. He played it for me to sing and he’d changed it from a seaman’s waltz to a ballad. As a ballad, it was a more contemporary piece of music and it was also a lot more moving, a lot more emotional. I was very taken by the way in which he had claimed a ‘cognitive ownership’ of the work and transformed it. (Smith 2005: 1)

Explicitly focusing on seeking any underlying meaning of a place, and tracking in the footsteps of Smith’s work, Boyd et al. (2001a, 2001b) applied cognitive ownership concepts to an analysis of ‘The Scottish Town in Australia’, the town of Maclean in northern New South Wales. Maclean is a town that makes great claim of its Scottish historical identify in its defining contemporary corporate identification (Figure 9.6). The origins of this study, as an aside, reflect the potential for researchers’ own cognitive ownerships to be recognized as important. The research team in this case comprised myself, an expatriate Scottish Australian resident in Australia for nearly two decades, and colleagues Jane Gardiner and Maria Cotter, of mixed European ancestry but with claims of many generations as Australians. Our original conceptions of the Scottish town in Australia were diverse, and indeed the interaction of our differing perception of the town brought a richness to the study. By considering this civic identity from the perspective of different groups within the town, we concluded that the ‘emerging iconography of Maclean seeks to make a familiar past special through selective use of symbols and emblems … [and] has created a dreaming of Scottishness, Scotland and a locale in rural Australia …’ (Boyd et al. 2001a: 319). Interestingly, this emergence of a dreaming reflects a diversity of social and cultural inputs, in which ‘senses of history are adopted and adapted, and in which both related and seemingly unrelated social and cultural characteristics are reworked …’ (Boyd et al. 2001a: 319). Importantly, by considering different ownership groups, it became clear that the desired ownership is not necessarily reproduced: the youth of the town, for example, while accepting the cultural construction—and this is truly a constructed culture—chose to do so under their own terms, reconstructing the Scottishness in new ways.

Maintaining the theme of civic identity, but with a more overtly historical focus, Jane Gardiner (Gardiner and Knox 1996, 1997; Gardiner 1999) had previously published, as part of the local environmental planning processes, an in-depth study of the cultural significance of the rural town of Alstonville and its environs in northern New South Wales. By grounding the study on Johnston’s (1994) social value methodology, datagathering revolved around group and individual interviews and activities. Gardiner was able to demonstrate that people develop attachments to places through their use of these places over time. By valuing all participants’ inputs equally, that is recognizing their inherent cognitive ownership of the town, or at least aspects of the town, the study generated a list of culturally important places that was much wider than those in the various official registers, and included items such as local waterfalls, land activities such as peanut cultivation and stooking (Boyd and Gardiner 2005), public works, and landscape views (Figure 9.7). By broadening the expression of cultural heritage, notably by encouraging the community to express its own constructions of significance and value, several consequential outputs now contribute to the redefinition of the area’s cultural heritage. These include a formal community heritage report, public talks, heritage tours, a heritage main street study, a heritage information board, successful application for listing on the National Trust heritage register, and the more recent opening of a restored historical house as a local museum. All have an impact upon the community and its respective memory and attachment to heritage items, and thus have redefined the public understanding and expression of the cultural heritage value of the area.
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FIGURE 9.6 The Scottish town of Maclean, New South Wales, Australia. As with many rural Australian towns, Maclean has a history of settlement by several groups from Britain and, to a lesser extent, mainland Europe. Typically, farmer settlers arrived from England, Scotland, Ireland, and Germany. The history of this town is bound up with these communities, and is typically related to a nineteenth- and twentieth-century rural lifestyle. Maclean has privileged its Scottish origins over others in a relatively recent (1980s) reconsideration of its civic identity; while its citizens identify clearly as contemporary Australians, fabric and behaviour often revolved round a reconstructed and re-invented Scottishness; tartan and oatcakes abound, while the annual Highland Gathering is an important event in the Scottish calendar of Australia. Some accept this identification without question, while other, notably young, people redefine their identity, not necessarily deliberately, but founded on the presumption of Scottishness. (Photo: W. Boyd.)
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FIGURE 9.7 Peanut stooking, Alstonville, New South Wales, Australia. This curious form of farming, a historic hangover from settler days in northern New South Wales, has now ceased. Forming a distinctive landscape, it emerged as a significant component of local people’s sense of ownership in this district. While our studies of this passing landscape have identified a rich history of social farming, and with it a sense of the cognitive ownership, much of that ownership seems to have been temporary or short-lived. There is still, however, a rich study to be made of the global links between this distinctly local landscape form, the behaviour that underlies it, and its potential origins in, in all likelihood, nineteenth-century Britain. (Photo: Angela Jones.)

These studies were aimed at understanding cultural meaning and process, within either a social or a heritage agenda. Around the same time, Ellemore (1998) was examining and exploring constructions of place and their roles in the processes of natural resource management in Australia. Drawing on the case study of the Barmah-Millewa Forest, straddling the New South Wales-Victoria border, she applied several analytical approaches, including cognitive ownership studies. Her thesis demonstrated the important role of place and identity in constructions of contests over natural resource management and allocation. Her interest, in particular, focused on the differing relationships with place and natural resource held by the local Aboriginal people, non-Aboriginal rural communities engaged in the timber industry and in arable agriculture, and various government agencies. By exploring the ways in which these groups of cognitive owners construct conceptions of the forest, forest use, environmental knowledge, environmental change, and natural resource management, Ellemore was able to move beyond a theoretical cultural understanding of social process to identify the relationships of power that, in her view, surrounded and impeded the processes of natural resource management in the forest as meanings of the forest were negotiated and contested. Such environmental management analysis is valuable, and, Ellemore suggests, is important from a longer-term policy and management perspective: it facilitates an ‘understanding of the relationships between the different values and meanings ascribed to places/resources, different forms of knowledge, different [land] uses and opinions of management[, situating these] within the broader historical, political and cultural context [while r]elationships between different constructions of place … highlight the relationships of power that emerge as meanings are negotiated and contested’ (Ellemore 1998: 233).

COGNITIVE OWNERSHIP AS CULTURAL POLITIC

Political activism cannot ever be far below the surface where critiques of cultural processes are being enacted. Ellemore’s study, for example, was published shortly before the local Aboriginal community’s Native Title claim was defeated in the courts, despite a clear recognition, through her research, of significant cultural attachment—cognitive ownership—to the land in question. In discussing power as part of social and cultural construction, Ogborn (2003) notes that ‘power is involved in constituting identities … social relationships … and cultural geographies … [and that] active cultural construction of places, spaces and landscapes are part of relationships of unequal power between social groups’ (Ogborn 2003: 10). While Ellemore’s research demonstrates the power of cognitive ownership, the native title outcomes equally reinforce the potential for power differentials. Elsewhere, social identity and institutional power differentials play out in Jones’s (2004) account of the reconstruction and location of an inscribed Pictish stone from Hilton of Cadboll in Scotland. In this instance, ownership was claimed by both a national museum and the local community: who has primary ownership? Should the object be stored in a central museum or within the community? In this instance, a multiplicity of academic interests relate to the object as material evidence and symbolic object, potentially playing an important role in both representing the community and contributing to the community’s sense of identity. The depth of this socio-political value, only identified if a cognitive ownership model is accepted as valid, is reported by Carman (2005: 113–14) in the following way: ‘As such it at once belongs to the community, is part of it and also constructive of it: as well as being conceived of as a living member of the community, the monument is also simultaneously an icon for the [community] as a whole … This extends into the monument’s role in the construction of a sense of place, and indeed of reforging a “lost” sense of community cohesion … that can be “healed” (at least symbolically) by reuniting the two original pieces of the monument.’ This is a powerful politic, indeed.

In our original study, Cotter’s work at the Beachmere Aboriginal midden was equally politicized, and equally represented the effects of power differentials. The focus of this study was a Land and Environment Court case, in which sites and landscapes that Cotter could clearly demonstrate have cultural and archaeological significance were being threatened by competing land uses, notably a plan to quarry coastal sediments (Cotter and Boyd 2001). The ensuing court case provided an ideal opportunity to account for the full range of cognitive ownership: everyone with an interest in the site has to register that interest formally within the court proceedings. At one count, over ninety cognitive owner groups were identified, reinforcing the complexity of cognitive interest in such sites. Cotter’s analysis provided a valuable insight into the degree of complexity, and provided good evidence of the practical difficulties that courts may face in making a singular decision about a situation where there may be many nuances and relationships at play. Lane (1997) illustrates this difficulty well in his consideration of processes of Aboriginal engagement in the management of a (then) newly created World Heritage area in north Queensland. In demonstrating the limited ability of management to understand Aboriginal social organization and its relationship to land—in effect, management ignored the complexity of Aboriginal representation—Lane concluded that ‘because the management agency uncritically accepted the claims to a mandate for regional representation by one Aboriginal lobby group, this group was able to assume a dominant position in liaising with the management agency’ (Lane 1997: 308).

Following the conclusion of the Beachmere court proceedings—the site was not saved—we subsequently examined possible cultural causes for such an outcome (Boyd and Cotter 1999; Cotter and Boyd 2001). Again, we turned to the cognitive ownership concept, and investigated the roles of historical cognitive owners. Our question was this: Is there a cultural history that, cumulatively, amounts to a marginalization of particular places? We demonstrated that there is a crucial history of marginalization, expressed through verbal accounts (validation through repetition of terms such as ‘dismal swamps’), the limitation of land-use options, selective choice of low-grade land resource production, and repeated associations with cultural constructions of marginalized groups (convicts, Aboriginal people, poor farmers). ‘And so, at Beachmere, the ambivalence of a nineteenth century European observation of an alien land, the ambivalence of the relationships between planted alien pine trees and the soil in which they grow, the ambivalence of the late twentieth century construction of Aboriginality, and more, all negotiate the meaning of the Indigenous material heritage buried in the land observed, grown upon, and assigned Aboriginal (in)significance’ (Boyd and Cotter 1999: 108). We optimistically concluded that ‘the meaning(s) mirror cultural processes of construction and thus by attempting to identify the ambivalences, it is possible to enculture the cultural heritage, and come some way closer to rethinking the logics of causality and determinacy’ (Boyd and Cotter 1999: 108).

Around the same time, Norman was using the concept of cognitive ownership to tackle the planning of use of the Inveresk Blacksmith Shop in Launceston, Tasmania (discussed above). Importantly, he introduced the ideas to the local National Trust branch, with whom he worked again a couple of years later on projects associated, first, with local council plans to redevelop a local park (the Ockerby Initiative in 2002), and, secondly, a campaign to preserve a sixty-year-old street tree (cf. Figure 9.8). An important form of public engagement within the Ockerby Initiative was to conduct ‘an audit of the individuals and groups that have an attachment to, an interest in and feel a sense of ownership towards Ockerby Gardens’ (Norman 2002). In an unpublished leaflet outlining the street tree project entitled ‘Place Assessment—Community of Ownership and Interest’ Norman set out an agenda for the assessment:

To identify the tree’s community of interest and the consequent layers of cognitive ownership attached to it, in order to:

• develop a better understanding of how the tree and the place in which it stands are variously understood and imagined;

• assist in developing an appropriate management strategy for the tree and the streetscape that fits the aspirations of the tree’s/site’s community of interest and ownership;

• aid in the development of a strategy(ies) that takes account of the layers of community interest and ownership in respect to the tree, the streetscape, the neighbourhood community and the wider community. (Norman 2002)

He used this public activity to outline concepts associated with the model of cognitive ownership. In particular, he noted that ‘individuals and groups are likely to have multiple and overlapping layers of interest and ownership … [and that owners’] various interests will not always be complementary’ (Norman 2002: 1); he acknowledged that the statement is true for both the tree and its streetscape. Furthermore, he made it clear that assessment was subjective, but progressed to the overtly political statement that ‘in claiming an ownership the interested parties also need to accept reciprocal obligations to the place and others sharing their ownership and interest in place’ (Norman 2002: 1). It is interesting that such a claim of obligatory reciprocity is rare in cognitive ownership studies (cf. Carman 2005); indeed, I suspect it is, in reality, rare. In this study, Norman went on to identify a range of groups of owners, including various local and city resident groups, people who use the street, government and other risk assessors, council members, environmental activities and other interested people, and planners and legislators. Of course, the success of such as an approach is contextual. Carman (2005: 60) notes that ‘certain types of value are connected to particular types of owning institution’; the consequence is that certain types of critique of ownership will be politically more or less acceptable under various conditions. Norman (2009), in updating his continuing work in Tasmania, made the following comments about the relative success of such work: ‘it might be to do with … the ways bureaucrats do not welcome the concept of “ownership”. Sadly, they do not seem to see that with ownership comes obligation—perhaps the bit that’s unwelcomed.’ He continued to note that two further audits were conducted, one for a historical graveyard and now a new park, and the other a historical street tree that the local government council wished to remove; the former audit ‘was ignored and derided … while the tree still stands’. In the meantime, despite community engagement, Norman commented that the blacksmith shop audit ‘just never got any consideration because the whole idea was bureaucratically repugnant’.
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FIGURE 9.8 Jacaranda Avenue, Grafton, New South Wales, Australia. Trees often represent significant heritage sites: there are many famous trees associated with dramatic events in the past (such as hanging trees and explorer’s trees) or significant development in a country’s settlement. In terms of community ownership, however, street trees are often overlooked. The Jacaranda trees of Grafton, for example, form a significant community symbol: the town is regionally identified in the terms of these trees, and local celebrations and ceremonies have grown up around them. The annual Jacaranda Festival is a social highlight of the community. Association with such trees is often understated until some threat to them is posed: clearing a street such as Jacaranda Avenue would readily mobilize a diverse community, who, if necessary, would be able to articulate a diversity of opinions regarding the socio-cultural significance of these trees. (Photo: W. Boyd.)

A CONTINUING CONCLUSION?

To close, it is helpful to consider what has not been explicitly examined yet. The concept of cognitive ownership, while reflecting the complexities of social construction theory, has tended to be couched in relatively simple pragmatic terms: observing behaviour and drawing categorization of individuals and groups engaging in a cultural place as a management tool. In some studies this has led to deeper understanding of cultural values, while in other studies to more pragmatic management or activist conclusions. In focusing on the pragmatics of recognizing multiple voices in cultural heritage, this chapter, therefore, does not primarily concern itself with the conceptual and political implications of such effects. I have not necessarily ignored this, however; although where I have addressed it, is has arisen indirectly from a theoretical consideration of the cognitive ownership model composed originally as a validation of the model (Boyd et al. 2005). Interestingly, and now in retrospect (the manuscript was completed in 2002), I find the conclusion to that paper resonant:

The argument, therefore, becomes liberating by accepting the legitimate right of multiple meanings as being representative of cultural heritage, and rejecting notions of essentialism in cultural heritage [comment: this is the pragmatic outcome]. It also accepts the fluidity and, at times, contradictory nature, of these constructions of meanings. It does these for good reason: by such acceptance, cultural heritage management should invariably become more inclusive and imaginative in its application. … By doing this, of course, management would be successfully subverting the constructed meanings, the meanings often built at the popular or subordinate edges of the mainstream society managing (and traditionally defining in limited essentialist terms) the cultural heritage. By doing so, it will invariably stimulate further construction of meaning. (Boyd et al. 2005: 110)

Cognitive ownership studies, therefore, have the capacity to extend beyond the pragmatic, and to provide opportunities to examine the modes of construction of cognitive ownership or the effects such construction has on cultural behaviour (print news media and cinema studies, for example, provide clear examples of the power of cultural construction: e.g. da Costa 2003; May 2003). Such an examination would yield valuable insights into the dynamic role and impacts multiple ownerships may have upon the social access and management of cultural places. Butler (2003: 119), for example, quotes a lawyer reflecting on a situation reported from Kansas, where the construction of the cultural act of burial is such that, in the lawyer’s view, ‘dig up a white grave and end up in prison. Dig up an Indian grave and you will get a PhD’. Surely such an opinion must force us to consider the importance of understanding multiple cognitions of cultural places? Indeed, Carman’s (2005) critique of heritage ownership delves more deeply into the implication of ownership, hinting at the potential dire possibilities, if multiple and community-base ownership—ownership as used here and not in the strictly legal and/or economic sense—is ignored (pp. 74, 76–7): ‘… the private ownership of cultural objects represents the appropriation of a collective cultural store of value [and] a sense of community for the enhancement of an individual’s own status, which in turn denies the very purpose of promotion of objects to “heritage” status … The diversion of symbolic cultural value to a different purpose denies the heritage its full purpose … the concept of “my heritage” (but not yours) is a non-sequitur since any stock of heritage objects is always “ours”’.
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CHAPTER 10
LIVING WITH LANDSCAPES OF HERITAGE

MARY-CATHERINE E. GARDEN

Mary-Catherine Garden worked as a historical archaeologist in North America for several years before undertaking postgraduate study and research at Cambridge University, UK, and taking up a post at Glasgow Caledonian University, UK, as Lecturer in Heritage. She now works as a cultural heritage specialist at Archaeological Services, Inc., in Toronto, Canada. Her doctoral work focused upon the ‘heritagescape’ as a concept, examining especially open-air museums as a particular kind of landscape, always subject to change, which offered an experience constructed around three spatial elements: boundedness, entrances, and lines of sight. Here, the concept of ‘heritagescape’ is revisited and applied to some areas where her more recent work has been undertaken, emphasizing change as an integral element of heritage spaces.

WITHIN the wider discipline of heritage studies and within our understanding of past as it is interpreted in the present, the idea of ‘place’ and the making of place is an important notion. The past decade has been marked by a substantial body of research by archaeologists, anthropologists, geographers among others (e.g. Tuan 1971; Bender 1993; Neill and Schwedler 2001; Neill 2004; Massey 2005) who have directed their efforts to better understanding the complex relationships between people and place and how individuals understand and identify (with) the spaces that come together as a landscape. For decades archaeologists have been focused on the exploration of landscape and how the spaces and places around us have become imbued with a sense of self, of place, and of ‘the past’, and how group and personal identities are manifested in the mental and material landscape (e.g. Bender 1993; Tilley 1994; Waterton 2005). In this time important ideas including the construction of ‘the past’, a sense of place, and heritage creation have all become central to the theory and practice of archaeology and of heritage studies.

It is therefore unsurprising that heritage places—often interpreted to mean heritage sites—have been the focus of research for nearly all of the two decades or so that heritage studies has been recognized as a formal discipline. Heritage sites have come to be recognized as important loci of identity construction brought about by the interaction of individuals with the material culture of a past time (Davis 1999; Corbin 2002; Smith 2006: 68). These encounters with ‘the past’ can contribute in significant ways to the construction of heritage on both personal and group levels. Together, the mental and material elements of these places have unique and influential roles in the creation of a sense of place and in a sense of ‘the past’ (Corbin 2002: 225; Little 2007: 139).

Over time, a number of trends have characterized work with heritage sites (cf. Garden 2004), but two of them are particularly relevant to this discussion. First, within heritage studies there has been a notable lack of a general discussion of the means and methods we use to investigate heritage places with many relying, somewhat unquestioningly, on tried and tested methods drawn from other fields. Whilst there is nothing wrong with borrowing approaches and particularly ones that have been proven elsewhere, and while cross-disciplinary endeavours are usually noted for adding value to a research project or analysis, in heritage studies the lack of discussion has resulted in a lack of agreement or understanding that is affecting our ability to move research forward. The second trend that is important to the discussion contained within this chapter is that, to date, the weight of the work has been on extant heritage sites: sites and/or museums that are long established and which are generally recognized at a wider level. What have not yet fully been explored are the ‘new’ heritage places that are emerging as older and/or familiar landscapes are altered. Each of these trends is worthy of discussion on its own; however, on a larger and perhaps more critical level, each is also symptomatic of even bigger issues which are impacting on a fuller understanding of heritage places and their role in the construction of the past.

As a means of beginning to address both of these issues this chapter will use these fundamental notions of place and place-making and will explore both within the context of heritage places. Although both the established sites and the ‘new’ places will be discussed, a number of developing trends argue for a priority on the ‘new’ places. Among these is the scale of change that lately has taken place in the way in which new museums are designed, older museums refitted, and the redrawing of the landscape as a result of urban regeneration and modernization (cf. Penrose 2007). All of these have had an effect on the way that individuals use, understand, and negotiate these places of the past. Understanding how this works in the context of these new heritage spaces has yet to find a home within the heritage and museums literature. It will become increasingly important to find a means with which to deal with these and other issues. For nearly twenty years, the focus has been almost exclusively on established heritage sites; it is now time to look at sites that are in the process of being altered or recreated into a new places.

BACKGROUND

Although the theme of landscape is well and truly entrenched within heritage studies, with many researchers drawing upon methods and theories derived from landscape archaeology, there is one area which appears to remain largely immune to its charms: the heritage site. There are any number of reasons for this, including an older but lingering sense that heritage sites as created spaces are somehow not natural, not ‘real’, and, therefore, are not landscapes in a conventional sense. And, while many, if not most, have moved away from the old notions of heritage sites as frozen or fixed entities, there is in many quarters still a tendency to see these places as largely unchanging, somewhat static places. Finally, there is also the question of just what these sites are and what they do; for many the question of whether these are museums with a function for informing about the past or whether they are more closely related to entertainment venues or theme parks has not been satisfactorily resolved.

This reluctance to see heritage sites as landscapes is not only unhelpful within the field, it also runs up against research and practice being undertaken in the disciplines of architecture, landscape architecture, and planning, and it does not take on board the fact that museum designers, curators, and others who build and plan new museums and new heritage spaces understand those sites and structures and their relationship to their larger surroundings and are clearly very aware of the strong relationship between (particularly) museums and their surroundings.

Clearly, we are at a moment in heritage studies where a junction has been reached: old methods and ideas will need to be reviewed and decisions will need to be taken in order to develop new, more comprehensive, and consistent approaches to investigating heritage sites. Easily said; it is much more difficult to know where to begin this process. Elsewhere, I have suggested that the way forward is by considering all heritage places as landscapes (Garden 2004, 2006, 2009). Previously, discussions of this notion have usually taken place in the context of developing a new methodology for investigating heritage sites. In this chapter, I want to take a somewhat larger perspective and explore these places ‘of the past’ as distinct landscapes inextricably tied to their larger spatial and temporal settings and which, like more conventionally understood landscapes, are recognized to be in a constant state of change (Barbara Bender 1993 was among the first to promote this idea in the early 1990s although it is now widely accepted); and, like objects, landscapes are always ‘in process of becoming rather than a static state of being’ (Tilley 2006: 28).

Taking this approach will draw current and future research in heritage studies more into line with other, related disciplines and will better match methods which are beginning to emerge out of heritage management and landscape characterization schemes. Even more importantly it will provide a means to understand heritage sites and other places of the past collectively as a set of distinct spaces and places. This is an important step in the development of new methodologies that will ultimately allow us to begin to ‘unpick’ these sites, thus gaining a deeper sense of both the individual workings of these sites but also of the relationship between them. It is only by deconstructing the individual components of a heritage site/place of the past that we will begin to identify what characterizes these places, how they are delimited, and how change affects the site and its landscapes of heritage.

Considering all heritage sites as landscapes means that both the sites that appear as a landscape (e.g. living history sites) and those which do not initially look like conventional landscapes (e.g. interior and/or display-based spaces) are in their own way a landscape. This means that a traditional four-walled museum—such as the British Museum or the Smithsonian Institution or any of the many other similar places—is as much a landscape deeply connected to its surroundings as is an open-air museum with its paths, spaces, and structures.

Thinking of the interior spaces as integrally connected with the exterior setting is hardly a new or radical idea for the architects and many museum planners who are designing and developing museums. For some time we have seen that the ‘setting’ of a museum is as important as the structure itself, and many architects are deliberately drawing the line of sight outwards from the interior to connect with their surroundings (cf. Garden 2006 for further discussion). Moreover, these newer museum structures and reworkings are rarely limited to the building itself, and most, if not all, include the spaces surrounding the museum building, some even revitalizing the landscape in which they are located. Frank Gehry’s Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao is the best-known example of this and similar later endeavours are often referred to as the ‘Bilbao Effect’. Elsewhere many museums are now explicitly connecting themselves to the space in which they sit and it is common to see phrases like ‘anchoring a cultural district’ or ‘at the heart of’ peppering the proposals, briefs, and mission statements for new construction and new museums. Again, this highlights a dissonance between the way that those who plan and design museums and the way that those who study museums tend to view museum spaces. Before moving on, it should also be noted that it is not just the designers of museums for whom the exterior space or the setting is important. A casual glance at museumgoers at even the most traditionally designed museums shows that visitors are using this exterior space as well as the inside. To ignore, or even not to fully acknowledge or understand, this space, therefore, is to misunderstand the museum visit and to emerge with only some of the story. Whether it is children climbing on statues, people leaning or sitting on the steps, or picnicking in the grounds, this too forms part of the visit and will inform upon the visitors’ experience and will influence how they view this museum as a place.

Turning to other sorts of heritage places it quickly becomes apparent that it appears equally counterintuitive to view as a landscape sites that may only consist of a single structure or a few small elements. In these cases a focus on a particular area or aspect of the site tends to lend an imbalance where there is greater focus on the object of the site (e.g. a house or monument within a larger space) or on a part of the site (i.e. indoor versus outdoor) that tends to cause the rest of the site or surroundings to fade into the background.

Thinking of a site as a landscape is not easy and can be messy, and this is perhaps why, previously, many have tended to locate their analyses of these sites in areas such as visitor studies (e.g. Bagnall 2003). Many of these have drawn upon the vast body of research on visitor experience. In display-based museums or galleries much of this work tends to focus on the interaction between the object and the viewer (visitor) or the interaction of the visitor and the spaces of the museum. In short, faced with the complex problem of unpicking these heritage sites, researchers have tended to use a variety of methods each suited to a particular aspect of the site or the site visit, but few if any are able to deal with an overall analysis of heritage sites. As well, the reliance on different methods or different emphases means it remains difficult to compare sites and to think about heritage sites (in the broadest sense) as a group rather than as a set of individual places loosely linked by their common function of promoting the past.

Returning to our ‘new’ heritage spaces, a number of diverse trends—including new builds or refitting of old museums into signature structures, the increased role of communities in marking and promoting their heritage, and the renewal/regeneration of urban industrial spaces—mean that familiar heritage landscapes and heritage spaces are being reworked into new and different heritage spaces. Whether this is a reworking of urban space into a ‘branded’ district, or a larger-scale redrawing of the landscape into the past in the way that the downtown area of Liverpool has lately been reborn as Liverpool Maritime and Mercantile City World Heritage Site (2004), or public archaeology programmes bringing to light new data or a new focus to the landscape, or the development of community museums and heritage centres, all these result in a redrawing of mental and material landscapes. And here we arrive at one of the fundamental issues within this consideration of heritage places: how do we deal with changes in the material landscapes that have come to denote a private or personal heritage? As these spaces are transformed into marked heritage spaces, where do the individuals and groups who live in and interact with a landscape define or ‘draw’ the limits around their own landscapes? These questions will all have an impact on the way individuals and groups engage with the tangible and intangible landscapes of heritage; but equally importantly all are going to affect the way that we as researchers think about and approach the exploration and analysis of public and private landscapes of heritage, and will direct the focus of research and practice in archaeology, heritage, and museums.

Few people now would argue with Christopher Tilley’s (2006: 7) statement, ‘the interactions of people with the material culture of landscape are difficult to overemphasize’, and it is this sort of idea upon which a methodology of heritage sites and other places ‘of the past’ will need to be based. One such method, ‘the heritagescape’, has proved to offer some potential for the analysis of heritage sites and other heritage places. Based upon notions like visibility and limits (boundaries) and cohesion, the heritagescape provides a means to discuss heritage sites in a coherent, consistent and, importantly, transparent manner (cf. Garden 2006, 2009). There are a couple of fundamental points about the heritagescape. First, it brings change front and centre so that it can look at sites over their life history or over a period of transformation and alternation. And second, based on tangible elements it looks at how tangible and intangible work together providing a constant and offering a means to locate those elements within a larger environment.

This, however, is not a ‘methods’ chapter, so the focus is not on the details of how we go about the task of analysing sites; already much time has been spent reviewing what we already know and what we will need to know about heritage sites in the future. While this may seem to have been an unnecessary venture, I would argue that, in fact, some of the difficulties in working in heritage and with heritage sites are due to a failure to reflect upon the state of heritage studies and, thus, such a discussion is still necessary. This chapter will be a broader consideration of ‘places of the past’ and will look at these spaces as sites where we as individuals and groups experience the past in specific and important ways. It will also move outwards from extant heritage sites with which we are most familiar to look at new places—sites which are in the process of being and becoming—as well as older or established sites which have undergone change within their landscapes of heritage.

The next section of this chapter will focus on some case studies in order to explore how some of the ideas work in practice and also as a means of calling attention to some of the issues which are, and will be, facing us in the future and which increasingly will be requiring new and more fruitful means of unpicking the landscapes in which we live and/or interact.

ISLE OF LISMORE

The Isle of Lismore is a small Scottish island located in the Inner Hebrides off the west coast of Scotland. Lying a little more than 10 km from the nearest major town, Lismore is most readily accessed via a fifty-minute journey by a car ferry. Approximately 19 km by 2.4 km wide (University of Strathclyde 2002: 24), Lismore has a long history of occupation stretching back several millennia (Stoddart 2005; University of Strathclyde 2002: 5). Although Lismore is located in a geographically and geologically significant position, in contrast to a number of the other Hebridean Islands it had not come under investigation until 2002 when Cambridge University undertook a large-scale multi-year archaeological research project.

Today, roughly 180 people live on the island (www.isleoflismore.com), most of whom are farmers and fishermen. The landscape in which they live is made up of elements—some visible, some not—from many periods. Some of the most prominent include: significant archaeological remains and monuments from the Iron Age and medieval periods; domestic structures, including drystane dykes (boundary fences), and homes abandoned during the nineteenth-century ‘clearances’; evidence of early industrial activities in the remains of lime kilns as well as structures left behind during the military occupation of the island by British forces in the Second World War. Within all of these physical reminders of a long past, the islanders (Liosachs) have carved out their own spaces and built their own homes, farms, and schools. As local historian and lifelong resident Donald Black says in A Tale or Two from Lismore, ‘Lismore is an island where each ruin, each knoll, carries some tale, some secret tradition unique to that spot’ (MacIlleDhuibh 2006: 26): a walk around the island is, quite literally, a walk through history with some very visible and tangible reminders of the past occupying prominent positions in the material landscape of Lismore.

The question of course was how to get at the ‘secret traditions’ and ‘tales’ that would tell us more about how the islanders, the Liosachs, lived with this landscape of heritage, which was also very their own personal landscape of home, of identity, and of family and individual heritage. Although the sense of place existing amongst the Liosachs appeared to be well established and clearly tied to the land, it was also clear that, both in light of new data emerging from the archaeological excavations (Stoddart 2005) and in the need to articulate individual and group identities towards the development of the museum and the preservation of traditions, the situation within the community was fluid: the notions of place were very much in the process and were being created as new meanings and interpretations were developed.

Early on, it became evident, as with many archaeological projects, that the landscape of Lismore was being read through the sites and surveys that were the focus of investigations that year, working from those sites outwards to the unknown, peripheral, or even just unseen areas. Critically, in terms of the islanders’ sense of place and sense of past, the focal points and the limits of their landscape(s) were not known. Unlike an archaeological project or marked heritage sites where there are sites or boundaries, here there was no reference point from which the Liosach’s landscape could be read. Furthermore, there was no way to tie the stories, the interviews, or memories to place. To this end the islanders were asked: to describe the island using notions like ‘home’ and ‘away’ (cf. Fitzjohn’s (2007) work with farmers in Sicily); to describe what features or elements made up their own spaces; to look at where the boundaries lay; and, finally, how their surroundings were delineated and apportioned, and, indeed, recognized (cf. Garden 2004, 2009). The Lisoachs were also asked, by means of a set of photographs of some most prominent/visible structures and places (modern and ancient), to rank the photos, first based upon their importance and then secondly on whether they signified ‘heritage’. (This method, often called photo elicitation, has been described as a means in which participants ‘connect’ core definitions of the self ‘to society, culture and history’ (Harper 2002: 13). In this study, photo elicitation was used to help us understand the importance of, and relationship to, individual places and objects for the Liosachs.)

This approach revealed a complex relationship between people and place; a landscape that tended not to be centred on the archaeological monuments. Despite the fond hopes of the Project Archaeologist, when surveyed, respondents never ranked the broch—the most significant archaeological monument—either as ‘important’ or as representative of ‘heritage’. Instead, the elements of the built environment that were most important to the islanders were those that were closely connected to family. The Community Hall, a new and rather nondescript building, tended to rank high in importance. Similarly, the post office/shop was also deemed important for its function as a gathering spot for the island. Notably, the one site that stood out both in terms of heritage and importance was the Lismore Parish Church. In many ways, this was not particularly surprising; not only was this the place where significant family events took place, but the church itself was also built on the foundation of a much older religious site (c.mid-sixth century) and incorporated architectural elements from an even older structure. There was also some suggestion that visibility or proximity (including views) may have been a factor that influenced a site’s rank as either ‘important’ or ‘heritage’. This landscape-based approach—clearly tying person to place—revealed a myriad landscapes and sites and boundaries within the mental and material landscape of Lismore. It tied the stories to the place and produced a set of distinct spaces within the physical landscape of Lismore, all of which individually and collectively figured prominently in the way that the geography of the island was interpreted, and influenced the way that people moved though the landscape.

TITANIC QUARTER

The idea of ‘new’ heritage sites has already occupied many of the discussions within this chapter, and in Belfast, Northern Ireland, a new space—‘Titanic Quarter’—offers an opportunity to explore these discussions in the context of a heritage site at an early stage in its development.

The Titanic Quarter project is one of the largest regeneration projects in Europe and will see the Belfast shipyards transformed into a multi-use residential, commercial, leisure, and heritage space. Hoping to capitalize on the global recognition that comes with the story of RMS Titanic—a product of Belfast’s Harland and Woolf shipbuilders—the story of the Titanic has been privileged over a long and important history of industry and urbanization in Northern Ireland. Today, despite considerable consultation with the communities who live around the Titanic Quarter space, there is a notable dissonance between the way this area is interpreted and perceived by the developers and the local people. It is tempting to dismiss this as a case of different agenda and different needs; however, again, by looking at the material/visible landscape and learning how it is read in terms of limits, views, and other important criteria, vital details start to emerge that help to identify some of the factors that may be influencing these contrasting perceptions. At Titanic Quarter, as at many sites, it is evident that there are many landscapes, some very charged; yet without having a sense of how the landscape(s) is marked out it is difficult to unknot these multiple spaces. This is a problem. First, because, as at many sites, the outwardly visible or dominant landscape most likely will not be representative of all or even some of the ways the space of Titanic Quarter and the yards are understood. Secondly, because the highly promoted or dominant landscapes can obscure, or even hide completely, other equally important landscapes. Often this creates a sense of dissonant landscapes which, without the means to explore these fully, means that we can identify but cannot understand fully the reasons for these disparities. This is where a focus on the material elements and on elements like the perceived boundaries, and where exploring the ‘visibility’ associated with the site, will offer considerable potential.

At Titanic Quarter, the most apparent and prominently promoted landscape is the one recognized by the developers (particularly the lead architects) and articulated within the Masterplan (Turley and Associates 2004) and in planning documents. This group has put considerable weight on the legal/planning limits of this space—for them the boundaries are virtually impermeable; not only do the drawings show the viewsheds facing inwards, the textual descriptions of Titanic Quarter and its relationship to Belfast reveal that the immediate surroundings are virtually ignored, with the few lines of sight that are drawn outwards to the far distant hills. Indeed, all the sight lines are fixed upon and will emanate from a new (to be built at the time of writing) structure—the Titanic Signature Project (TSP). Referred to as an ‘iconic’ building, the TSP structure will be located adjacent to the Harland and Wolff Headquarters Building, a site that has considerable ‘historical’ value and which is often referred to as the ‘birthplace’ of the Titanic. Moreover, the plans for Titanic Quarter indicate that it is a priority to create an ‘edge’ and a gate-like quality to the entrance along the main road. It is clear that, for the architects and developers, there is a strong demarcation between inside and out, and the heritagescape methodology gives us the means to express this as a example of site/place where the boundaries are operating out of balance with the other principles. One of the outcomes is that the space of Titanic Quarter already has become very defined and somewhat isolated from its temporal and spatial surroundings, with only the material elements inside the site limits accorded value. A look at these tangible remains of the past within Titanic Quarter suggests that there is a trend to value the material culture of the landscape over the landscape itself and that the individual artefacts or structures are important in and of themselves; they are valued as independent objects rather than part of a whole space or landscape. The focus on the individual objects over the larger landscape has an interesting by-product: it is clear that, for the architects and developers, the artefacts (e.g. in situ pavements) can be repositioned without altering their significance or value (Garden in press). It appears to be a case of preservation over place.

This narrow-focused view of the Titanic Quarter spaces is not exclusive to this group of architects and developers, for some of the other major tenants likewise have very specific ways of seeing this space. The Northern Ireland Science Park (NISP), which has taken considerable responsibility for interpreting their holdings—including some major, listed heritage assets (e.g. the Thompson and Alexandra Docks and the associated Pumphouse)—see a landscape which is centred on those listed structures that have a strong association with Titanic. Interpreting this under a broader heading of ‘innovation’ (NISP’s own tagline), the Pumphouse and the Thompson Dock have been the focus of restoration and public interpretation and have in 2008 seen the opening of a new visitor centre. Again, although there is greater acknowledgement of the surroundings, even directing some of the views outward towards the river and the working port of Belfast, the perceived limits of their space are prominent. Moreover, because this group focuses so fixedly on the Pumphouse and Thompson Dock an internal ‘boundary’ develops between interpreted and not interpreted. This means that on the interpreted side bollards, pavements, machinery, and artefacts are carefully preserved and marked, while on the outside machinery, pulleys, and bollards lie neglected in the weeds. This disparate sense of surroundings also means that the Alexandra Dock—a heritage asset that is no less important than the marked Thompson Dock—also lies almost ignored (i.e. ‘invisible’) and with minimal interpretation.

In contrast, the many members of the diverse local communities and local history groups associated with the heritage of RMS Titanic and with shipbuilding in Belfast appear to recognize a landscape that incorporates both tangible and intangible elements and for whom the legal limits of the site are much more permeable. In many ways this is not remarkable due, simply, to the nature of the site. During the working life of the shipyards this area was a closed space with access limited to the workers, and many of the immediate neighbours who lived in the shadow of the gantries and the cranes would have had no direct experience of the spaces, with their only sense of it via family or friends who worked within. In many respects it is not unforeseen that for many of these community groups, the landscape of Titanic Quarter extends well beyond the immediate holdings up the river Lagan, into the city and, for some, even outside of Northern Ireland. In some instances this means there also is a priority on relocating artefacts or sites back into the space of Titanic Quarter. Thus, for the Belfast Titanic Society members it is important to include the County Down home of shipbuilder Thomas Andrews—located some distance from the city—into their urban Titanic landscape (Reilly 2008, pers. comm.). For these groups, the material culture of Titanic Quarter tends to play very different roles, where place is as important as, if not more so than, preservation; and although there is often a focus on the Headquarters and Drawing Office building, the community groups appear to have a much stronger sense of Titanic Quarter as a connected space clearly sited within its larger environment.

In view of this it seems initially confusing and somewhat contradictory that these groups appear to be more willing to accommodate reconstructions or reproductions within this space. Returning to the heritagescape, it would appear that, for the community groups, visibility is a strong element in this landscape, and so a task like clearing the debris from the slipways (where Titanic and her sister ship were launched) so that they are once more readily apparent is important, but equally important is opening up the interior spaces of several of the structures so that they, too, can be directly experienced.

Applying a landscape-based method like the heritagescape to a site such at Titanic Quarter aids not only in identifying the landscapes but, by incorporating other extant methodologies, it offers some explanation for the genesis of those landscapes and provides insight into the way they operate. At Titanic Quarter, we can see that for some of the stakeholders one of the more prominent landscapes is a branded regeneration project, where the modern waterfront spaces are as important as the heritage spaces and artefacts, and which results in a space closed off from its surroundings. For others, the landscape is one of technology and innovation, which offers a chance for a new company, NISP, to gain a heritage linked to the shipyards and to Titanic by linking their own corporate ‘identity’ of innovation to a landscape of technology. Finally, the landscape most valued by the community groups is one based on people and stories, but it is one that is intangible. This, presents a problem because, although their sense of past at Titanic Quarter is located in place—and a connected, coherent space—many of those places are not visible. Hence, it would seem that a physical visibility—an actual presence on the tangible landscape—is important. What seems slightly less important is whether these markers are always ‘authentic’ heritage assets. It appears that such is the strength of their intangible landscape that the site is able to subsume new or reproduced elements.

DRUMCHAPEL HOUSING ESTATE

Before turning to a summary and review of some of the themes presented in this chapter, it is important to note that this sort of approach also holds promise for landscapes with few or no tangible elements. The Drumchapel Housing Estate, located just outside Glasgow, offers another way to look at the role of the material culture of landscapes. In the previous examples, the relationships with the upstanding monuments and structures were a means of locating self within the larger groups and were key elements in the marking of place and of ‘the past’. At both Titanic Quarter and Lismore the physical elements of the landscape are important players in the way past and present are linked. Drumchapel lacks similar touchstones.

The Drumchapel Estate was built in the 1950s, as part of the ‘overspill’ policy of the Glasgow Housing Corporation that saw inner-city residents removed from the innercity slums to purpose-built housing estates located on the periphery of Glasgow. Already home to a prosperous railway suburb which had developed in the nineteenth century around the railway station, Drumchapel has a long history stretching back into Roman times. In the more recent past the area was home to large estates of local gentry and later was a small mining village. Most of the evidence of this earlier history was lost when the estate was built. Today, at first glance, this landscape does not appear to be what most would consider either an old or ‘authentic’ landscape. Critically, for this analysis, the removal of people from the inner cities of Glasgow and the subsequent regeneration of those areas means that for some of the older residents there is no ancestral ‘homeland’. The spaces and objects of their personal heritage spaces within the city were subsequently razed as new housing stock was built. The past of Drumchapel is almost wholly intangible and for some it is also relocated; the sense of place is not robust. Yet, despite the invisibility of the past, the residents appear to be making concerted efforts to tie their own personal heritage to the lands on which the estate sits. One of the most evident examples of marking heritage in Drumchapel is a heritage trail with a set of just over two dozen ‘standing stones’, each of which marks a notable site of the past. Interestingly, the sites marked by the stones are not always the oldest or the most significant sites and many of them mark more ‘ordinary’ sites, like hospitals or schools or local shops. They are, however, all centrally located and their presence defines a marked space: the space of the estate within the larger suburb of Drumchapel. The important thing about the stones is that they tie the estate to the ground on which it sits; the markers denote, in a highly visible manner, the missing or partially visible past. The trail rings the estate and, starting with the train station and ‘Old Drumchapel’—a prosperous nineteenth-century railway suburb—and ending with the Roman Antonine Wall (since 2008 a World Heritage Site), it physically links the estate with widely acknowledged or ‘authentic’ reminders of the past. Here, the visibility is located within the memory; like some aspects of Titanic Quarter, at Drumchapel it was important to make manifest the invisible, bringing locations and sites into prominence. The importance of this marking of space was also evidenced in the plans for a proposed heritage centre. An important aspect of the brief was to locate the structure in a central location that would offer a view of some of the stones. Again, looking to the heritagescape it seems logical to interpret this linking of interior museum space and exterior landscape as a way to enhance the visibility of the ‘lost’ past and to draw the spaces of the estate together creating a more coherent and connected space. All of these factors will contribute strongly towards the building of a sense of place and a sense of the past for the Drumchapel Estate residents.

SUMMARY

Returning to the larger analysis of created spaces and the relationships of individuals with their lived-in landscapes, we can reconsider what it is that can be taken away from this discussion and what its contributions are to public archaeology and to heritage and museum studies.

Like many scholars who are focusing their attention on landscape, identity, and memory, I would suggest that we need to have a sense of the landscape—the space in which people are living now—and, by drawing upon approaches used in landscape archaeology, weave together a deeper, more interesting, and, indeed, perhaps more fluid or adaptable sense of the meaning and influences of our material surroundings. Tangible remains (whether recent or ancient) all affected the ways that individuals and groups understood, used, and negotiated the spaces and places that were most familiar to them. A view of a distant but familiar mountain peak, encountering a ruin, monument, or structure, all lend truth to Tilley’s previously quoted statement that it is ‘difficult to overemphasize’ the importance of the ‘interactions of people with the material culture of landscape’ (Tilley 2006: 7). The trick is that it is those self-same elements that for outsiders (including researchers) can assume a prominence in the landscape that will affect how we interpret and understand the landscape, and that interpretation will often be one that bears little resemblance to how the land has actually been lived and experienced. The use of a method like the heritagescape to engage with the way that the space around heritage places is delineated—where the lines are drawn around the edges—and how the individual elements are linked together, will offer a glimpse into a fundamental sense of place. In the examples used in this discussion, the heritagescape was employed to draw attention to the ground, and outwards to the larger surroundings. Much of the usefulness of this methodology lay in its ability to incorporate multiple methodologies in order to unpick space and to capture change.

This chapter is by no means a call for a wholesale adoption of a particular methodology, nor is it an exclusive promotion of the heritagescape; but it is a call to look at what can be done by relying on a variety of methods (old and new) to direct our view away from the site and to look outward to the larger environment in order to try to delineate where the lines and limits are drawn. Simply put, we need to know how and what to read before we can read a place or landscape. This is, of course, the tricky part and again highlights the paradox facing much of the work in heritage studies and in public archaeology. Unfortunately, while there are many thoughtful approaches and considerable effort has been extended, we are still only working with the broadest of methodologies. This will need to be remedied.

In the end, this chapter is, at its simplest, about changing landscapes and it is about acknowledging those landscapes which are or were heritage places that are meaningful yet are, at the same time, being altered. Increasingly, as Penrose (2007) notes in Images of Change, we are losing elements of our own, directly experienced, landscapes. Moreover, the process of making visible the invisible is a singular point at which the process of heritage creation and place-making becomes apparent and both process and product, together, are made visible. This is rarely, if ever, an accident. Even old familiar heritage places—whether a living history site, a stately home, or a monument or museum—are being reworked as changing needs (ranging from interpretative to infrastructure issues) alter the material elements of these spaces. Planners developing new urban areas, communities taking hold of their past(s), archaeologists digging new sites or investigating particular locations or landscapes, are all active agents in the creation of new places and in new attention being paid to what may be a previously unmarked space. It is therefore important, indeed incumbent upon us as academics and as practitioners, that a coherent and consistent approach to understanding and analysing these places is devised. What we, as archaeologists, as heritage or museum specialists, geographers, or planners, also need to do is look towards the means of doing this in a method that pays heed to the way in which those groups and individuals who call these spaces home, who live beside these spaces or who simply encounter them on a regular basis, use and understand them both as places and as places of the past.
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CHAPTER 11
PARTICIPATORY ACTION RESEARCH AND ARCHAEOLOGY

FRED L. MCGHEE

Fred McGhee holds a Ph.D. in anthropology from the University of Texas at Austin, and is a historical anthropologist and maritime archeologist whose work focuses on African Diaspora-themed research in Texas, the Caribbean, and the Hawaiian Islands. Between 2001 and 2003 he served as the US Air Force’s first archeologist in Hawai’i, where his base was recognized in 2004 as having the best cultural resource management programme in the Department of Defense. He is the owner of Fred L. McGhee & Associates, the only African-American owned and operated archeological consulting company in the United States, and is also an authority on the history of African Americans in public housing and on community development issues.

PARTICIPATORY Action Research (PAR) refers to a research methodology which aims to transform communities for the better and where positive social change is an explicit goal. The technique involves a variety of viewpoints, sometimes referred to as ‘collaborative research’, ‘action research’, ‘community-based research’, or something similar, but often these do not go as far as PAR does in its emphasis on social change. At its core, PAR is about democratizing the research process; its roots are in the 1970s alternative development movement in Africa, India, and South America (Stoecker 1999). The late Brazilian educator Paulo Freire (2000, 2005) was one of the technique’s more prominent advocates and practitioners (see also Bartoy, this volume, who draws on Freire’s work in another public archaeology context). The technique is promoted and used by a broad variety of international development organizations, universities, and non-governmental organizations around the world. In this essay I will first describe what PAR is. I will then situate its use within my own archaeology practice, which is located primarily within the private sector, sometimes referred to as ‘CRM’, or ‘Cultural Resource Management’, practice in the United States. I will close with a short case study to highlight how both PAR operated (with mixed success) in one particular CRM project.

First, some background—what ‘sort’ of archaeologist would find PAR most useful? Fieldwork-oriented archaeologists, of whatever theoretical stripe, should relate to PAR on an intuitive level, because unlike the largely theoretical arguments of various ‘critical’ archaeology approaches (for example see Hodder and Hutson 2004), the PAR method is deeply concerned with practice from the standpoint of those most affected. Most PAR practitioners have digested the literature about the deconstruction of Western hegemony and the importance of self-reflexivity and positioning in research discourse (Ennis 1993), and have produced a significant body of research about techniques of legitimizing Indigenous forms of knowledge (Stoecker 1994). Most of this has gone beyond what I would characterize as base-level community ‘engagement’, and includes the co-generation of research designs, the mutual collection of data, the interpretation of results, and joint ownership of the research product. The early and explicit emphasis on social change ensures, in theory at least, that participants maintain an understanding and focus on the fact that PAR is a process that goes beyond a research agenda.

Archaeological praxis has traditionally not been defined in this way by most archaeological theorists. For instance, in terms of theoretical focus, processual archaeology practitioners would probably find the open focus on social change endemic to PAR to be unscientific and therefore unacceptable. They would probably also object to the notion that Indigenous forms of knowledge and understanding should have equal or near-equal standing to the positivistic epistemologies employed by ‘properly’ trained archaeologists. Most importantly, processual archaeology would probably reject PAR because PAR is an explicitly political approach to knowledge generation where the ‘researcher’ is often expected to subordinate herself to the community or communities being investigated and where first-person reflection is essential.

Post-processual archaeologists, on the other hand, would appreciate many aspects of the PAR programme, particularly the aspects that recognize the socially situated nature of knowledge (Shanks and Tilley 1992) and the role of power in the production of history (Trouillot 1995). However it is difficult to picture how post-processual archaeology could or can produce the much-needed social change PAR mandates. Post-processual archaeology is largely based on a postmodernist critique of the Western capitalist biases of processual archaeology, and from a PAR perspective is largely theory driven and data poor. (The point of PAR is not to simply to generate data but to produce social change. Not all data, therefore, will be useful or desirable. The final arbiters of data usefulness should be the communities in which researchers are embedded (not the archaeologist), although best practice usually dictates that decisions like this are arrived at through consensus, with archaeologists and communities working side by side. There are parallels to private sector archaeological practice; subjective selection of ‘best’ data and artefacts to retain, and a recognition of the real-world resource constraints faced by most field practitioners. There is one crucial difference: in PAR it is communities that have ultimate decision-making authority on such matters, not SHPOs, agency archaeologists, private contractors, or government bureaucrats.) Archaeologists finding themselves in remote corners of the globe, often inside and alongside deeply impoverished communities, would need more tools in their toolkit than any particular theoretical perspective. As McGuire (2008: 62) notes:

Most post-processualists have embraced a mixed bag of postmodernist theory that has led them to focus on questions of individual agency and identity. This spotlight on the individual has led to a literature littered with statements about why the individual matters … Although the goal of post-processualist archaeology is to empower people in the present through critique and the provision of space for multiple interpretations, post-processualists’ focus on individuals seems to deny these abilities.

He also observes (McGuire 2008: 61):

… the post-processualists underestimate the complexity of the craft of archaeology and overestimate the ability of individuals not trained in that craft to make sense of the representations that archaeologists produce. Their theoretical focus on the individual does not lead to effective action, and it unwittingly reinforces the dominant ideology of twenty-first century capitalism. Radical relativism and multivocality give little guidance on how to decide between competing voices … in the absence of relational criteria to distinguish one voice from another, multivocality may be harmful, because it leaves the stage open for oppressive voices.

There is no magic bullet for the issues McGuire raises. PAR can be one method of ameliorating some of the issues he raises, however. If done correctly, in PAR no one individual controls events and power is diffused. Ideally, ‘The community defines the problem and then analyses and solves it. The people themselves own the information, analyse the results, and come to conclusions from the research. A radical transformation in the lives of the people involved is possible when there is full and active participation. It is a process creating a greater awareness of community members’ own resources’ (Ervin 2000: 200).

According to prominent PAR practitioner Randy Stoecker (1997) the ‘real goal’ in PAR is ‘for community members to become self-sufficient researchers and activists’ and to ‘change the social structure of the knowledge process’, enacting what Maguire (1987: 38–9) noted: ‘The principle of shared power is central to participatory research. Power sharing begins with a shift in the most basic power relationship in research, the relationship between the researcher and the research participants.’

The collaborative practices that have been established in Indigenous Archaeology—in the United States particularly since the passage of NAGPRA (the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, passed by the US Congress in 1990)—probably bear the greatest relation to some of the tenets of PAR. ‘Indigenous archaeologists view members of a native community not as simply another voice but rather as the owners and regulators of their own heritage’ (McGuire 2008: 80), which means that archaeologists working in this tradition conduct work and produce research that has the explicit sanction of tribal or Indigenous group leadership. Of course the growth in this type of archaeology has been facilitated by the special legal status that Aboriginal groups enjoy, which means that researchers working for tribes are mainly consultants and not organizers.

DEFINING COMMUNITY AND THE ROLES OF ACADEMICS IN PAR PROJECTS

Defining ‘community’ is sometimes not easy. The constructs and categorizations that are often used to demarcate communities can be weak, arbitrary, or contested. In most circumstances encountered by archaeologists, however, a ‘community’, whether geographic, linguistic, or interest based, can be identified. The matter is often one largely of initiative; communities themselves often are not aware of the archaeological ‘importance’ of the places where they live, work, or worship, and it is the archaeologist who shows up and first demarcates the ‘significance’ of a place for the local population.

The PAR literature on defining ‘community’ is extensive (and described in some detail in Stoecker 2005: 45–9). There are no fixed rules for identifying communities and producing individual or organizational partnerships, just general principles, many of which come from the world of community organizing (’community’ projects and ‘academic’ projects are often different. ‘Community projects almost always have strict deadlines tied to absolute funding or legislative dates. Academic projects often have no deadlines except for the faculty member who needs to have an article published before the tenure decision deadline’ (Stoecker 2005: 43)). Effective PAR scenarios require that both communities and researchers ask themselves some pre-collaboration questions. On the community side some fundamental questions include:

• Is the researcher willing to follow the community/organization’s lead?

• How good is the researcher at meeting deadlines?

• Can the researcher communicate in a community context?

• What experience does the researcher have?

In building the participatory relationship, the researcher should ask:

• Does the community/organization have the capacity to participate?

• What are the established community-based organizations, if these exist?

• What resources can the community organization contribute?

• Does the community/organization have research needs you can fulfil?

In a 1999 article, Stoecker outlined three major roles usually played by academics in participatory research. He calls these roles the initiator, the consultant, and the collaborator. To ensure clarity of purpose, Stoecker argues that the most important conceptual break that needs to be made by the academic is the following: participatory research is not a research project; it is a community organizing and/or development project of which the research is only one piece. These are tricky waters, because, in the initiator scenario, the academic could be accused of functioning as an educator trying to help a community overcome its own false sense of consciousness and of abusing the trust and confidence of sometimes vulnerable communities. As Stoecker put it, ‘It is important, therefore, that the initiator researcher strictly follow good organizer practice that builds community control as the project progresses, and maintains the priority of community organizing over doing the research’ (1999: 844).

In the consultant role the researcher acts as they would when consulting in any situation (Stoecker 1997). The research project is commissioned by the community and the academic carries it out while being held accountable to the community. Two noteworthy arguments support this approach. First, community members are often too busy to perform research themselves, and often feel that their time could be better spent doing other more important things for the cause. Second, as Stoecker points out, ‘A community group armed with a research study that has a PhD’s name on it may be in a more powerful position than if the research were authored by someone not seen as following scientific standards’ (Stoecker 1999: 842). One shortcoming of this approach is that it frequently does not build community capacity and does not transform the power imbalances inherent in customary researcher/researched dynamics. What happens when the researcher leaves? What exactly did she leave behind? ‘What if the community needs other research and we’re not available? What if the media shows up and they only want to interview us about our research instead of talking with the community?’ (Stoecker 1999: 845).

In the collaborative model ‘there is equal participation in defining the research problem and the research strategies. It is recognized that the researcher may have certain technical expertise and the community leader may have knowledge of community needs and perspectives. Rather than either side using these resources to gain control in a research relationship, they need to be combined to provide a more unitary approach to research’ (Nyden and Wiewal 1992: 45). In practice this is difficult to achieve. As Indigenous archaeology experiences around the world have shown, true collaboration can only occur when the benefits, burdens, and expectations of proposed research are made clear up front. Given the colonialist history of archaeology, it is entirely reasonable for Indigenous populations to insist upon research control (McGuire 2008: 80–1).

Stoecker outlines four functional roles (one person can fulfil multiple roles) in a participatory research project:

• animator—whose role is to develop in the people a sense that they and their issues are important;

• community organizer—whose role is to mobilize and organize the community (a role that Stoecker believes few academics have the skills for);

• popular educator—whose role is to facilitate the learning process and help people discover what they already know and create new knowledge, in the tradition of Freire;

• participatory researcher—whose role is ‘to find the references quickly, can construct a survey blindfolded, and can create a research process either with strong guidance from community members or in collaboration with them’. More than simply technically skilled, the participatory researcher has a ‘commitment to transforming the social relations of knowledge production and to democratic participation in the research process’.

The manner in which these four functional roles are filled, along with the researcher’s skill set, determine whether the researcher acts as an initiator, consultant, or collaborator in the PAR project.

THE GOALS OF PARTICIPATORY ACTION RESEARCH

According to Stoecker (1997), PAR has three main goals:

• Learning knowledge and skills relevant to the task at hand;

• Developing relationships of solidarity;

• Engaging in effective action that wins victories and builds self-sufficiency.

The first goal articulated by Stoecker draws from the ‘popular education’ or ‘adult education’ approach to learning pioneered by Paulo Freire and his associates, as noted above. PAR builds on the critical pedagogy put forward by Freire as a response to the traditional formal models of education where the ‘teacher’ stands at the front and ‘imparts’ information to the ‘students’ that are passive recipients. Freire (1982: 30–1) wrote:

The silenced are not just incidental to the curiosity of the researcher but are the masters of inquiry into the underlying causes of the events in their world. In this context research becomes a means of moving them beyond silence into a quest to proclaim the world.

In other words, research is done not just to gather facts, but to develop understanding of one’s self and one’s context. This is why Freire (2000) placed so much emphasis on community members themselves doing the research, because outsiders, no matter how empathic, have the same experience base that indigenous (I am using the term here divorced from race/ethnicity considerations) populations have (Fals Borda 2008: 360).

The second component, building solidarity, is one of the central features of community organizing, and is important because one cannot confront power without it. The radical pedagogical tradition at the root of PAR holds that education, knowledge, and by extension research are inherently subversive. Also central to this line of thinking, however, is that education is fundamentally subversive only if organized people choose to make it so.

The third component, engaging in effective action, is another way of fulfilling the ‘positive social change’ mandate at the core of PAR. The goal in every case is to produce positive changes, which can mean everything from training a pre-defined number of community members in research methodology and theory, to producing actionable research studies that can guide political leaders to produce more effective public policies. In its most radical manifestations, PAR is about revolution.

The third component is incomplete if the self-sufficiency goal has not been met. The knowledge generated by the PAR-based research initiative must come alive and become part of the collective memory of the community, which can be expected to repeatedly draw upon the experiences created by the effort.

ACADEMICS AND PAR: SOME OBSERVATIONS

It has been argued that activist research has dual loyalties—to academia and to the political struggles with which it is affiliated (Hale 2006: 100). Both the PAR and Indigenous archaeology I have described in this chapter would argue somewhat otherwise: ideally activist research should not have divided loyalty and must be primarily committed to the political struggle. This is not only because some of the best research comes out of dedicated political struggle, but also because communities often are (rightfully) suspicious of outsiders with good intentions and expect the people to whom they give their trust to behave trustworthily. In a good percentage of cases it is also true that the communities in which activist scholars work do not care about ‘academia’ and have little use for it; to them ‘academia’ is often a meaningless abstraction or, at best, something that can be appropriated for legitimizing purposes, as noted earlier.

It should also be noted that the version of PAR that I describe here is not universally shared and that there are many ways of being collaborative (as this volume indicates; see also Hemment 2007: 302). While it is true that ‘proponents of participatory research believe that the people most affected have the most say in how their own realities are analysed and in the courses of action taken to improve their conditions’ (Ervin 2000: 200), that insight functions in different ways under different circumstances.

This leads to my next question: can PAR be effectively utilized in the constrained environment that characterizes the modern CRM (or cultural resource/heritage management industry)?

DEPLOYING PAR IN THE AMERICAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRIVATE SECTOR

Questions of archaeological practice must address the situations and concerns where the majority of archaeology is actually conducted, and the large majority of archaeology today is conducted in the archaeological private and public sectors. I would argue that this is probably true worldwide, but it certainly is in the United States—as noted by Neumann and Sanford: ‘Archaeology in the United States is now a practiced profession. About 80 per cent of all archaeologists who are employed as such work either in private industry, or as government regulators often overseeing the archaeological work of that private industry’ (2001: 1).

In the USA, most CRM practice is largely the outgrowth of the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act (Public Law 89–665; 16 USC 470 et seq.) (see also Praetzellis, this volume). The Act created the National Register of Historic Places, the list of National Historic Landmarks, and the State Historic Preservation Offices, and is perhaps most famous for creating something known under US law as ‘Section 106 review’, which often requires that archaeology be done as part of the development and construction process where there is federal involvement. Many states and municipalities have counterpart legislation that mandates surface or subsurface investigation before projects are allowed to proceed. Professional archaeology conducted because of this legislation has become incorporated into the engineering, architecture, and environmental consulting industries, and has become an integral discipline in the maintenance and expansion of the physical infrastructure of the United States (Neumann and Sanford 2001:). CRM archaeology is therefore a type of ‘applied anthropology’ in the American definition of the term (Ervin 2000: 2), wherein a focus on policy is crucial. Theoretical discussions are rarely part of an applied anthropologist’s report to a client. Clients are not interested in them and they may find abstraction tedious or incomprehensible (Ervin 2000: 7).

The United States is the only country in the developed world that considers archaeological sites on private land to be private property rather than part of the national heritage (Sebastian 2004: 14). It can be argued that acceptance of this political reality constitutes one of the key points of departure between so-called ‘practising’ archaeologists and ‘public archaeologists’ (terms which many archaeologists tend to conflate) since the legal framework of the Section 106 process does not mandate ‘public involvement’ or ‘descendant community engagement’ in a manner most ‘public archaeologists’ these days would find acceptable. I should also note (as those with familiarity with the literature since the 1980s will be aware) that American archaeology performed in response to statutory mandates has historically also been referred to as ‘public archaeology’, ‘private sector archaeology’, or ‘contract archaeology’, in a manner similar to the fields of public history, public sociology, and other applied social or natural sciences. While many CRM practitioners have worked and continue to work for universities as well (again, see Praetzellis, this volume), the idea was and remains that this type of public or applied archaeology is performed for, and belongs to, non-academic or even nonarchaeological audiences.

At first glance it would seem that an effort to conduct PAR-based CRM research would at best be difficult. Private sector archaeologists are paid to insert themselves into local communities regardless of a community’s wishes, often with the explicit understanding that they are to exercise disregard if not contempt for the consequences of their actions. In the majority of cases archaeological consultants are hired by government precisely for their supposed archaeological expertise, and it is they, not the affected communities, whose professional insights and recommendations are being solicited. Not only do communities not get to choose the research questions being considered, they do not own the research that gets produced, even if they themselves are the source of the data. The stereotypical CRM archaeologist is taught and trained not to feel any sense of responsibility to the affected community; customarily he treats the community the way a processual archaeologist would: as a laboratory, with the residents, perhaps, as bacteria in a Petri dish. The idea of community-defined positive social change or of even ‘making a difference’ is not in the minds of these practitioners, who are basically being paid to produce a service, on time and under budget.

In a potentially worrying precedent, it is also true that PAR is being explicitly deployed by some of the more controversial international development organizations, such as the World Bank, a move that has drawn considerable criticism (Cooke and Kothari 2001) from those who argue that the rhetoric of participation by these entities far exceeds the reality, and that development agencies talk a good game but continue to reserve the right to make all of the important decisions for themselves. This mirrors the behaviour of some archaeology projects that tout ‘collaboration’ as fundamental to their creed, but who basically in the end treat communities as ‘advisers’ not as truly collaborative decision-making equals.

Other realities of CRM practice would also seem to militate against PAR. Archaeologists such as Randall McGuire and his associates (McGuire 2008: 116–32) have critiqued archaeological class stratification in the academy and in the private sector, where they contend that ‘fast capitalism has turned schools into workplaces … for students at all levels, the emphasis has switched from learning to earning credentials’. Their critique of CRM highlights the fact that ‘many companies survive by doing archaeological work as quickly and cheaply as possible’, and that the ‘standards and guidelines of state historic preservation offices and regulatory agencies have become not the minimum standards but, for many contractors, the only standards’ (McGuire 2008: 123). They acknowledge that ‘an enormous amount of important work in archaeology has been done within the context of CRM’, but also note that ‘more often than not … individual investigators have accomplished this work through self-sacrifice, in spite of the economic realities of CRM’ (McGuire 2008: 124).

Add to this the degree to which universities are now also complicit in the ‘development game’ that produces employment for many CRM archaeologists. Not only do some state universities enjoy legislative or administrative exemptions from many environmental and historic preservation laws (Texas is a notable example: see for example the ‘categorical exclusions’ (an idea borrowed from NEPA, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969) for oil and gas prospecting, state university real estate transactions, and a variety of others that have found their way into the most recent version of the Texas Antiquities Code (www.thc.state.tx.us/rulesregs/RulesRegsPDF/AntiqCode.pdf)), these institutions are frequently among the largest landowners and real estate speculators in any given community (one noteworthy example from Texas includes a recent proposal by the University of Texas to create a ‘City within a City’ by redeveloping a 345-acre tract of land to its ‘highest and best use’ against significant community opposition, http://www.austinchronicle.com/gyrobase/Issue/story?oid=oid:799234), alongside other public institutions such as school districts and public housing authorities. It is therefore ironic that these institutions often engage in self-defined (as opposed to community-defined) projects of community ‘service’ whilst simultaneously engaging in gentrification (see Feit and Jones 2007, which reported on one recent example in Houston).

While there is no shortage of projects that fit this stereotype, the day-to-day reality of most CRM archaeology is more complicated, and a closer examination of a typical CRM operation reveals micro-processes of power, accommodation, and resistance that can produce significant community advances that relate to basic PAR principles. The key is having a tactical understanding of when and where PAR and the associated community organizing strategies can be put into place. Strategically minded archaeologists can work to understand these processes and can work with communities to exploit them, sometimes without their clients’ consent or even knowledge. These can often be tricky waters, but the stakes for affected communities are often extremely high, with the attending ethical considerations for the professional archaeologist.

As with all applied anthropologists, it is important for the PAR-inclined archaeologist to possess a thorough grounding in policy, particularly transportation and community development policy, in addition to the community organizing skills that may be called for. Simply being aware of the history and mechanics of historic preservation legislation and enforcement (or, for that matter, of archaeological ethical principles) is insufficient. Real-world politics and policy (as they exist in any particular community) must be understood in order to practise PAR-oriented CRM. For example, modern capitalism worldwide relies greatly on a variety of real estate transactions (particularly commercial real estate), and an understanding of land development policy and politics often sheds great light on archaeological matters at hand, and helps the archaeologist to more quickly understand potential tensions in local land-use debates.

USING DECISIONAL POINTS TO MAKE CRM ARCHAEOLOGY PROJECTS MORE COLLABORATIVE

Savvy CRM archaeologists can use the positivistic inclinations, legalistic lack of theoretical sophistication, and political theatre that characterize many of the USA’s State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) (King 2009) to produce and/or execute research designs that enhance community collaboration in truly meaningful ways that empower local communities. Moreover, by managing the process in certain ways, researchers can use the decisional points that characterize most research efforts to simultaneously satisfy their clients, the regulatory agency, and communities. I should stress that by ‘collaboration’ I refer to the types of co-enquiries and power sharing that characterize PAR, not the ‘consultation’ frameworks most agency or municipal planners think of when using that term, and that certain federal and state laws require or encourage. The consultation requirements of Section 106, or even of NAGPRA, often encourage co-optation and/or a false sense of participation, because the governmental entity in question retains decision-making power. These governmental frameworks are also based on antiquated understandings of knowledge generation that privilege and sometimes fetishize ‘research’ and ‘data’ to the exclusion of goals mandated by PAR, such as building relationships, engaging in actions that build self-sufficiency, and working to achieve social change. Accordingly, a PAR researcher sees ‘research’ as contributing to these broader goals.

By ‘decisional points’ I mean the places of choice (Stoecker 1999: 850) in the research process. There are many variations on the theme, but they basically are:

• Defining the research question;

• Designing the research;

• Implementing the research design;

• Analysing the research data;

• Reporting the research results;

• Acting on the research results.

While SHPO offices typically control the mechanics of the process, they do not control the process itself, and typically have limited control over how the research is actually carried out in the field. Additionally, even though they also retain approval rights over final reports and often make consultants adhere to an artificial schedule of their choosing, nothing prevents archaeological contractors from producing additional or ‘minority’ reports that discuss things that SHPO reviewers typically desire to be left out of archaeological reports—such as the political circumstances surrounding the project, or interpretational disagreements about things such as national register eligibility. These are the types of information that communities often find useful. (Some clients make archaeological contractors sign confidentiality clauses, a practice that increased during the ultra-secretive George W. Bush years of 2001–9. The decision whether to accept such strictures is up to each individual, and I can see circumstances when such measures might be called for, but only in rare and exceptional situations. In any case, it should be obvious that a project with a confidentiality clause is not going to be able to adhere to PAR principles, or perhaps even the ethics guidelines of some professional organizations.)

In terms of the decisional points listed above, archaeological contractors have considerable space to partner with communities during the research design, implementation, and analysis phases. They can hire local community members as advisers, field technicians, or burial monitors. The decision to hire community members as ‘cultural monitors’, with stop-work authority, is also often a discussion that can take place. They can train community members in the basics of archaeological field methodology, thereby placing these skills at the disposal of the community. Perhaps most importantly, contractors can serve as hidden community advocates by smartly getting important political or tactical information into the hands of community leaders and organizers, often via surrogates, who can then use the information to press political leaders to alter the composition of the proposed project that triggered the archaeological research.

SOMETIMES PAR WON’T WORK: HIDDEN AGENDAS, HARD FEELINGS

Something like this took place in Houston, Texas in 2004. (I should note that the following account is based on my own experience, as both participant and observer, and that another account was published in McGhee 2008.) After being informed of a planned archaeological project in Houston’s Freedmenstown neighbourhood by my friend and colleague Dr Carol McDavid, I was interviewed by a variety of Houston media outlets during a pre-proposal conference. In this interview, I sternly criticized the Houston Independent School District (or HISD, the project initiator) and the Texas Historical Commission (or THC, which functions as the Texas SHPO) for orchestrating a ‘research’ design and contractor solicitation process that downplayed much of the African-American history of the neighbourhood and did not involve neighbourhood residents and property owners. (I found it noteworthy that the only two African Americans in attendance at the pre-proposal conference were myself and a reporter for a local radio station. This not only said something about the severely limited CRM contractor universe but also about the project initiators, who had written a scope of services that separated out the excavation of the property from the archaeological consulting services.) The project was controversial from the beginning, and was embedded within municipal techniques of gentrification all too common in minority communities: property seizure via eminent domain, unexplained burnings of houses and churches, benign neglect of public property and infrastructure, and so on.

A prominent state senator heard and read my interview and called me into his office at the Texas capitol building, where he proceeded to place me in touch with members of the Texas Historical Commission board and others. Here I had the chance to explain the unique research opportunity the site potentially represented and I advocated research protocols that went well beyond customary CRM practice, particularly in this gentrifying neighbourhood.

The outcome? Much to the chagrin of state agency planners and archaeological regulators at the SHPO, a ‘Community Advisory Committee’ was created to serve as a stakeholder receptacle for different points of view and to oversee the process. I eventually authored a programme of research entitled ‘The Houston High School for the Performing and Visual Arts (HSPVA) and Gregory-Lincoln Education Center Collaborative Historic Preservation Project Research Program’ (McGhee 2004), which established a historical context for the work and went well beyond the original research plan to include further archival research, an oral history project, geotechnical testing, and extensive community relations and impact analysis. The research programme had several goals, some of them more ‘archaeological’ than the others, although in practice the project required an understanding of the way historic preservation practices and policies intertwine with community development politics in urban ethnic communities. One of the implicit goals of the research design was to produce an economic impact in the community, by opening up job-training opportunities in this economically depressed neighbourhood. Another controversial aspect of the research design explicitly stated that material culture that dated after the 1880s could and perhaps would be considered to be historically significant, depending on the historical and archaeological context. This feature of the design displeased archaeological regulators at the THC because it directly contradicted a ‘policy on late 19th and early 20th century sites’ that they sought to apply at this site. That policy was implemented in the late 1990s (Denton 1999; Barile 2004) as a consequence of another highly controversial archaeological project, the destruction of the Allen Parkway Village housing project and the inadvertent discovery of a cemetery which the community had repeatedly said was there all along (McGhee 2008). Since the project was being conducted by a school district, also built into the plan was a strategy for having students participate in the project to the maximum extent feasible. Most importantly, while the school district retained the authority to hire and fire the archaeological contractor and subcontractors, the advisory committee retained approval authority over the research design itself, a unique concession on the part of city and state planners.

Disappointingly, the participatory aspects of the project eventually fell apart and the community advisory committee was eventually ignored by both HISD and the THC. They had always considered the collaborative aspects of the projects to be an involuntary dispensation, and once certain key participants (myself included) were out of the picture, the ‘default’ mode of getting the job done as cheaply and quickly as possible reasserted itself. The research design I had authored envisioned a continuing and evolving role for the community advisory committee, but the THC and HISD in effect believed that the advisory committee’s role was over once they approved the research design. Archaeology was eventually conducted. But it was not in keeping with the original research design, which contained provisions for extensive community participation and collaboration, and sought to use the history of the neighbourhood as an empowerment springboard for community understanding and advancement. (For instance the research design took the African-American significance of the neighbourhood for granted, particularly since it was initially thought that a Buffalo Soldier cemetery was perhaps located on the 19-acre site. Previous research studies had sought to minimize the black history and integrity of the neighbourhood (Wagner 1994) by emphasizing its supposed ‘multicultural’ character.)

It should also be noted that another reason the project ultimately failed is because the community itself was fractured and distrusted nearly everyone. The advisory committee contained a broad cross-section of community interests—some of whom wanted the project to proceed quickly and others totally committed to the project’s failure—and in many instances the committee members could not agree on a course of action. Some passionate committee members attempted to hijack the process and ‘pay back’ HISD for actions the Houston Housing Authority had committed years earlier at Allen Parkway Village (see above, 000) and insisted on unrealistic research standards with the goal of indefinitely forestalling the project. It is unlikely that any PAR effort, no matter how generous or sincere, could have succeeded under such circumstances. Two community activists and one committee member eventually decided that I had become an enemy, and proceeded to embark on a smear campaign of slander and defamation. I was eventually accused of being everything from an ‘Uncle Tom’ or race traitor to being a ‘sell out’ by people who were absolutely convinced that graves had to be located at the HISD site, despite evidence to the contrary.

One of the lessons I took away from this experience is that even when some of the ‘classic’ features of PAR are put into place, such as extensive group discussion sessions, focus groups, morning and evening coffees, stakeholder empowerment and control over significant research questions, and so on, past memories of injustice and the individual agendas of outside ‘activists’ can derail even the best-conceptualized research effort. The project also revealed the degree to which certain community members sought to use the good-faith efforts of archaeological researchers as political tools against HISD, the City of Houston, and any other governmental entity they thought responsible for the destruction of their neighbourhood. This is not unusual; in this case, however, we were confronted with a classic unwanted land-use dispute, with a vocal group of community activists on one side and municipal government and the ‘powers that be’ on the other. Regrettably, the vocal community activists misread the political realities of the situation and were animated primarily by a vindictive (but understandable) desire to sabotage the school construction project at all costs. In order for PAR to work there must be at least some unanimity of understanding and philosophy, or the ability to produce it utilizing standard community organizing techniques. These conditions did not exist in Houston in 2004 and 2005. The vocal insistences on the part of community activists at advisory committee meetings and elsewhere that they wanted to conduct ‘the best research’ at the site were largely insincere. The oral histories I collected in order to ascertain the potential location of a cemetery on the site revealed that none of the activists truly knew whether or where the cemetery might be. (This does not mean that the oral histories were useless. They did produce a considerable amount of insight about how community members perceived the recent destruction of the Fourth Ward Neighborhood, and have been used by other scholars as they have researched the history and archaeology of this community (McDavid et al. 2008).)

The core anti-development activists, therefore, were not interested in research, and only cooperated with it as long as they believed that research efforts could impede the demolition and construction project. Over time this became obvious (for example, meetings would have to be endlessly rescheduled, or phone calls and emails would go deliberately unanswered or unreturned, all in an effort to slow things down), and they grew increasingly frustrated as they were ignored and as research at the site continued without them. Their attacks on researchers grew increasingly vituperative. Archaeologists were lumped in with evildoers at HISD and the THC, and personal attacks grew in number and intensity as they realized that construction was going to go ahead. Their inability to produce the political influence necessary to halt construction only enraged them further.

SOME FUNDAMENTAL CHALLENGES WITH IMPLEMENTING PAR IN CRM

In hindsight I underestimated the degree to which community perceptions of the structural contradictions in CRM archaeology influence the ability to conduct effective PAR. Even when a community is given a degree of research control, as in the Houston case, things can quickly spiral out of control and disintegrate into petty squabbling and personal attacks. It was probably asking too much of the community to ‘collaborate’ with researchers, when the land-use issues at hand had been so long-standing and irreconcilable. More time should have been devoted to discussing realistic research expectations and the ownership of research products. But this probably would have still led to eventual gridlock, because the anti-development community advisory committee members had initially represented themselves as sincerely interested in assisting archaeologists and historians in identifying historic resources and locating potential burial sites. Project flexibility, therefore, is very important. It may become necessary to exclude community members who are not genuinely committed to the research and empowerment goals stated up front in initial discussions, and to deal with the potential political ramifications.

While the effort to integrate PAR principles into private sector archaeology in this case was at best mixed, the overall effort to do so would meaningfully upgrade much of American CRM archaeology. For one thing, efforts to integrate PAR into CRM practice can at last introduce some degree of reflexivity into private sector archaeology discourse, similar to long-standing ruminations about the role of the researcher and the politics of fieldwork that have been occurring in cultural anthropology and other disciplines for some time. Self-reflexive CRM reports would not only be more interesting to read, but first-person narration would also force authors to think more deeply about the effects of their activities on communities, not just their clients. A focus on critical ethnography (Hemment 2007: 310) is also necessary, because it emphasizes a ‘long view’ and insists that we keep both local and global in view. Additionally, a sincere effort at incorporating PAR into more CRM archaeology would further the democratic ideals inherent in the pieces of legislation that created the modern American CRM industry (see discussion of the National Historic Preservation Act earlier in this chapter) and would go a long way towards preserving and more democratically administering the country’s heritage.
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CHAPTER 12
UNCOVERING THE ANTIQUITIES MARKET

NEIL BRODIE

Neil Brodie is a leading expert in cultural heritage and the antiquities trade. In this chapter, he provides a valuable overview of the growing body of published research into the antiquities market undertaken over the last twenty-five years. Particular attention is paid to the research methods used to uncover the market. Quantitative methods, such as remote sensing and market research, provide data regarding the size and shape of the market and the nature and scale of the damage it causes, while qualitative ethnographic methods shed light on the broader socio-economic and cultural contexts of the antiquities market and of archaeological practice.

THE modern antiquities market emerged in sixteenth-century Rome, when the demand of papal and princely collectors caused its ancient ruins to be mined for marble statues. Papal legislation aimed at protecting ruins was soon necessary. In the centuries that followed, the range of the market expanded until by the end of the twentieth century artefacts from most cultures and countries of the world were being traded. By that time, most countries had also enacted legislation aimed at protecting archaeological heritage and preventing the loss abroad of cultural artefacts, so that the market had become largely an illegal one. From an archaeological perspective, for most of the twentieth century, the market was viewed as a mercenary and destructive force, but not one that was of direct archaeological relevance or interest, and certainly not one that was deserving of archaeological attention or research. After the Second World War, the antiquities market took on a new lease of life, and the demand for artefacts began to cause the widespread and largescale looting of archaeological sites. In 1970, UNESCO adopted the Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, Export, and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property, which was explicitly intended to control the market by placing restraints on trade and providing mechanisms for the return of stolen and illegally traded pieces. But by the beginning of the 1990s it was clear that the situation was largely out of control. The market was no longer something that could be ignored, and, as will be described below, it increasingly became the target of academic and media research.

Most research has been concerned with establishing the size and shape of the market and the nature and scale of the damage it causes. These aims were originally important ones, because, in the 1990s, dealers, collectors, and collecting museums were maintaining, in the absence of any reliable evidence to the contrary, that the market was largely a legal one, and that the artefacts appearing for sale were usually from old collections, not from recently looted sites. Any illegal and destructive enterprise was the work of a minority element, the so-called ‘bad apples’. This minority element operated outside the legal market, and should be the only target of ethical or legal restraint. It soon became apparent, however, that this characterization of the market was a false one. Quantitative studies of collections and auction sales such as those of Chippindale and Gill (2000) and Nørskov (2002) showed that the origin and provenance of most objects traded on the so-called legal market could not be accounted for, and media investigations, particularly the important work of Peter Watson (1997; Watson and Todeschini 2006), revealed that many of these apparently unprovenanced objects had in fact been looted and smuggled. It is now clear that the antiquities market cannot be separated into legal and illegal components, but is better described as what criminologists call a ‘grey’ market. Legitimate actors and actions facilitate the trade of illegally acquired artefacts in ways that have been collectively described as laundering. The legal and illegal markets cannot exist apart.

Since the early 2000s, the broader socio-economic and cultural contexts of the antiquities market have also come under scrutiny. In the first instance, this was probably because of anthropological research into the circumstances and motivations of the people who actually dig up artefacts illegally, and the development of a perspective that such digging might be a justifiable subsistence practice. The work of David Matsuda (1998, 2005) and Julie Hollowell (2006a, 2006b) has been particularly influential in this regard. There is also increasing criminological interest, however, primarily because antiquities smuggling networks might fall within the definition and thus jurisdiction of the 2000 UN Convention against Transnational Organized Crime.

This contribution does three things. First, it describes the different methodologies that have been used to uncover the antiquities market. Second, it presents the results and discusses the significance of some of the more important research projects. Finally, it provides bibliographical references to other projects that are not discussed in detail. Thus the reader should be able to discover what methodologies are available for investigating the market, how they have been used, with what outcomes, and where to look for further information. There are six sections. The first three sections (provenance research, market research, and archaeological site looting) describe research that can be broadly characterized as quantitative. The following three sections (media investigations, ethnographic survey, and participant observation) are concerned more with qualitative research, although the boundary separating quantitative and qualitative research is not always well drawn, and some of the most productive research has combined elements of both approaches. Media research is included alongside academic research, as in some ways it has been more important, particularly in exposing the more overtly criminal aspects of the market.

PROVENANCE RESEARCH

Several important studies of the sources and ownership histories of artefacts in private and public collections have shown that most of those artefacts do not have a clear provenance, in that their entire ownership histories from time of discovery are not known. Thus it is not possible to tell whether they were acquired originally through legal or illegal excavation, or whether at some stage they were the object of an illegal transaction. There has been some confusion over terminology, with the terms provenance and provenience sometimes being used interchangeably and synonymously to mean archaeological find-spot and ownership history together, and sometimes being used separately, with provenance meaning ownership history, and provenience meaning archaeological find-spot (Coggins 1998). In this contribution, the term provenience will not be used at all, and provenance will be used only to indicate ownership history.

In their foundational study of Early Bronze Age Cycladic marble figurines from Greece, David Gill and Christopher Chippindale (1993) demonstrated that information presented in exhibition catalogues could profitably be interrogated from the standpoint of the academic literature to produce quantifiable information about archaeological find-spot and provenance, which could be used in turn to investigate what they termed the ‘material and intellectual consequences’ of antiquities collecting. They showed that of the then known corpus of about 1,600 figurines, only 10 per cent had a secure archaeological find-spot and context, in that there was a documentary record of where and when they had been excavated. The remainder had simply appeared, ‘surfaced’ in Gill and Chippindale’s terminology, in public and private collections with no verifiable account of find-spot, although they were often accompanied by alleged attribution—‘said to be froms’—to provide an aura of legitimacy. Although figurines have been surfacing since the nineteenth century, the large majority have done so since 1960, and at the time of Gill and Chippindale’s study, 50 per cent of figurines in museum and private collections had been acquired after that date. They surmised that most of the surfaced pieces must have been derived from illegal digging, which was widespread in the Cyclades during the 1950s and 1960s, and estimated that something like 11,000 or 12,000 graves must have been broken open to produce the number of figurines then known to exist. There was also evidence to suggest that at least part of the corpus is comprised of recent forgeries—figurines of large or unusual type are particularly suspect. Gill and Chippindale went on to discuss the ‘intellectual consequences’ of lost archaeological context, showing how in the absence of archaeological context the figurines have been received within a modern aesthetic frame. So, although their importance for twentiethcentury modern art is clear, influencing artists such as Brancusi and Modigliano, amongst others, little has been learned about their original function or significance within Early Bronze Age Cycladic society.

In follow-up research, Chippindale and Gill (2000) extended their work on Cycladic figurines to encompass the broader sphere of antiquities collecting, examining the catalogues of three single-collector exhibitions, three multi-collector exhibitions, and one catalogue of a museum collection. Altogether, they tabulated 1,396 objects, but found that only 29 (2 per cent) had a documented archaeological context, 1,039 (74 Per cent) were not known before 1973, and 529 (38 Per cent) were first reported on the occasion of their exhibition. Again, they suggested that most recently surfacing objects could only have been obtained through looting, and observed that when objects with no archaeological context are interpreted within pre-existing intellectual or aesthetic frameworks, they can only confirm existing knowledge—nothing new will be learned. Similar results and arguments were presented by Daniel Graepler (1993) in a study of south Italian pottery and by Malcolm Bell (2002) in a study of several US art museum collections.

Museum yearbooks and annual reports often contain information about individual acquisitions, though hardly ever anything about the provenance of the objects acquired. Nevertheless, their acquisition records do allow longitudinal research into the types of material being collected, and thus by extension into long-term trends in collecting practices and market conditions.

Neil Brodie and Jenny Doole (2004) used information derived from yearbooks and other published sources to examine US art museum collecting of Asian art and archaeology from the nineteenth century onwards, showing how the collections accumulated in tandem with the large-scale destruction of archaeological sites and vandalism of historical monuments. They also documented the progressive distancing of museums from the sources of their acquisitions. While in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries art museum curators or their agents acquired material at source, by the second half of the twentieth century, the intervention of dealers and collectors allowed museums to acquire material by purchase or gift without direct knowledge of destruction or illegal trade. The absence of such knowledge allowed them to profess ignorance of an acquired object’s provenance, and innocence if an object was subsequently shown to have been stolen or illegally transacted.

Vinnie Nørskov (2002: 113–250) studied the collecting practices of eight museums in Europe and the United States from 1945 to 1995, with regard to decorated Greek pottery from the Geometric through to the Hellenistic periods. She was impressed by the impact of curatorial choice on museum acquisitions, and noted a reduction in the number of vessels being acquired from the 1970s onwards, which for some museums was because of financial stringencies, but for others because of the adoption of ethical acquisition policies. Museums and museum organizations had started to become concerned in the late 1960s that the acquisition of unprovenanced artefacts was causing the looting of archaeological sites, and in 1970 the International Council of Museums issued an influential statement on the ethics of museum acquisitions, and the Museum of the University of Pennsylvania announced, in what has come to be known as the Philadelphia declaration, that it would no longer acquire an antiquity without convincing documentation of its legitimate pedigree. Other museums and museum organizations followed suit, promoting and adopting ethical acquisitions policies that prohibit the acquisition of unprovenanced objects. In 1971, the Harvard University Museums introduced the idea of a date threshold, requiring that an object should not be acquired unless it could be documented to have been out of its country of origin by 1971, or exported legally after that date. Soon after, the Archaeological Institute of America recommended a 1970 date, and since then the so-called ‘1970 rule’ has become the norm (Brodie and Renfrew 2005: 351–3). It was not until 2008, however, that the Association of Art Museum Directors, representing the major US art museums, finally fell into line after several museums had been forced to return objects to Italy that were shown to have been illegally traded (see below).

MARKET RESEARCH

Auction catalogues offer the most convenient way of monitoring the antiquities market. The main auction houses in London (Christie’s and Bonhams) and New York (Christie’s and Sotheby’s) hold ‘Antiquities’ auctions two or three times a year. (Sotheby’s stopped holding ‘Antiquities’ auctions in London in 1997 after Peter Watson’s investigation described below). The category ‘Antiquities’ comprises archaeological artefacts from the ancient and early medieval cultures of Europe, the Mediterranean area, and South-West Asia. The auction houses also hold sales of other types of ‘art’ (Pre-Columbian, Tribal, American Indian, African, Oceanic, Chinese, Indian, and South-East Asian) that frequently include archaeological or other cultural material. Auction results are made public, and since the early 1980s most auction catalogues have been fully illustrated, so that together they offer the only permanent, fully documented, record of the antiquities market. At auction, artefacts are organized into lots for sale. A lot may comprise one artefact, or several. Typically, high-priced artefacts are sold singly, with lower-priced artefacts grouped together as a lot. Not all lots advertised for sale in a catalogue actually sell. Each lot has an unadvertised reserve price, and if the bidding fails to exceed the reserve price, the lot is returned to its consignor. Most research utilizing auction catalogues has been aimed at demonstrating either the flow through the market of artefacts belonging to a particular culture, or the incidence of provenance, and has counted lots offered, rather than lots actually sold.

Probably the most comprehensive use of auction catalogues has been by Nørskov (2002: 256–70). As part of her wide-ranging investigation into the market in decorated Greek pottery, she tabulated 18,398 vessels offered for sale in the auction catalogues of the major US and UK auction houses, primarily Christie’s and Sotheby’s, during the period 1954 to 1998. She documented a steady increase in the number of vessels offered until the late 1980s, with a decline setting in during the 1990s. For most of the period in question, 80–90 per cent of the vessels had no provenance, but the incidence of provenance began to increase in the 1990s, until 1996–8, at the end of her study period, by which time the proportion of unprovenanced vases had fallen to 50–60 per cent.

Nørskov (2002: 291–2) also introduced the concept of what she called the ‘invisible market’. She noticed during the course of her research that certain categories of object popular among collectors appeared in conspicuously low numbers at auction, and concluded that therefore they must be changing hands unseen outside the public auction market. She also observed that the invisible market was the source of many important museum acquisitions, and that the prices agreed in many of these invisible transactions were higher than anything achieved at auction. Thus the first million dollar museum acquisition on the invisible market was in 1972 when the Metropolitan Museum of Art paid $1 million to dealer Robert Hecht for the Attic ‘Euphronios’ krater. Several more multi-million dollar museum acquisitions followed before the first object to break the million dollar barrier at auction in 1988, when the head of a Cycladic figurine fetched $2.09 million in New York.

Other scholars have confirmed Nørskov’s work, for ‘Antiquities’ (Chippindale et al. 2001; Elia 2001; Brodie 2006a), and other types of material (Gilgan 2001; Davis 2006; Luke and Henderson 2006). A common finding of all these studies is that most auction lots are offered for sale without provenance. It is also the case that provenanced lots are only rarely accompanied with a complete provenance—that is, a history of the lot accounting for every owner since it was first discovered or excavated. ‘Provenance’, when it exists, often consists only of a single point of reference—a previous sale or publication date, or a named owner—and often the reference might be post-1970.

There are at least four reasons why a lot might be auctioned without provenance. First, a provenance might be known, but simply not listed in the catalogue. This might often have been the case up until the 2000s, as part of the documented increase in the incidence of provenanced lots has come from listing previous sales dates, so the figure of 50–60 per cent lots without provenance might be closer to the truth than the 80–90 per cent reported for auctions in the 1980s and 1990s. Presumably researching old catalogues to document the sales history of a lot costs the auction houses money, and in the past there was no incentive for them to do so. Second, a provenance might be known, but the consignor might not want it to be made public for personal or business reasons. Antiquities dealers suggest that many private sellers want to remain anonymous and that dealers do not like revealing the identity of a source (Ede 1996). Third, a provenance might genuinely not be known. As discussed below, Watson has shown it is a defining feature of the trade that the provenances of illegally transacted artefacts are deliberately suppressed to facilitate their trade. Finally, a provenance might be known perfectly well, and it might be known to be tainted in some way, either by illegal trade, or by fraudulent fabrication of the piece itself. Obviously, in such circumstances, the provenance will not be revealed.

Thus, when a lot is offered at auction without provenance, it is because the provenance is being withheld, is unknown, or is tainted. A study of Iraqi artefacts has suggested that, in fact, for most lots offered without provenance, it is because the provenance is unknown or tainted, and not because it is being withheld for business or personal reasons (Brodie 2006b). That is not to say that provenances cannot simply be invented. Several artefacts from the Egyptian Predynastic site of Ma’adi were advertised for sale in the October 2004 Bonhams catalogue with a provenance dating back to the 1930s, only for it to be discovered that they had recently been stolen from a storage facility in Cairo. The pieces were subsequently returned to Egypt (Brodie 2005a: 12).

Elizabeth Gilgan (2001) offered another perspective on the information supplied in auction catalogues when she examined what was said about archaeological find-spot, and suggested that it could be used in such a way as to confound legal controls. She tabulated 3,300 Mayan objects offered for sale in 66 Sotheby’s ‘Precolumbian’ catalogues for the period 1971 to 1999, with annual numbers rising through the late 1970s to a peak of 290 in 1981, and thereafter fluctuating between 100 and 200 objects per annum. In contrast to objects offered in ‘Antiquities’ auctions, a large proportion (1,447, or 44 per cent) of the Mayan objects were supplied with information about their find-spot, though for 1,195 objects this information was only at the resolution of a region, for example ‘Highland’ or ‘Yucatan’. On 15 April 1991, responding to a request from the Guatemalan government, the US government placed emergency import restrictions on Mayan objects from the Petén region of Guatemala. Gilgan noted that in the decade leading up to this action, from 1980 to 1991, 115 objects had been offered with a find-spot of Petén, but that after the imposition of import restrictions, from 1992 to 1999 only two objects were offered. At the same time, from 1980 to 1991, 60 objects had been offered with a Lowlands find-spot, but between 1992 and 1999 that number increased sharply to 117. Gilgan concluded that consignors stopped offering material with the politically specific label Petén in 1991 because of the newly introduced import restrictions, and started instead describing objects from the Petén as Lowlands, a broader and politically obfuscating geographical description of the Maya culture area that takes in alongside the Petén parts of Mexico and Belize.

Studies to date that have utilized auction catalogues to quantify flows of material through the market or the incidence of provenance constitute a methodology that has been labelled ‘quantitative’ (Chippindale et al. 2001; Elia 2001). But quantitative analyses do not exhaust the research potential of auction catalogues, as the catalogues also contain a rich vein of economic information that has yet to be tapped. Each catalogue provides an estimate of expected price, and after each auction a list of realized prices is published. There is now a well-developed literature analysing data of this type for the art market (e.g. Velthuis 2005), though to date the methodologies have not been applied to the antiquities market.

INVESTIGATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE LOOTING

The use of pedestrian survey to identify, date, and characterize a region’s archaeological sites from the evidence of their surface manifestations is now a well-established method for investigating long-term trends in human settlement and land exploitation. Unfortunately, only a few surveys have quantified the evidence of site damage or destruction caused by looting. The results of those that have are revealing. Between 1989 and 1992, for example, a survey of the Djenné area of Mali discovered 830 archaeological sites, but by the time of discovery 375 sites (45 per cent) had already been damaged by illegal digging, 142 badly. Two sites had been completely destroyed. In 1996, 83 sites were revisited and the number looted had increased from 16 to 49. Similar results were obtained in 2002 by a survey of 81 sites in another area of Mali, around the town of Dia, which discovered that 42 sites (52 per cent) showed evidence of illegal digging, 30 had been badly damaged, and one completely destroyed (Panella et al. 2005: 18 table 1.3.2). This evidence of site damage and destruction correlated well with the increasing popularity of Malian artefacts among Western collectors (Brent 1994).

A 2001 survey of burial tumuli in the area of western Turkey that comprised the ancient kingdom of Lydia recorded 397 tumuli; 357 tumuli (90 per cent) showed signs of looting and 52 had been completely destroyed. To this figure of 52 could be added a further 20 previously known tumuli that had disappeared (Roosevelt and Luke 2006a: 178–9). A follow-up survey of 116 tumuli in the area of Bin Tepe, probably the royal burial ground of Sardis, the capital of Lydia, confirmed the earlier findings, with 111 tumuli (96 per cent) showing signs of illegal excavation, and 11 badly scarred by bulldozers or other heavy earth-moving equipment (Roosevelt and Luke 2006b: 193).

Some surveys have been aimed specifically at recording damage caused by looting. In 1983, for example, one study showed that 58.6 per cent of all Mayan sites in Belize had been damaged by looting (Gutchen 1983). In 1994, a survey in Charsadda district of northern Pakistan showed that nearly half the Buddhist shrines, stupas, and monasteries had been badly damaged or destroyed by illegal excavations (Ali and Coningham 1998). In 2000, the Documentation Centre of the Andalusian Institute of the Historical Heritage estimated that 14 per cent of known archaeological sites in Andalusia, Spain, had been damaged by illicit excavation (Fernandez Cacho and Sanjuán 2000).

The possibilities of online databases for documenting site damage have hardly been explored, though one notable enterprise is the Türkiye Arkeolojik Yerleşmeleri/Archaeological Settlements of Turkey (TAY) project, established in 1993. Its central aim is to visit and document all archaeological sites within Turkey and to record their condition (http://tayproject.eies.itu.edu.tr). As of 2008, over 2,800 archaeological sites had been documented. Information is published online in a series of regional files, each file recording the number of sites visited according to period and type, and describing the various causes of damage. So, for example, in November 2008, the Mediterranean file contained 394 sites. The largest cause of damage to those sites was agriculture, though 72 had been affected by illegal digging.

Although pedestrian surveys can produce good quantitative information about the extent and severity of archaeological looting, they are expensive and hardly ever repeated. Quantification of damage by means of remote sensing techniques, particularly using satellite imagery, is in principle easily repeatable and should offer a means of producing longitudinal data. Although the resolution of older images dating back to the 1960s is not good enough to identify pits or other evidence of looting on the ground (for example SPOT images have a resolution of only 20 m/pixel), by the 2000s suitable images at a higher resolutions of up to 50 cm/pixel were available. Elizabeth Stone (2008a, 2008b) used Quickbird imagery purchased from Digital Globe to document the looting that accompanied the Coalition invasion of Iraq in 2003. She was able to characterize the areal extent of the looting, noting that in total it comprised (as of 2006) ‘an area many times greater than all archaeological investigations ever conducted in southern Iraq’ (Stone 2008a: 137). In addition, Stone highlighted the selective looting of sites for marketable materials, and for some sites was able to track changes in looting behaviour over time. A similar methodology was employed by Carrie Hritz (2008), though she utilized older imagery from nearly a half-century span alongside Digital Globe to increase the time depth of her research. A major drawback of the method is that satellite images are expensive. Stone’s research, for example, which utilized 9,729 km2 of Digital Globe imagery, was underwritten by several funding sources. By the mid-2000s, however, high-resolution images were being made publicly accessible by Google Earth, and the potential of Google Earth imagery for quantifying site damage has been assessed in an exploratory study of looting in Jordan (Contreras and Brodie 2010) (Figures 12.1 and 12.2).

In a very real sense, looted archaeological sites are crime scenes, and Robert Hicks has prepared a model protocol for investigating them (Hicks 2006). The utility of a forensic approach was clearly demonstrated after the ransack of the Iraq National Museum in 2003. US Marine Colonel and New York City Assistant District Attorney Matthew Bogdanos brought his forensic expertise to bear on the thefts, and in an atmosphere of media hyperbole and professional confusion he was able to offer a sober and generally accepted account of events (Bogdanos 2005a, 2005b). He argued that valuable and/or portable objects had most probably been stolen by knowledgeable thieves, perhaps with some degree of inside knowledge, and with buyers in mind, while the less valuable pieces were stolen by opportunistic local people taking advantage of the professional break in.
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FIGURE 12.1 Looted cemeteries of Qazone and Bab edh-Dhra in Jordan visible on Google Earth satellite image. Looted areas visible as pitting are outlined. (Image downloaded on 6 August 2008. Graphic by Dan Contreras.)
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FIGURE 12.2 The looted cemetery of Qazone in Jordan in 2004. (Photo: N. Brodie.)

MEDIA INVESTIGATIONS

Qualitative approaches to the antiquities market have ranged from undercover investigations conducted by journalists to more standard ethnographic research undertaken by academic archaeologists, anthropologists, and criminologists. By and large, media investigations have focused on the dealers, rich collectors, and large museums that constitute the demand side of the market, while academic research has concentrated more on the supply side, on the socio-economic and historical circumstances of the people who do the actual digging. Presumably, one reason for this apparent division of labour is that media investigations are audience led, and the audience has a prurient interest in the misdemeanours and undoings of the rich and powerful. Another reason must be the power gradient which is a defining feature of the market. Rich private collectors and museums can repel academic enquiry quite easily by refusing to cooperate or mobilizing a legal deterrent. Simple threats of libel action are usually enough to frighten off inquisitive though financially straitened academics. The financial and legal resources of media companies often allow them to take a more robust attitude towards such intimidation.

The most persistent and arguably most revealing investigation of the antiquities market has been by author and journalist Peter Watson. Watson’s research started in 1991 when James Hodges, a disgruntled former employee of Sotheby’s London, came to Watson with three suitcases full of documents recording malpractice at Sotheby’s. Many of the documents were concerned with antiquities sales, and together with Hodges’s testimony they prompted Watson to investigate an Italian antiquities dealer named Giacomo Medici who appeared to be consigning large quantities of looted Italian antiquities for sale at Sotheby’s from his companies based in Switzerland, first Hydra Gallery and later Editions Services, and also an Indian dealer Vaman Ghiya who was similarly using front companies in Geneva to consign Indian material to Sotheby’s. Both dealers were acting with the apparent connivance of Sotheby’s staff. Watson’s research was published in a book (Watson 1997) and featured in three television programmes. It exploded the myth that so-called reputable institutions such as Sotheby’s were not involved in trading illegally acquired material, and demonstrated conclusively that there were no such things as separate legal and illegal antiquities markets. Following Watson’s revelations, Sotheby’s announced its decision to stop holding regular antiquities sales in London, senior staff in the London antiquities department left the company (Farrell and Alberge 1997), and the final sale was held in November 1997.

Watson’s research brought him into contact with the Italian Carabinieri, who were themselves investigating Medici. They pooled information and the Carabinieri allowed Watson to report on their investigations (Watson and Todeschini 2006). The Carabinieri investigation had started in earnest in 1995, when they had raided the apartment of antiquities dealer Danilo Zicchi and discovered a handwritten chart setting out the organization of the illegal Italian antiquities trade. The name at the head of the chart was US dealer Robert Hecht, who was receiving material through two main supply chains, one orchestrated by Gianfranco Becchina, the other by Medici. In September 1995, the Carabinieri, in conjunction with Swiss police, raided Medici’s warehouse in Geneva Freeport, with several more visits following between 1997 and 1999. They recovered 3,800 objects, more than 4,000 photographs of objects that had previously passed through Medici’s hands, and something like 35,000 sheets of paper documenting Medici’s business practices. In May 2005 an Italian court found Medici guilty of illegal export, receiving stolen goods, and conspiracy.

More raids followed as the Italian investigation proceeded. In February 2001, folders containing photographs, letters, and a handwritten memoir were seized from Robert Hecht’s apartment in Paris. In May 2002, another haul of documents and photographs was seized from three warehouses in Basel belonging to Becchina, and a fourth Becchina warehouse was raided in 2005, yielding yet more documents. The accumulating evidence also implicated Marion True, the then curator of antiquities at the J. Paul Getty Museum, and more evidence regarding the Getty’s involvement with the illegal trade came to light in Los Angeles, where the journalists Jason Felch and Ralph Frammolino (2005) obtained more than 1,000 pages of internal Getty documents, which the Getty maintained were stolen, showing that as early as 1985 the Getty had been aware that Hecht and the London-based dealer Robin Symes were selling material from dubious sources in Italy and Greece, but had continued buying from them anyway. In November 2005, Hecht and True were charged in an Italian court with conspiring to receive stolen art. The evidence collected during the course of the Italian investigation also caused several US art museums to return material to Greece and Italy (Gill and Chippindale 2006, 2007; Watson and Todeschini 2007: 298–300).

The Italian Carabinieri’s example of following paper trails in order to expose organized antiquities smuggling networks has been emulated in other countries. In June 2003, Indian police arrested Ghiya at his house in Jaipur, and raided other properties he owned throughout India. Under questioning, Ghiya admitted to owning three shell companies in Geneva that could be used to provide objects with provenance, and alleged that Sotheby’s and Christies had continued doing business with him despite Watson’s exposé (Keefe 2007). Watson had also discovered that Editions Services shared a Geneva address with another company, Xoilan Trading, under the proprietorship of Symes, and that Sotheby’s had been using Symes as an agent to acquire material in Italy and smuggle it out for sale. Symes was interviewed by Italian investigators in Rome in 2003, and in April 2006 Greek police raided a villa on the island of Schinoussa belonging to Symes and his deceased partner Christos Michaelides, seizing 2,191 photographs (Zirganos 2006).

Investigations of the type conducted and reported upon by Watson and Zirganos have been important in exposing the true nature of the trade, but also in elucidating some of the finer details of its operation. Watson was able to report upon the work of official Italian investigator Maurizio Pellegrini, for example, to show how illegally obtained artefacts were passed from suspect dealers (such as Medici) through more seemingly respectable intermediaries (Hecht and Symes) to render them more palatable for acquisition by museums (such as the Getty). Pellegrini termed this process ‘triangulation’. Pellegrini also discovered how whole ceramic vessels could be broken into pieces and fed to a museum through different intermediaries to hide their source, and how Medici would launder objects by consigning them for sale at Sotheby’s and then buying them back himself, thus giving them a provenance and an appearance of legitimacy. Zirganos described how the villa on Schinoussa was used for what he described as the ‘preparation and closing of deals’. The villa was in effect a social and commercial hub, where Symes and Michaelides would entertain archaeologists, museum curators, conservators, and wealthy collectors to gossip about the market and what was available for purchase, and to arrange sales. Thus it was possible for a customer to purchase an illicit artefact on Schinoussa without actually coming into contact with it. The artefact would be smuggled separately to Switzerland, where the customer could take possession of it.

Other important media investigations include the February 2000 Swedish Channel 10 documentary On the Trail of Tomb Robbers, and the September 2004 Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation (NRK) programme The Manuscript Collector. On the Trail of Tomb Robbers was based on the original research of Staffan Lundén, and used a hidden television camera to expose the involvement in the illegal market of a diplomat, a museum director, and an art dealership, despite their public protestations to the contrary (Doole 2000: 24–7; Lundén 2004). Again, like Watson’s work, this programme documented the extent to which the antiquities market involves apparently honest and reputable individuals in criminal activities. It triggered a public debate within Sweden and throughout Scandinavia more generally which culminated in the ratification of the 1970 UNESCO Convention by Sweden and Denmark in 2003 and Norway in 2007.

The Manuscript Collector investigated the ancient manuscript collection of Norwegian businessman Martin Schøyen (Lundén 2005; Omland 2006), and revealed the degree of scholarly involvement in his activities. The programme questioned the possible illegal Iraqi origin of 654 Aramaic-inscribed incantation bowls that were being held at University College London (UCL) for study by a scholar from the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and traced what it alleged were smuggled Kharosthi manuscript fragments from Pakistan to the ownership of the British Library. The programme further claimed that the British Library’s acquisition of these manuscript fragments in 1994 led to an explosion of interest in ancient manuscripts, which encouraged Schøyen between 1996 and 1998 to buy 10,000 Buddhist manuscript fragments from a London dealer that had probably been smuggled out of Afghanistan. The British Library refused to answer the programme’s allegations. UCL set up a committee of enquiry into the provenance of the incantation bowls to decide whether they should be returned to Schøyen or to Iraq. It is believed that the committee recommended that the bowls should be returned to Iraq, but UCL has consistently refused to publish the committee’s report or its conclusions, and after being sued by Schøyen in March 2007 for the return of the bowls, in June 2007 UCL announced it had no reason to believe that title was vested other than in the Schøyen Collection, and returned them to Schøyen (Brodie 2007).

The success of Watson’s investigations of Sotheby’s and the antiquities market more generally was largely due to his access to good-quality documentary evidence, obtained in the first instance from Hodges, and later from the Italian prosecuting authorities. It is generally the case that any research into the antiquities market must overcome the challenge of identifying and acquiring relevant information. One route has been to use Freedom of Information laws to obtain material from publicly funded institutions. Thus Brodie (2005b) obtained documents from the British Library pertaining to its acquisition in 1994 of the Kharosthi manuscript fragments referred to above. Brian Egloff (2008) used a Freedom of Information request on the National Gallery of Australia to obtain documents relating to the Gallery’s acquisition in 1977 of the Ambum Stone, which had been taken out of Papua New Guinea in suspicious circumstances in the 1960s. Freedom of Information requests are not always guaranteed success, as powerful public institutions can deploy legal obfuscations. In 2007 UCL refused a Freedom of Information request for the release of the sequestered report of the committee convened to investigate the provenance of the Schøyen incantation bowls (Brodie 2007).

Another possible source of information was identified by Nørskov, when she augmented her quantitative research into collecting by looking at how dealers themselves were reporting their activities in what might be called the trade press—glossy magazines aimed at collectors. Nørskov focused on the reportage of New York antiquities dealer Jerome Eisenberg in his magazine Minerva (Nørskov 2002: 282–8), but there are many other paper and online publications that offer opportunities for such research. The socalled Asian art market seems particularly well provided for in this regard.

ETHNOGRAPHIC SURVEY

Ethnographic research into the market has proceeded by means of questionnaire and interview survey or by participant observation. Survey research is used for collecting information from a population too large to be observed directly, while participant observation is better suited for the study of small groups. In practice, surveys have been used to canvass the opinions of people who are either not direct beneficiaries of the market, though to some extent knowledgeable about its operation (such as archaeologists or lawyers), or who have a professional or commercial (though not openly criminal) association (such as dealers or museum professionals). Thus it is a major shortcoming of such research that individuals who are directly involved with the more criminal and/or damaging aspects of the market are not contacted, or will not respond (Mackenzie 2005; Kersel 2006; Mackenzie and Green in press). Questionnaire or interview surveys can be more or less structured—structured methodologies limit the freedom of respondents to depart from providing direct answers to well-defined questions, while less structured methodologies allow for respondent digression. Structured surveys are more usually designed to facilitate quantitative analysis of responses, while the information obtained through less structured methodologies requires more subjective interpretation.

The potential reach of a structured questionnaire survey was demonstrated by Blythe Bowman (2009: 85–132), who reasoned that archaeologists should have personal contact with looted sites and with the people engaged in looting or involved in the trade, and should therefore be a good proxy source of information about looting. She designed a structured questionnaire with options for unsolicited information or opinion which she distributed by e-mail to 14,429 archaeologists worldwide. She received 2,358 replies. Other researchers have favoured a semi-structured interview methodology over a structured questionnaire survey, reasoning that the better-quality responses more than compensate for smaller sample sizes.

Interview research calls for assessing the validity of interviewee statements—in other words, establishing that the interviewer is correctly reporting the interviewee, and that the interviewee was telling the truth. Interviewer reliability can be controlled for by providing the interviewee with a written transcript for approval. Kersel found this to be an effective method of acquiring more information, as interviewees would sometimes enlarge upon their previous statements (Kersel 2006: 33). Mackenzie on the other hand did not favour this practice as it offers interviewees an opportunity after reflection to withdraw or redact statements that might otherwise have been true (Mackenzie 2005: 256). The truth of interviewee statements can sometimes be confirmed (or refuted) by reference to other evidence sources (Kersel 2006: 36; Tijhuis 2006: 111–28), though Mackenzie has pointed out that the ‘truth’ might be discursively structured. Thus he suggested the testimony of the antiquities dealers he interviewed was embedded within a justificatory discourse, which was used to ‘neutralise’ the interviewee’s participation in a criminal enterprise. This discourse is part of the culture of the antiquities market, and encourages a belief amongst dealers that the social harm caused by the criminal and damaging aspects of the market is outweighed by the public benefit that accrues from the collection (often termed ‘rescue’) and display of looted artefacts. Mackenzie argued that the real object of research should be this justificatory discourse, not the market itself (Mackenzie 2005: 157).

Thus to date, the major contribution of ethnographic survey has been to elicit the opinions of individuals engaged in institutions located more towards the demand side of the market, with a view to suggesting or evaluating policy responses that will either satisfy demand legally and non-destructively or diminish demand, and so reduce the incentive to loot sites. Survey research has failed to engage with the more overtly criminal sociology of supply, and has little to say about the circumstances and motivations of people who actually do the illegal digging, or who knowingly acquire or transact illegally excavated objects.

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION AND MULTI-SITED ETHNOGRAPHY

Ethnographic research ‘in the field’ is problematical because it must be conducted in what is usually a criminal environment, and there can be an element of physical danger. Bowman, for example, reports turning down the opportunity to interview looters at an undisclosed location at night because of understandable concerns over her personal safety (Bowman 2009). Nevertheless, research has been conducted, usually by means of participant observation, whereby the researcher observes and reports upon the community under study (Jorgensen 1989). Information can be gathered through direct observation, formal interview, and informal conversation. The method is intended to allow the researcher access to the viewpoint of the research subject, and it is notable that research conducted in this vein has been generally sympathetic to the situations of the people under study, who are those who do the digging, and that the term ‘subsistence digging’ is used rather than ‘looting’ to describe their actions. Subsistence digging is a neutral term, intended to avoid the pejorative connotations of ‘looting’, and in so doing help to recognize the right to economic self-determination of the people who dig for artefacts (Hollowell-Zimmer 2003; Hollowell 2006a: 72–3; 2006b).

The genealogy of the term ‘subsistence digging’ can be traced back to Dwight Heath’s (1973) sympathetic study of illicit excavation in Costa Rica. He struggled to find an equitable translation of the Spanish huaqueros, and preferred ‘commercial archaeologist’ to ‘grave-robber’. Frederick Lange (1976) revisited Costa Rica in 1976, and referred to ‘subsistence archaeologists’. In 1993, David Staley reported on what he termed the ‘subsistence diggers’ of St Lawrence Island, defining a ‘subsistence digger’ as ‘a person who uses the proceeds from artefacts sales to support his or her traditional subsistence lifestyle’ (Staley 1993: 348), suggesting at the time that sales of excavated artefacts constituted 13 per cent of average household income (Staley 1993: 349).

David Matsuda interviewed 400 huaqueros in Belize, discovering that most of them were milperos (small farmers), often indigenous Maya and refugees from ‘civil violence and economic despair’ (Matsuda 1998, 2005). Most of them worked part-time, in the agricultural off-seasons, with artefact digging providing a subsistence option alongside the more usual hunting and gathering of food. Matsuda also pointed to the apparent hypocrisy of archaeologists and other professionals who decry the antiquities market, arguing that they derive a monetary income from the excavation of archaeological sites while wanting to deny it to others. There are shorter studies in a similar vein for Sicily (Migliore 1991), Tuscany (van Velzen 1996), Guatemala (Paredes Maury 1998), and Peru (Smith 2005). In all cases, the authors highlight the disjunction between the perspectives and aims of archaeologists and local subsistence diggers, the mutual misunderstanding and often distrust that exists between them, and the economic deprivation of diggers. And while it has been claimed that diggers do not receive much in percentage terms of the final market value of a piece (Brodie 1998), it has been countered that the aggregate income can still make a substantial contribution to a local economy (Rose and Burke 2004). Nevertheless, it is generally recognized that subsistence digging is not sustainable as eventually the archaeological resource is worked out. This fact raises questions about the possible ethical obligation of archaeologists to mobilize the economic potential of archaeological sites for the benefit of local communities.

Though ethnographic observation and interview in the field of the type just described have been influential in changing archaeological perceptions of the market, and particularly in engendering a more sympathetic view of the people who do the digging, it has become apparent that to comprehend the full complexity of the antiquities market, ethnographic research needs to be multi-sited and historically situated (Panella 2002; Panella et al. 2005; Kersel et al. 2008, this volume). Kersel’s (2006) investigation of the managed antiquities market in Israel and Hollowell’s (2006a) insightful research on St Lawrence Island are exemplary.

Kersel set out to investigate the managed antiquities market in Israel, where it is legal to buy and sell artefacts that were in circulation before 1978, when a new antiquities law took undiscovered archaeological heritage into state ownership. The 1978 law also established a system of registered antiquities dealers who are licensed to sell artefacts from collections accumulated before 1978. Kersel wanted to test the hypothesis that a properly supervised legal market will obviate the need for an illegal market and thus discourage the formation of one. She found against the hypothesis, concluding that deficient oversight of the Israeli market allowed it to launder large quantities of artefacts looted from Israel and surrounding countries, once again exposing the fiction of separate legal and illegal markets. In fact, the nominally legal Israeli market turns out to be an integral part of the larger, international, grey market.

Julie Hollowell followed up the research of Staley on St Lawrence Island. St Lawrence Island is situated in the south Bering Strait, and since 1971 the island and its resources have belonged to two Alaska Native corporations. Corporation shareholders can dig legally for artefacts and sell what they find. Every year dealers spend an estimated $1.5 million on the island, about $1,000 per inhabitant. Most money is spent on archaeological walrus ivory, often comprising whole walrus tusks. In the early 2000s, dealers could buy old ivory for $30 to $120 a pound, and sell it in Alaska or other parts of the United States for $80 to $250 a pound. Archaeological bone was also in demand, and could be bought on the island for $1.25 to $3 a pound. An estimated ton of whale and walrus bone is taken from St Lawrence Island annually. Raw bone and ivory can be carved on the island to produce saleable ornaments, though most carved ornaments are mass produced in Alaska. Archaeological artefacts are also in demand, particularly the finely carved ‘Okvik’ and ‘Old Bering Sea’ ivory figurines, dating from AD 100–300. Poorerquality artefacts are sold to tourists in Alaskan gift shops and on the Internet, but a few high-quality artefacts, perhaps ten or twelve pieces per year, end up on the international art market. By 2006, the highest price paid at auction for a St Lawrence artefact was $216 000, but again, like Nørskov, Hollowell drew attention to an invisible market, reporting that higher prices are paid in private transactions.

Unlike the Israeli market, which Kersel considered to be legal in name only, the market in St Lawrence Island ivory and artefacts is genuinely legal. The people excavating the material for sale do so legally, and thus the material can be bought and sold legally. There is no need for laundering subterfuges of the type Watson described for Medici. Hollowell thought there were advantages and disadvantages to this situation. From an archaeological perspective, although archaeological contexts are destroyed by artefact digging, find-spot information is retained because there is no need to hide it, in the way that Chippindale and Gill described for Cycladic figurines and Gilgan for Mayan objects. From the point of view of the islanders, the legal market means that they receive a higher proportion of the profits than would normally be the case for diggers operating illegally, when much of the profits are taken by intermediaries who shoulder the risks associated with transporting and selling the material. Like Kersel, Hollowell was interested in the idea that a regulated legal market will discourage the formation of an illegal one, but concluded that it was an unlikely outcome. Dealers continue to develop marketing strategies aimed at increasing demand, a process of commercialization that has been noted before (Brodie 2004: 88–92), and twenty years of digging does not seem to have sated demand. Worse, and again with resonances of the Israeli situation, the presence of a profitable legal market on St Lawrence Island has incited illegal digging and smuggling on the Russian side of the Bering Strait, where similar artefacts can be found.

Participant observation shades into media reportage, and journalists too have sometimes taken an active interest in the motivations and actions of looters and diggers, though, interestingly, usually developing a more negative perspective than the academic one. Kimbra Smith’s (2005) sympathetic treatment of traditional looting in north Peru, for example, might be contrasted with Roger Atwood’s (2004: 229–40) more acerbic account of criminal gangs operating in the same area. Nikolas Zirganos (pers. comm.) has reported on the history of Aidonia, a small village in southern Greece. In 1976, a Mycenaean (Late Bronze Age) cemetery was discovered close to the village. Two rival gangs fought a gun battle over possession of the cemetery, and for several months afterwards the victors dug it out (Miller 1997: 40). By 1978, the cemetery was empty, and in the aftermath of the violence the village community began to disintegrate, until by 2007 the only house still occupied was that belonging to the family of the looters. Zirganos argues that if the Aidonia cemetery had been properly excavated and the finds curated and exhibited locally, continuing tourist income might have secured the village’s viability. He contrasts the situation unfavourably with that of the nearby village of Nemea, where since 1993 US excavators estimate they have put something $2 million into the local economy (Miller 1997: 44), and more has derived from tourists who visit the small museum that has been built there to house the excavation finds.

Joanne Farchakh Bajjaly (2008a, 2008b) is one of the few people to have visited archaeological sites in Iraq (in May 2003 and February 2004) while they were being looted in the aftermath of the 2003 Coalition invasion. She reported from Di Qar district in southern Iraq that hundreds of farmers had left their families to live on sites such as Umma, Larsa, and Jokha while digging illegally. The looting was tolerated and even supported by some religious, political, and tribal leaders as a way of earning money in the war-torn economy. Farchakh Bajjaly argued that such looting would only stop when Iraq’s rural economy was rejuvenated. Nevertheless, while drawing attention once again to the economic deprivation that drives subsistence digging, she also described the associated violence. Armed gangs of looters and dealers controlled the main roads leading to sites that were being dug, and in 2005, eight Iraqi customs officers who had arrested some antiquities dealers were murdered and their bodies were burnt and thrown in the desert to act as a warning to others.

CONCLUSION

Looking back over the past twenty-five years, it is possible to identify some trends that might act as pointers to future research. First, there is the continuing improvement of methodologies that can be used to generate quantitative data, especially in areas such as remote sensing and market research. Second, ethnographic methodologies are becoming better established, and opening up new conceptual horizons. The reality of museum and university involvement in the grey market and the recognition that often the people who do the digging are victims of failed political or socio-economic systems have made clear the social and economic entanglements of archaeological practice. The ethical consequences of those entanglements remain to be properly described.

Past research aside, several scholars, writing from their own different disciplinary perspectives about ‘art worlds’ or ‘art systems’ (Alsop 1982; Velthuis 2005; Becker 2008;), have chosen to approach art as a socio-cultural rather than as an aesthetic production, and have emphasized the importance of the art market as a transactor of economic and cultural values. The antiquities market is no different. It has existed since the sixteenth century to facilitate the transformation of archaeological, ethnographic, and other cultural artefacts into art, and in so doing has helped fashion the ontological terrain of European modernity. It seems faintly ridiculous at this point in time to write about the history of archaeology or of the reception of ‘ancient art’ without recognizing that fact, and yet that is often what is happening. Thus perhaps the greatest challenge for future research is to investigate the cultural force of the antiquities market. Gill and Chippindale (1993) have written about the intellectual consequences of the antiquities market, but the greatest intellectual consequence or perhaps achievement of the antiquities market is that from the time of its inception it has consistently managed to shield itself from critical enquiry.
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INTRODUCTION

IN order for looted artefacts to travel from the ground to the consumer they must pass through a series of networks, transit points, and markets. Changing hands numerous times and crossing borders—local, national, and international—these artefacts eventually make their way to auction house showrooms, museum vitrines, and mantelpieces of private collectors. At every stage in this process there are actors and agents who stake a claim to the looted objects and who assign value to the artefacts. For each of these interest groups or publics the ascribed meanings may differ entirely and may even be oppositional in stance.

Much of the data included in this entry is the result of Ph.D. and postdoctoral research conducted over a period of two years of living in Israel, Jordan, and Palestine. Over 150 interviews were carried out with various stakeholders involved with the illegal and legal antiquities trade (in Israel it is legal to buy and sell artefacts which pre-date the 1978 Antiquities Law) in the region. The research is what Marcus (1995: 96) refers to as a multi-sited ethnography, ‘an ethnography that moves from its conventional single-sited location to multiple sites of observation and participation that cross-cut dichotomies such as the local and the global, the life world and the system’. The methods used for this investigation included: participant observation, semi-structured interviews, and ethnographic analysis. Although never explicitly asked about the value of looted objects, inferences could be gleaned from the variety of responses of the stakeholders.

The following is an examination of the values attributed to looted artefacts by the assorted publics associated with illegal trade in antiquities. What are the values of a looted object to the looter, the local populace, the government employee, the archaeologist (both local and foreign), the dealer, the law-maker, the collector, the museum, and the tourist? Grounded in ethnographic, criminological, and legal theory, this chapter is a discussion of the values of looted objects and the competing demands for those contested items from the Middle East.

TYPES OF VALUES

If we take Carman’s (2002, 2005) discussion of archaeological values as a guiding principle for examining the value of looted artefacts the model would result in a discussion of looted artefacts as both economic and cultural types of capital that can be exchanged and there are a number of values ascribed to these artefacts both singly and in tandem.

In considering the ‘value’ of artefacts I draw upon Marx’s classic definition of value—all objects have value: use value and exchange value. For example, in its original conception the Byzantine oil lamp is useful for lighting a room, but according to Marx under capitalism all objects are reduced to their exchange value (their value or price in the marketplace)—the Byzantine oil lamp may have cost 4 shekels in antiquity. For Marx, actual value is derived when labour power is applied to raw materials within a particular production process. Such a production system in turn creates goods whose value can only be realized through exchange and consumption (Marx 1954, 1956).

Marx’s definitions are useful in examining looted objects in the antiquities trade, but Baudrillard’s concept of symbolic value is integral to understanding the consumption stage of the capitalist process (Baudrillard 1970). In order to examine the question of how a capitalist society can sustain itself, Baudrillard introduced the idea of symbolic exchange—a process in which goods are exchanged as commodities but with the added element of symbolic value or status, which they provide the consumer (Koch and Elmore 2006). According to Baudrillard (1970) all commodities are laden with symbolic value, which has eclipsed their utility and monetary values. Commodities are no longer defined by their use, but by what they signify (Baudrillard 1970: 6). Looted objects have a symbolic value to the end consumer for their association with distant lands, shared ancestry, and evocations of connectivity to the past. Consumers consume objects laden with symbolic meaning. Once acquired, the looted item can also denote distinction, taste, and social status. For Baudrillard (2001: 129) goods in the marketplace can even take on the role of fetish (an object positioned purely for its symbolic value).

Baudrillard (2001) contends that the fetishized object once contained elements of use value and exchange value, but it now solely possesses a symbolic value. I would argue that this is not the case for looted objects. Through discussions with the various stakeholders in the trade in illegal artefacts, it became apparent that looted items, while perhaps revered and idolized, do not always lose their exchange value—they often retain their economic value for the museum, for the individual collector, and for society at large.

Also useful in considering the value of artefacts and assessing stakeholder perceptions was an examination of Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital, which connects value to artefacts within a specific array of class and institutional settings, reinforcing Baudrillard’s conceptions of value. Bourdieu developed the concept of cultural capital to describe the possession of knowledge, accomplishments, and objects, used by people to negotiate their social standing (Johnson 2006). With cultural capital, an economic exchange (buying an artefact) sets in motion a series of uses—some symbolic, some fungible—for other capital. Looted artefacts can represent cultural capital to many of the stakeholders: representing skilled excavation techniques, intellectual prowess in appraising the piece, depicting a sense of adventure as a touristic mnemonic device, and competence in acquisitions for the collector and curator.

Baudrillard expands upon the illustrative power of the Marxian paradigm. The commodity (the looted artefact) possesses three values: use value, exchange value, and symbolic value, and the following will examine stakeholder perceptions of these values vis-à-vis the looted artefact in the antiquities trade. While acknowledging the underpinning analyses of Marx and Baudrillard this discussion will also rely on Carman’s (sensu Bourdieu) discussions of social and cultural capital.

IDENTIFYING THE STAKEHOLDERS

The process of selling illegally excavated artefacts can be broken down into three spheres or links in a commodity chain—production, distribution, and consumption. A commodity chain is defined by Hopkins and Wallerstein (1986: 159) as ‘a network of labour and production processes whose end result is a finished commodity’; in this instance the looted object is the finished commodity. The first link is the artefact cultivation and production stage; the second is the movement of the illegally excavated objects by middlemen and the distribution of the material by dealers; and finally the eventual consumption of the items by private individuals, tourists, and museums. While the first link must occur in the country of origin the other links can happen locally, nationally, and/or transnationally. At each of the stages there are a number of actors who are involved and who assign meaning to various items unearthed illegally.

The various stakeholders involved with the trade can include a variety of types of individuals (Figure 13.1).

Each stakeholder in the illegal trade in antiquities believes that they have a right to possess, or protect, or purvey (or any combination of these actions) archaeological artefacts from the Middle East. The looters may have no perceived cultural affinity to the artefacts in question, but they recognize that middlemen will pay for the material they illegally excavate. Middlemen assert that they are both meeting consumer demand and adding to the economic stability of the region by providing the looters with added income. Dealers are providing a service by meeting consumer demand. The tourist wants to take home a memento of his visit to the area that will serve as a symbol (Dominguez 1986) of a past visit to a particular place. Museums and institutions with educational mandates have a vested interest in purchasing artefacts, increasing their collections for the purposes of study and edification of the general public and researchers. Architects, conservators, educators, and law-makers may play a role in the trade, through valuing, conservation, research, or legislative efforts. Government employees are attempting to protect the past for the future and are charged with the responsibility of oversight at each stage of the trade. Additionally, this chapter will illustrate that archaeologists also have a vested interest in the looted objects and that they can be involved at all three stages of the trade.
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FIGURE 13.1 Stakeholders in the Middle Eastern trade in illegal antiquities pyramid.

THE VALUE OF A LOOTED ARTEFACT?

Archaeologists

For the purposes of this chapter archaeologists were defined as those people with an interest in the aims and methods of archaeology. Individuals are employed as professional archaeologists either as academics (working for educational institutions), with private companies, or non-governmental, non-profit, organizations. Archaeologists working for governmental agencies were included in the governmental employee stakeholder group, although some of the archaeologists in this category were former government employees. Archaeological sites are directly affected by illegal looting and archaeologists often come into contact with looters and middlemen through the course of their work. The value of an artefact recovered in situ is dramatically different from an artefact ripped from its original context and found in the shop window of a dealer on King David Street in Jerusalem.

Decontextualized artefacts—those illegally excavated with no record of find-spot—result in the discipline’s inability to refute or confirm claims of authenticity. There is no clearer example of this than the James Ossuary, the first-century AD bone box bearing an inscription that may be one of the earliest known archaeological references to Jesus. Details of the ossuary’s find-spot (it was purchased on the antiquities market) called into question its legitimacy, as well as the veracity of biblical narratives. Does this looted artefact have any value to archaeology when we have no idea where it came from, whose bones were housed in the ossuary, or what artefacts and architecture were associated (if any)? Handler (1992) has stated that objects attain their meaning through their associations with other objects, with other words, and through human agency. Once looted, can an object ever be valuable to an archaeologist? Has it lost all meaning? And can the looted object ever be anything else once it has been looted?

For some archaeologists there is still some knowledge to be gained from the study of a looted item, but the discipline remains deeply divided over this issue. Debates over the academic value of looted artefacts are endemic and ongoing (Rollston 2003, 2004; Michalowski 2004). Recent reports concerning an incident involving fragments of Dead Sea Scrolls illustrate that archaeologists are sometimes implicated in the consumption end of the trade (Kersel et al. 2008). For the archaeologist accused of purchasing a Dead Sea Scroll fragment in direct violation of Israeli law, the study of the suspected looted artefact outweighed considerations of the consequences of purchasing and studying the Dead Sea Scroll fragment. Did the acquisition of the scroll fragments encourage further looting of the area? Does the advancement of human knowledge through the interpretation of the fragment override any concerns that the artefact was looted with no secure archaeological context? Does the research value (Carman 2002) of this rare artefact supersede the loss of knowledge due to the continued destruction of archaeological sites due to the demand for artefacts?

At times archaeologists act as evaluators of archaeological material working in concert with dealers and collectors, enhancing the exchange value of a looted artefact. Archaeologists can (and do) earn extra income by providing their expert opinion and testimony to dealers in archaeological artefacts. Previous research has shown that illegally excavated artefacts enter the legally sanctioned trade in Israel undergoing a laundering process to make them ‘legal’ (Kersel 2006a, 2008). An integral part of this laundering process is the authentication and valuing of the looted objects by the professional archaeologist. Through a series of interviews with archaeologists I was able to determine that there are archaeologists who actively participate in the legitimizing of illegally excavated artefacts by assigning an economic worth, providing a theoretical find-spot, and a chronological indicator for the decontextualized artefact. In this instance the looted artefact has a significant economic value for the archaeologist, but the economic value of artefacts is not limited to archaeologists; it is also of importance to looters and dealers.

Looters

In a recent article (Kersel 2007) I discuss the reasons why people loot in the Near East. The reasons are complex and belie the prevailing assumption that people illegally excavate to feed their families as some have suggested (Staley 1993; Matsuda 1998; Hollowell-Zimmer 2003). The value of a looted object for this stakeholder group can be, and most often is, economic—the price that one can get for the item. For those who loot as a form of resistance (Abu el-Haj 2001; Kersel 2007) artefacts have a symbolic value as reminders of the Jewish/Israeli past which for some looters must be eradicated from the landscape. As potent reminders of occupation and subjugation of one people over another, looting sites and selling the artefacts bolsters a sense of self-determination, providing some (largely symbolic) measure of control over the situation in Palestine.

For those who loot as a traditional practice the value of the artefact derives from its role in a time-honoured custom that has been in families for generations. The act of looting and the acquisition of artefacts can serve to bind families and communities together and as such the value of the looted object is symbolic in its representation of a community ethos. The sentiment that the objects were left by their ancestors (Thoden van Velzen 1996, 1999; Hollowell 2006) for the present populations to do with as they please is often prevalent. In this instance the value of the object is both symbolic (a potent reminder of familial ties) and an economic use value—the artefacts as items to be sold in the marketplace and the money garnered from the sale to be used for whatever purpose deemed important by the looters.

Eventually most of the looted objects, whatever the original motivations behind looting (see Kersel 2007), end up with an economic value, and somewhere in the process of reaching the consumer there is an exchange of values in the classic Marxian understanding of the process of capitalism. Once in the marketplace, often as legitimately available material, their primary value is economic in nature and it remains that way throughout much of the process of trade—until the final sale to the consumer, where the object can possess an exchange value, a symbolic value, or both.

Dealers

For dealers—both licensed and illegal—the value of the looted object is almost exclusively an economic one. The object purchased from a looter is important for the price that can be realized from the eventual sale. Dealers range from an individual shoeshine man who sells the occasional coin (see Kersel 2006b) to the international auction houses and high-end antiquities shops located on Bond Street in London, Madison Avenue in New York, or Hollywood Road in Hong Kong. The Internet plays an increasingly important role in the trade in looted items as looters can now bypass middlemen dealers selling directly to the consumer (Robbins 2006; Stanish 2008, 2009). In a study of looted artefacts Brodie (1999) illustrates that middlemen and dealers garner the largest profits in the trade, leaving the looters with less than 1 per cent of the profits. Estimates of the actual dollar amount of the trade in antiquities are often bandied about and numbers such as US$4–6 billion annually (Borodkin 1995; Magness-Gardiner 2004) often appear, but the trade is difficult to estimate because there are illegal elements and accurate reporting of sales is rare. Nor do these estimates take into consideration the Internet, direct sales between looters and consumers, and private (hidden) sales between collectors.

As discussed previously, the exchange value of the looted artefact is increased through knowledge—the authentication of the piece by an archaeologist or knowing the purported archaeological find-spot. But the end result is the same—the value of the artefact is its economic worth in the marketplace regardless of its illegal origins.

Collectors

For the purposes of this study the term collector is broadly construed to include tourists (local and foreigners), private individuals, and those collecting for museums and/or educational institutions. In the acquisition stage, where money changes hands, artefacts have an exchange value in the classic Marxian concept, so that collected artefacts become commodities in that they have an exchange value (Marx 1975 [1844]). For Appadurai (1986) the economic exchange itself creates value for the artefact. Marx (1963: 183) distinguishes between the exchange value and use value of the commodities (and by commodities here I mean the artefacts that have entered the marketplace) circulating in capitalist societies. Few would dispute that the state of the artefacts as commodities in the marketplace instils them with value: it is a question of which type of value and whether these values have any bearing on the eventual purchase by the consumer.

Once the looted artefact is placed in the marketplace to be collected it can take on a new set of meanings, as noted in Figure 13.2. No longer the utile (shedding its use value) ubiquitous lamp for lighting a darkened room; the collected Byzantine oil lamp with the menorah stamp becomes an esteemed item used to confirm the Jewish past, taking on a symbolic value. The artefact’s meaning is moved from one of function to one that is socially or ideologically based in its contemporary context. The lamp is unlikely to be again used as a lighting device and the oil lamp is now a metonym for the existence of Jews in the Levant. The meaning of the collectible is not always as art, or a connection to the past, or technological achievement, or utility. The thrill of the hunt and acquisitions also play an important role in the consumption of archaeological artefacts. The oil lamp also possesses an exchange value that may have been in place since its creation. The original craftsman may have sold the lamp in the ancient marketplace, just as the current antiquities dealer sells the lamp in Jerusalem’s Old City. The lamp may also have a new use value as a story-telling device used to illustrate exotic locales.

Some collectors are in search of artefacts that are reminiscent of their visit to the Holy Land—a symbolic meaning for the artefact. These souvenirs are what Gordon (1986) refers to as ‘symbolic shorthand souvenirs’—those artefacts manufactured in the past, which evoke a message about the place or person from which they originate. Many theoretical considerations of collecting (Baekeland 1981; Storr 1983; Stewart 1984; Haraway 1985; Baudrillard 1994; Clifford 1994; Belk 1995; Gosden and Knowles 2001; Schwartz 2001) agree that in the final analysis collecting is about control. This view is predicated on the owner-object relationship as a domination-based link whereby the owner of the object (with a symbolic value) is imbued with power over the past through ownership. Israelis buying artefacts looted from Palestine assert their dominance over the collective cultural legacy through authority over the downtrodden Palestinians, who resort to looting as a means of economic survival. In Orientalism Edward Said (1978) accuses Napoleon’s forays into Egypt and the Levant of being the quintessential model of scientific appropriation of one culture by another. Napoleon participated in what Schildkrout and Keim (1998: 30) refer to as trophy hunting in which large collections of artefacts are a tangible means of showing conquest, domination, and penetration. For the collector the act of purchasing an artefact in the marketplace also conveys dominance over travel, leaving their known comfort zones for destinations and adventures unknown. The purchased antiquity signifies a conquest over a distant land.
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FIGURE 13.2 The Near Eastern artefact continuum.

Brodie and Luke (2006: 304) have stated that ‘most, if not all antiquities collectors consider themselves to be art collectors’, viewing the acquisition of art as entry into social circles that may have been denied in the past; they are exchanging economic capital (the investment in archaeological material) for cultural capital (good social standing) in the terminology of Bourdieu (1984). The value of the looted object is not only symbolic, but can also be economic. In December 2007 a 2.5 centimetres high ivory statue was sold at a Sotheby’s Auction for US$57.2 million, prompting a plethora of articles on art and antiquities as the next big investment (Baugh 2007). This reinforces the exchange value of artefacts from the marketplace.

At cultural institutions (museums or educational edifices) the value of looted objects (through bequests, donations, or direct sales) is often in flux. Motivated by civic-minded mandates like educating the public, museums and educational institutions view looted material as a means of exhibiting prowess in the marketplace and domination over rival institutions. In these instances the looted artefacts have both an economic value—revenues generated from visits to the museum, the gift shop, or donations based on the prestige of the establishment—and a cultural value, used in the edification and the betterment of humankind.

The willingness of collectors (including museums and educational institutions) to turn a blind eye to the issue of archaeological find-spot and artefact pedigree ensures that the demand for looted items continues. The acquisition policies of cultural organizations are under increasing scrutiny (Renfrew 2000, 2006), and a movement to return archaeological objects to the archaeologically rich nations where they were found is gaining momentum in the cultural heritage arena. Recently there have been a number of high-profile repatriations of suspect material from institutions and individuals, including the Museum of Fine Arts in Boston, The J. Paul Getty Museum, and Shelby White (Povoledo 2006). Once looted and now repatriated artefacts can act as attractors to museums and cultural centres where paying visitors view the items (an economic value); but they also represent the cultural heritage of a wronged community and success of the vanquished over market nations and collectors (a symbolic/cultural value). Again looted objects possess both a cultural and economic value to the possessors. For the collector the value of a looted object is fluid and can change readily to suit the needs of the possessor.

Government employees and law-makers

A cross-section of people employed by the governments of Israel, Jordan, and Palestine—ranging from those in administration to field archaeologists—were interviewed as a part of this research. Law-makers dealing with cultural heritage were also consulted. These stakeholder groups were primarily interested in the legal value of the looted artefacts—the legislative efforts in each of these states vest the ‘ownership’ of the artefacts in the state. ‘When an antiquity is discovered or found in Israel after the coming into force of this law [1978], it shall within the boundaries fixed by the Director become the property of the State’ (Israel Antiquities Law 5738–1978). This legal definition provides a very clinical value of the artefact—a symbolic representation of the nation. The potential exchange value is left unspoken—a happy consequence of tourism and visits to heritage sites where the state-owned antiquities are housed.

Rarely do looted objects have an overt economic value for these stakeholders, although in Israel there is a proposal for the sale of sherds by the state. The Israel Antiquities Authority (IAA)—the government entity charged with safeguarding the cultural heritage of the nation—was considering selling pottery sherds to tourists (Barkat 2003). The problems of storage space and the cost of permanent curation for millions of sherds are confronting the IAA and this is one solution proffered by the current IAA Director. This proposal is fraught with problems, not the least of which is the legitimacy of the state selling what is essentially public property under current Israeli law.

The economic value of looted items is also central to the issue of the legally sanctioned trade in antiquities that currently exists in Israel and which the Palestinian Department of Antiquities and Cultural Heritage is at present considering. Research shows that looted objects routinely enter the legal market in Israel bypassing any control mechanisms currently in place (Kersel 2006a, 2006b). As discussed previously, the collectors purchasing the items from the sanctioned trade may view the value as symbolic, while the looters and dealers place an economic value on the same items. Law-makers in both Israel and Palestine have long grappled with the oversight and endorsement of a legal trade, which does fuel looting (Kersel 2006b). Again looted objects possess interchangeable, overlapping, economic and symbolic values.

Each of the stakeholder groups forms part of the public for archaeology. Fluctuating and exchangeable values assigned by the stakeholders are an endemic part of public archaeology. Public archaeology purports to be inclusive and to reach and address the needs of a variety of people who interact with archaeology. Looted objects can also be many things to many people—changing to suit the time, place, and needs of individuals, states, and nations. The following case studies provide concrete evidence of the transferable values of looted objects from the various stakeholder positions. These examples also highlight the attendant issues involved with assigning value and whether values are really as interchangeable as we might think and as Bourdieu (1984) asserts.

CASE STUDIES IN VALUES

Looting in the Ghor Es-Safi

In the mid-1990s reports of the devastating looting in the Ghor es-Safi region of Jordan surfaced in the international news. Reports claimed that the archaeologically rich region was being plundered at an alarming rate and the Jordanian Department of Antiquities was doing little to stop the destruction (Politis 1994). Looting in the area was thought to be a direct result of the development work undertaken by an Italian company building an irrigation system in the region in the 1980s. As a result of the excavation of deep trenches for the underground water system, the Italian employees were uncovering large amounts of archaeological material, which were then taken back to Milan, the location of the company’s headquarters (Politis 2002: 259). The artefacts were viewed as economic investments, interesting art pieces, and mementoes of the trip to Jordan—both exchange values and symbolic values. Upon seeing that the foreigners were interested in acquiring archaeological material, the local villagers began looting the area searching in earnest for saleable pieces. As a result an elaborate system of trade involving locals, middlemen, dealers in Kerak and Amman, Bedouin, diplomatic pouches, oil barrels on the Dead Sea, and pilots from Royal Jordanian Airlines was established to move material into neighbouring Israel (where the trade in antiquities is still legal) and Europe. Under the Jordanian Provisional Antiquities Law No. 12 of 1976 it is illegal to trade in antiquities.

Based on archaeological and textual evidence, Ghor es-Safi is thought to be biblical Zoar, the city where Lot and his daughters sought sanctuary after the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah. Archaeological remains evident in this region include some large cemeteries from the Early Bronze Age, Iron Age, and Byzantine periods, all of which, if undisturbed, would provide some valuable evidence for reconstructing information about these periods in the southern Levant (Politis 2002) and for confirming biblical narratives. Tombs are often the most lucrative for looting and the pillaging of these sites has been ongoing since the early 1980s.

The local inhabitants of the Ghor es-Safi (most of whom who are Muslim) feel no cultural connection with the material being looted and ‘feel no guilt in disturbing these graves’ (Politis 2002: 259). Demand for archaeological material is so great they have even started looting the Islamic tombs, ‘prepared to disregard the sanctity of their deceased ancestors in a frenzy to collect saleable objets d’art’ (Politis 2002: 259). In his examination of the looting in this region, former Director of the Jordanian Department of Antiquities (DOA) Ghazi Bisheh (2001: 115) cites a number of factors affecting the decision to loot: high unemployment; a lack of awareness of the importance of cultural heritage; archaeological sites that are viewed as an impediment to growth and development; and the prevailing attitude of local inhabitants that unearthed artefacts are a legitimate source of income. For the locals the value of the looted object was economic. Early efforts by the Jordanian DOA to lessen or halt the looting were unsuccessful. In response to the worsening situation and the ‘lunar-like landscape’ (see Figure 13.3) of the region an independent strategy for cultural heritage protection was established. The approach included a buy-back component.

The strategy, developed by concerned archaeologists working in the region, consisted of three parts:

1. recording and photographing all objects recovered during looting;

2. the collection of as many objects as possible for the Jordanian DOA and for eventual placement in a local museum (the buy-back element); and

3. returning to the original find-spot of the looted objects—getting the exact provenience of the material (Politis 2002: 262).

In order to carry out the strategy, a methodology was developed which included developing relationships with notorious dealers and looters in the region in order to gain information and artefacts. These contacts then led to making further connections and identifying the key players in the networks of buyers and sellers.
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FIGURE 13.3 Looted landscape at Bab Edh Dhra, Jordan. (Photo: Morag Kersel.)

Information gathering often has an element of quid pro quo and, in order to establish better relationships with the looters and dealers involved with illegal activities, the initiators of this programme approached the Jordanian DOA about purchasing the looted archaeological material. In exchange for information, looters and dealers would receive financial compensation for the artefacts in their possession—further reinforcing the exchange value of the artefacts. The archaeologists (under the auspices of the Jordanian DOA) would receive artefacts and associated contextual information.

With the approval of the Minister of Tourism and Antiquities and the Director-General of Antiquities, we began purchasing some of the more important antiquities directly from the tomb robbers. This had a double effect. It helped gain the confidence of the poor tomb robbers and disrupted the dealing network. (Politis 2002: 263–4)

For the archaeologists the justification for initiating the buy-back programme was the ‘saving the artefacts for the public argument’, assuring all those concerned that the artefacts were being purchased to be placed in an eventual museum in the Ghor es-Safi region, which would bring valuable tourist dollars to the area—both an exchange value and a symbolic/educational value for the once looted items. At the same time the archaeologists were disrupting the traditional trade networks by buying directly from the looters, bypassing the middlemen and dealers in the surrounding towns and cities. In a direct justification of the programme Politis (Politis 2002: 264) states:

Meanwhile, the inscribed tombstones that were recovered from the tomb robbers have been fully recorded and studied, and are now in the final stages of publication. The fact that the tombstones were recorded and/or collected directly from tomb robbers in the Ghor es-Safi (thereby preventing them from being sold to antiquities dealers) not only established a provenance for the stones, but also facilitates the return of those that did leave the Ghor es-Safi area as well as Jordan.

The inscriptions were purchased, studied, and published. Their exact provenience is known, and they will eventually be housed in a museum in the Ghor es-Safi area. The archaeologists repeatedly emphasized that the material was staying in the country and not going to the private home of a collector in Japan or New York. Is the current value of the looted artefact now academic/symbolic or does the artefact retain its exchange value now enhanced by its placement in a museum? Or does the looted artefact have a use value as a didactic tool for museum visitors?

Banking on culture in Mali

The demand for artefacts from Africa is not a new phenomenon—it began in earnest with early colonial contact and continues to the present day (Schmidt and McIntosh 1996). One need only look at the various auction catalogues to see that ethnographic and archaeological material from Africa is considered an extremely desirable class of material culture to collect. Material from the Dogon region in Mali is among the most highly sought, as is apparent from the country’s landscape, pock-marked with looter trenches and holes (Sanogo 1999). According to Sanogo (1999: 22), looting in Mali has traditionally taken on two forms. The first is surface find collection, usually the purview of women and children seeking ceramics, jewellery, and stone grinders, once for private consumption but now for the tourist market. The second is full-scale illegal excavation, which is occurring extensively across the country. Artefacts recovered from these activities are sold directly to tourists or to local middlemen who sell to dealers in the larger cities (Sanogo 1999). A 1994 study reports that 45 per cent of the 834 registered archaeological sites have been looted on some level (Brent 1994). The looting of Mali has been likened to a cultural genocide (Bedaux and Rowlands 2001).

The CultureBank was established in response to the growing loss of the community’s material cultural heritage through illegal excavation and the subsequent sale of artefacts. The CultureBank has three main functions; community museum, microfinancing institution, and educational centre. Through this initiative the inhabitants of Fombori in north-eastern Mali and the surrounding areas who have cultural items in their possession are eligible for small business loans—over a four- to six-month period at 3 per cent interest per month—after depositing their objects in the local community museum (Deubel 2006). A historical documentation process determines the economic value of the object, which establishes the amount of loan. A questionnaire is completed for each artefact (ethnographic or archaeological) and is assessed by the loan manager according to a set formula. The exchange value is based on the information gathered as part of the historical documentation process—the more information the greater the assessed value. If the exact find-spot of the archaeological item is recorded (if known) this raises the economic value of the item. If the piece has a long familial history of ownership this is also recorded and can enhance the object’s economic worth.

Once the economic value is established individual owners use their cultural heritage as collateral in exchange for currency, which they use to buy grain, livestock, implements, and the like. Owners in good standing—that is those who have repaid their loans in a timely fashion—can opt to renew these loans for an equal or greater amount, which ensures access to a steady stream of income regardless of the general economic situation (Deubel 2006). This arrangement allows participants to access increasingly larger loans, in sharp contrast to the one-time profit realized by selling artefacts to tourists or to middlemen in the capital, Bamako, and other larger cities. At no time in the process does the individual relinquish ownership of the artefact; even if the participant defaults on the loan; the artefact cannot be sold or exchanged and must remain part of the museum’s permanent collection (Deubel 2006).

Between 1997 and 2002, the CultureBank granted 451 loans—at an average of US$22 per loan—to approximately seventy borrowers (60 per cent of whom were women), indicating renewed loans to the same individuals. The rate of repayment is an extraordinary 94 per cent with women consistently repaying at a higher rate than men (Deubel and Baro 2002). (These are the latest available figures for study, part of the assessment of the CultureBank programme carried out by Tara Deubel and Mamadu Baro of the University of Arizona (see Deubel and Baro 2002). I am grateful to Tara Deubel for supplying information and for a lively email exchange on the subject of the CultureBank concept in general.) In total, the CultureBank has provided US$14,279 worth of loan funds to the community since 1997 (Deubel 2006).

As a result of the microcredit programme the community museum in Fombori has amassed an impressive collection of material, including archaeological artefacts, gourds, household objects, jewellery, masks, pottery, weaponry, and wooden statues (see Figure 13.4 for a graphic depiction of the types of artefacts in the CultureBank).

At the museum, tourists and local inhabitants alike can engage with the history, significance, and meaning of the past through cultural objects. The objects in their museum setting—like those in the Ghor es-Safi—have a symbolic value for the visitors and locals. Meeting its objective of education centre, the museum sponsors a series of community activities including artisan and conservation workshops, community festivals, historical research, literacy classes, and theatre performances. These activities serve as catalysts in encouraging cultural heritage protection and establishing closer ties between Fombori and the surrounding areas, what Deubel (2006) refers to as increased social capital. The CultureBank attracts people from surrounding villages, helping to establish new social networks, expanding the sphere of interaction, and enhancing business opportunities. At the same time, the museum outreach programmes educate the population on the importance of archaeological site conservation, while actively discouraging the looting of archaeological sites and the sale of cultural items—creating a use value for items as a didactic teaching tool.

One of the key objectives of the museum is to function as a living museum, encouraging local inhabitants to remove their objects temporarily for use in festivals and community events. Another of the museum’s functions is as a tourist attraction—drawing in visitors and generating income. Between 1997 and 2002, over 2,000 tourists visited the museum where they spent money on admission, on buying local arts and crafts, and archaeological replicas in the gift shop, as well as taking tours to the nearby Tellem cliff dwellings, providing additional employment opportunities for the local residents of Fombori (Deubel and Baro 2002). Concurrently the once looted items have a symbolic value, a use value, and an exchange value.
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FIGURE 13.4 Types of artefacts in the Culture Bank.

In the summer of 2002, an independent assessment of the CultureBank programme was conducted in order to ‘evaluate and assess the socio-economic impacts of the CultureBank in Fombori’ (for the full assessment, see Deubel and Baro 2002). A series of interviews relating to the social, economic, and cultural impacts of the CultureBank on the Fombori area led the assessors to conclude that ‘overall the CultureBank has contributed to a greater sense of cultural pride and awareness of the need to protect and conserve the local heritage on the part of community members’ (Deubel and Baro 2002). They were also able to determine that access to monetary loans allowed for greater diversification in the local economy, making the inhabitants less reliant on subsistence agriculture and less susceptible to the vagaries of nature.

What this study did not reveal was whether looting had lessened as a result of the CultureBank or whether inhabitants—adherents of Islam and no longer connected to the material remains of the local Dogon culture—are still actively engaged in the illicit excavation of archaeological sites, perhaps even in order to gain access to loans from the CultureBank. The study did not address issues of assigning value to artefacts and the consequences of such an action. By equating an object with a monetary value—in this instance in the form of a loan—the object is commodified. This process of commodification, through establishment of a price agreed upon between the owner and the CultureBank, means that the object is no longer intended for personal consumption but rather for sale or exchange as an economic commodity (Zuniga 1999). Once removed from the CultureBank, can the object go back to being a cultural item or does it retain its economic value, perhaps enhanced by its use as collateral in the CultureBank?

CONCLUSION

The case studies from Jordan and Mali demonstrate that the values of looted objects are fluid and interchangeable. Values can occur simultaneously. The use value for artefacts is dynamic in that they are almost never used for their original purpose but are often used in didactic ways, recounting past adventures, relationships to ancestors, or to illustrate the deleterious effects of illegally removing such objects from the ground. The symbolic values are as varied as there are artefacts, but meaningful to each of the stakeholder groups. Some of the looted objects are fetishized in the vein of Baudrillard and some represent social capital à la Bourdieu. The capitalist world in which public archaeology plays an increasingly important role continues to determine a prevailing exchange value for these objects. For almost every stakeholder and at every stage in the commodity chain the looted artefact has some type of economic value—enhanced by archaeological appraisal, demand by the collector, museum display, and appearance in an auction house. Much of the demand for looted artefacts is driven by the desire for symbolic value or cultural capital at the consumption end of the commodity chain. The symbiotic nature of economic value and symbolic value enhances the prestige of consuming a looted artefact, which results in the continued destruction of the archaeological landscape.
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PART III
MANAGING PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES




CHAPTER 14
FROM HERITAGE TO STEWARDSHIP

DEFINING THE SUSTAINABLE CARE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL PLACES

ANTHONY PACE

Anthony Pace is Superintendent of Cultural Heritage for the Republic of Malta, with responsibility for ensuring the protection and accessibility of the islands’ extensive patrimony of heritage assets. Building upon his significant professional experience as a heritage manager, he has recently completed writing a doctoral thesis on the sustainable care of archaeological places, a key chapter of which has been adapted for publication here. Taking a general perspective, relevant to diverse kinds of archaeological sites around the world, Pace assesses the extent to which the contemporary ideals of ‘sustainable development’ and ‘sustainability’ are relevant to the stewardship of archaeological sites. He also highlights some of the physical, political, and economic pressures that multivalent archaeological sites are subject to, and critically reviews many of the key concepts of heritage management.

INTRODUCTION

THANKS to Our Common Future, the report of the United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED 1987), ‘sustainability’ has become one of the leading political-economic ideas of our times. Applying the term to development and environmental issues, the Commission coined the now classic definition of sustainable development, as that which ‘meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs’ (WCED 1987: 43). It is now customary for every form of social or economic policy or practice to be examined for its sustainability or lack of it. Naturally, heritage management has not escaped this phenomenon, though surprisingly the sector has been rather late in adopting terminology from mainstream discourse of sustainability. Hybrid terms such as ‘sustainable heritage’ or ‘sustainable heritage development’ are not unusual. Key texts such as the Operational Guidelines of the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention acknowledge sustainability as one of the new objectives of heritage management (UNESCO 2008: 6, 119). The term has also found its way into World Heritage Site management plans (Young et al. 2009: 50). Prior to this, the World Conference on Sustainable Tourism coined the term ‘sustainable tourism’ in recognition of the delicate needs of ancient places in the face of the global expansion of visitor industries (WCST 1995). The role of ancient places in sustainable development was also recognized at the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development (UN 2002).

This chapter discusses the extent to which constructs of ‘sustainable development’ and ‘sustainability’ are appropriate to the management of archaeological sites. A useful starting point is to revisit the nature of archaeological sites as resources, and how heritage consumption is intricately linked to heritage transforms. The chapter then reviews some core areas that inform ideas of sustainability in the care of archaeological sites: the ideas of sustainability and sustainable development; heritage value theory and, alternatively, the reaffirmation of conservation philosophy to define intrinsic values of monuments; the idea of stewardship as an alternative to that of heritage; and, finally, the terms of sustainability that best connect with stewardship. Throughout, a ‘post-heritage’ point of departure is adopted, not specifically as a reaction to the modern idea of heritage, but more importantly to reiterate the primacy of conservation philosophy as a precautionary response to the transformative and damaging effects of heritage consumption. While acknowledging the important contribution of cultural heritage to development and economic prosperity, this chapter addresses the difficult issues of placing archaeological sites at risk of loss, depletion, or diminished value, as a result of the way that we consume heritage services and transform ancient monuments and their landscapes.

THE NATURE OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Archaeological sites and deposits comprise an array of features that are extremely diverse in composition and extent. Definitions of archaeological sites are now very broad, including virtually all ‘works of man or the combined works of nature and man’ (UNESCO 1972), covering anything from built structures, objects, their contexts, unexcavated deposits, and entire cultural landscapes (COE 1992). Because of reflux (Chippindale 2007), or the way that we constantly revise our views of the past, the number of ancient places and collections increases with every new discovery or acquisition, and with every new object and site that is periodically accepted into the ‘heritage fold’. This begs the questions as to whether archaeological resources are finite and non-renewable, or whether they are in fact renewable because they are an indispensable part of human behaviour (Carman 1996: 7–8). On the one hand, such flexibility reflects the rich diversity of archaeological resources, an important objective of sustainability thinking. But as in the case of biodiversity, archaeological resources cannot be reduced to a single and stable class of examples. If diversity is not maintained in a healthy state, especially one that reflects different material cultures over time and space, archaeological resources would automatically be in decline. In addition, even a lack of diversity in management strategies and measures will increase the risks of loss or transformation of archaeological resources. On the other hand, too broad a definition of what counts as an archaeological site can detract from substantive issues of site sustainability: with humankind’s propensity to create material culture, the vast repertoire of global archaeological resources will always be in a state of expansion, therefore enabling their sufficient exploitation and harvesting without harm. Indeed, on a global human scale, material culture is a renewable phenomenon as one generation after another creates and discards structures and manufactured objects. Unlike the natural environment, antiquities are perceived very much as a part of the realm of the artificial, where objects can be created, possessed, preserved, commodified, or if necessary altered in ways that the natural environment cannot. In addition, such a wealth of resources can give rise to relativism and arbitrary protection of some, but not all, archaeological sites.

As resources, archaeological sites are non-renewable and irreplaceable (Cleere 1984: 127; Darvill 1987: 1; HMSO 1990: para. 6; Carman 1996: 3). The World Heritage Convention reminds us that the ‘deterioration or disappearance of any item of the cultural or natural heritage constitutes a harmful impoverishment of the heritage of all the nations of the world’ (UNESCO 1972: preamble). It is perhaps difficult to quantify the number of archaeological sites that exist around the world, but this factor does not diminish the importance of monuments and objects, which are for the most part singular in character. There may be hundreds of Punic cemeteries around the Mediterranean, but each one is unique. Stonehenge, the Acropolis in Athens, the Egyptian pyramids, Malta’s Hal Saflieni Hypogeum, and, indeed, hundreds of other sites are singular elements of a vast composite whole of humankind’s cultural heritage.

The nature of archaeological sites is shaped very much by materiality, arguably the central determinant of whether a treatment of an ancient place is sustainable or not. Archaeological sites are a composite of entities of materials, fabric, mass, volume, form, aesthetics, and spaces. The materiality of monuments and ancient places embodies elements from which knowledge, values, and meaning are derived. The material of an ancient place, including such seemingly secondary elements as patina and original earth materials, is unique, irreplaceable, and non-renewable.

Materiality suffers from several causes of decay, erosion, and loss. In the case of antiquities and ancient places, materiality requires scientific attention and curatorship, as well as technical expertise in applying conservation measures. These factors have led to the rise of modern conservation, in which material sciences, restoration, and reconstruction are among the many measures that contribute to maintaining material and prolonging the life of an object, work of art, or historic building. Materiality is also the medium around which intangible values and the significance of ancient places and monuments take form. The importance of the ruined Colosseum in Rome, the religious landmarks in Jerusalem, or the heavily reconstructed ruins of Babylon resonates around the world because of the way that such places shaped human history, and because even in our times, these places are cultural icons. So powerful is the significance of materiality, that in cases where this has been almost or totally destroyed, as in the case of the historic centres of Dresden and Warsaw, or Stari Most in Mostar, every effort was made to reconstruct the lost cultural fabric in as accurate a manner as possible. Matter defines presence, both physically and culturally: archaeological monuments have presence in distinguished landscapes, but they also form part of our cultural make-up even if they are physically remote. The physicality of ancient places is perceived through a phenomenon of encounters, perceptions, and experiences of mass, volume, forms, and interiors. It is the encounter with antiquities that has historically contributed to the attractiveness of ancient places and now, more than ever before, to their commodification and consumption, and their appreciation as cultural constructs.

THE PREDICAMENT OF ANTIQUITIES: HERITAGE CONSUMPTION AND HERITAGE TRANSFORMS

The principle of non-renewability carries with it an ethical burden of practice: while in models of sustainable development archaeological sites are an important ingredient of socio-cultural and economic development, their exploitation is overshadowed by prospects of modification, exhaustion, depletion, and the erosion of values, or, at times, the loss of the resources themselves. The likelihood of such impacts on archaeological sites is becoming greater. After the 1970s, affordable travel became a new social reality with archaeological sites becoming key attractions. With 1.6 billion travellers worldwide predicted by 2020 (UNWTO 2008: 10) as a result of low-cost travel, pressures to develop visitor infrastructure at archaeological sites are likely to increase. Heritage development, with its accent on visitor-oriented services and merchandising, requiring the creation of on-site visitor infrastructure, has become an important economic component in developed and developing countries alike. Apart from flagship attractions, such as World Heritage Sites, national monuments, and parks, many archaeological sites are relatively low-cost attractions that can be highly profitable, and which can generate economic growth in their respective localities.

The history of many antiquities is nothing more than a long catalogue of exploitation, either for the purposes of study, or for the sheer commodification of their materials and the land which they occupy, or for their value as lucrative tourist attractions. An old example is the treatment of classical antiquities in Rome during the Renaissance, so vividly recorded by Vasari (1987) and later depicted by Piranesi (Ficacci 2000). In modern times, the loss of archaeology and cultural landscapes as a result of urban sprawl and modern infrastructure can be vividly experienced in the heart of Athens, at Pompeii, across the small island state of Malta, or at Giza in Cairo. The more impressive sites that have survived are often developed as tourist destinations. Anthropogenic impacts that act on archaeological resources in different ways can be described collectively as heritage consumption, which is in fact not restricted to one type of consumer. Whether it is because of developers who acquire land, archaeologists bent on extensive excavation, heritage managers wishing to develop site presentation projects, or conservators wishing to correct or prolonging materials, archaeological resources are used up, transformed, or destroyed. A product of modern consumer society, heritage consumption thrives on itself and on market forces, placing antiquities at risk of exhaustion, depletion, or damage, all irreversible ingredients of unsustainability. It is for this reason that archaeologists and heritage managers need to engage with the discourse of sustainability and identify effective methodologies that are specific to the care of antiquities.

The effects of heritage consumption ultimately transform the authenticity and integrity of the archaeological record. These two qualities have been at the heart of conservation philosophy since John Ruskin’s and William Morris’s writings on the plight of monuments in the wave of modern restoration (Ruskin 1849; SPAB 1877). The transformative effects of heritage consumption, collectively referred to here as anthropogenic heritage transforms, denote those particular effects that place the value and significance of archaeological sites at risk through cultural rather than natural causes. Anthropogenic heritage transforms occur on different temporal and physical scales, and are the result of several causes which are either natural or human. Barring natural catastrophes, which are mostly unpredictable, natural transformation of archaeological monuments is perhaps the slowest form of change. In addition to erosion and the loss of materials, natural transforms contribute significantly to the structural failure of sites, which inevitably are bequeathed to us in a ruined state. The perishable nature of materials, such as wood, earth, grass, or soft limestone, as well as the cumulative effects of rain, wind, and dry-wet cycles tend to increase the rate of erosion. Though in practice such factors cannot be avoided without human intervention, they play a central role in shaping perceptions of sustainability and conservation.

In contrast to natural change, anthropogenic heritage transforms known from the recent history of archaeological sites reflect accelerated change that varies in intensity and scale across the world. The dynamics of accelerated anthropogenic heritage transforms are related mainly to industrial, infrastructural, and urban development, to heritage development, and to conservation and excavation. In the millennial existence of most archaeological sites, accelerated change is the most abrupt and transformative. An unprecedented amount of change has occurred during the twentieth century, but most intensely since the end of the Second World War.

Industrial and infrastructural development is perhaps the most destructive form of change. Until the advent of modern planning and landscape management, road construction, urban sprawl, and industrialization consumed valuable tracts of cultural landscapes whose significance was not always appreciated because monument protection policies focused on known archaeological sites and their immediate environs. Physical development has been driven by demographic growth and the need to expand world and regional economies. Modern industrialized land use became more rapid and destructive than traditional land use in agricultural economies. For example, the transformation of the Maltese landscape into a vast urban sprawl has entrapped many of the archipelago’s archaeological sites in small enclaves, with some notable monuments now totally covered by buildings. At Stonehenge, the proposed elimination of the A303 and A3 44 roads and their replacement by tunnels have raised the spectre of significant impacts on this designated World Heritage Site. Had it not been dismantled and reconstructed with UNESCO and international support, Abu Simbel would have disappeared under the waters of Lake Nasser, artificially created with the construction of the Aswan High Dam. Fed by demographic spread and the urban saturation of specific large geographic areas, physical development is by far the largest source of loss of archaeological resources.

At an increasing number of archaeological sites heritage development is becoming more frequent and expected in the heritage industry. Many archaeological sites are destined to remain inconspicuous in the landscape. Such sites are protected by a range of measures, comprising legislation, listing on national inventories, monitoring, as well as physical arrangements such as security fencing, protective zoning, and in some cases reburial. However, a significant number of other sites, mainly World Heritage Sites or iconic attractions, are the subject of visitor interpretation and presentation schemes, which are perhaps more usefully referred to as heritage development schemes. Frequently, as is the case with World Heritage Site management plans, heritage development schemes assume several elements, including the identification of archaeological remains, their protection, conservation, and presentation. Though the World Heritage Convention highlights the importance of these elements (UNESCO 1972: art. 4) the document does not prioritize them. For instance, site presentation can be an low-key affair (Sivan 1997), or can become a form of large-scale infrastructure comprising site museums, a network of pathways and visitor transport, interpretation panels, parking facilities, and, in some instances, site reconstructions. Large-scale heritage development or the urge to excavate archaeological deposits can sometimes detract from the immediate requirements of an archaeological site. Facility development can out-cost conservation requirements. The objectives of heritage development may be different from those of other forms of development, yet its impact on archaeological sites can be equally unacceptable. The main aim of such development is to attract a given volume of visitors, a factor which must respect the carrying capacity of archaeological monuments. Unless in keeping with the scale, setting, and character of an ancient place, certain types of interpretative infrastructure can have a direct and irreversible impact on archaeological resources. Any infrastructure whose impact is non-reversible will affect the significance and value of a site (Pedersen 2002; ICOMOS 2008).

It is, ironically, the singularity of archaeological sites that inspires archaeologists to pursue fieldwork in the hope of making an unusual and ground-breaking contribution to knowledge. The sustainability of scientific excavation on a global scale has not been gauged in relation to remaining reserves of untapped archaeological deposits. Two types of excavation, rescue and non-rescue archaeology, present different scenarios of unsustainability. The rise of rescue archaeology and Archaeological Resource Management may have been important for salvaging objects and knowledge of sites under the threat of development. Policy frameworks such as the UK government’s PPG16 (HMSO 1990) and PPG15 (HMSO 1994) and similar instruments used elsewhere outside the UK (Pickard 2001) provide much-needed frameworks for mitigation, documentation, and protection, for the preservation of archaeological sites and historic monuments. Salvage archaeology remains to a great extent a weak compromise, making the best of a situation where archaeological remains are rendered expendable. Salvage archaeology may have shifted attention away from effective research agendas (Carver 1996), leading to such problems as under-publication of excavation results, contained or limited post-excavation work, and widespread curatorial issues in dealing effectively with accumulating archaeological archives. In this, the demands of development-driven archaeology play a major role. The results of non-salvage excavation are relatively more conspicuous, though no less difficult to gauge in terms of their unsustainable effect on finite reserves of archaeological resources. Though archaeological resources are irreplaceable, common to humankind, and in many countries regulated by national legislation, their excavation often remains the preserve of individual scholars, academic institutions, and other organizations. Non-salvage excavation has historically captured popular imagination: well-known and lesser sites have been monumentalized into modern culture as a result of prolonged field campaigns by a variety of scholars. Nevertheless, the long-term effect of excavation on world archaeology and on several outstanding examples of national monuments is still difficult to gauge. Many examples of sites that have been depleted of archaeological deposits are a haunting lesson to the discipline of archaeology. There is, for instance, the notable case of classical antiquity, where almost every prominent site has been thoroughly excavated and restored; while the Maltese megaliths have all been cleaned of their original deposits, as have most of the archaeological deposits at Stonehenge, the major Minoan palaces on Crete, the great mounds of the Boyne Valley, and countless other important sites. Substantial volumes of archaeological deposits have been excavated in the name of science, though globally few of these have been adequately published. A number of major academic areas of interest in archaeology are now largely dependent on historiography and collections. The creation of archaeological reserves for the preservation of material culture to be studied by future generations (COE 1992) is still an ideal rather than an implemented management measure.

The idea of prolonging the existence of an antiquity through conservation is a concern with prolonging the existence of a material resource of cultural significance for transmission to future generations. The idea of conservation captures ‘all the processes of looking after a place so as to retain its cultural significance’ (Australia ICOMOS 1999), and includes such interventions as restoration, reconstruction, maintenance, and anastylosis (FICATHM 1931; ICOMOS 1964). However benign, conservation is still an anthropogenic heritage transform that affects the materiality of ancient monuments, as well as their value and significance. If transformed beyond their original form and substance by large-scale modern interventions such as redundant reconstruction and a complete change of fabrics, modified antiquities no longer represent the ‘full richness of their authenticity’, a quality which the drafters of the Venice Charter saw as being important for present generations to transmit to future ones (ICOMOS 1964). Since William Morris’s reaction to the treatment of monuments in the manifesto of the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB 1877), issues surrounding the authenticity and integrity of antiquities have remained a central issue in the history of restoration (Jokilehto 1999) and are the two foremost tests required of a monument for inscription on the World Heritage List (UNESCO 2008). The idea of authenticity, meaning undisputed origin or genuine, was used in antiquity and the Middle Ages (Jokilehto 1995), especially with respect to the originality of relics, but the concept was revived in connection to ancient monuments in the Venice Charter and thirty years later in the Nara Document on Authenticity (ICOMOS 1994). Inscription on the World Heritage List requires a nominated monument to pass the test of authenticity (UNESCO 2008). Authenticity has come to mean a sense of continuity in the embodiment of originality. Authenticity in the preservation of monuments involves an embedded ‘message that is linked to certain traditions’ (Petzet 1995), as well as an inherent quality that distinguishes originality from imitation, additions that distort originality, and fakes.

Integrity is a difficult quality, especially in an ancient ruin or a landscape. In its strictest sense, ‘integrity’ means that ‘no part or element has been taken away from, or is wanting in, a whole’; in other words, the term denotes ‘an undivided or unbroken state; material wholeness, completeness, entirety’ (Oxford English Dictionary). The Operational Guidelines of the World Heritage Convention consider integrity to be ‘the wholeness and intactness of the natural and/or cultural heritage and its attributes’ (UNESCO 2008). To speak of the integrity of an ancient place requires qualification. Clearly archaeological sites come down to us in an altered state. No ancient monument has survived intact since antiquity; even the more substantive ones, such as Stonehenge, the great mounds of the BrúnaBóinne, the Acropolis in Athens, the Colosseum and the Pantheon in Rome, and the great Egyptian Pyramids, have lost a good percentage of their original fabric. The danger in the idea of integrity is that, devoid of archaeological information and the history of an ancient place, it can lead to stylistic treatment of an antiquity. In many cases of stylistic restoration, ancient places are restored to an idealized period style, thus leading to the removal of all additions that are deemed to fall outside the desired period.

Finally, one of the foremost risks of anthropogenic heritage transforms concerns the legibility of a site’s past. Following Cesare Brandi (Brandi 1977: 21–7), the past of an archaeological site can be conceptualized in different layers, all of which contribute to the meaning and value of their materiality. The original creation and occupation of an archaeological site constitutes one layer of history, and is normally retrieved by controlled excavation and scientific study. Archaeological deposits, sequences, and contexts remain the most valuable primary sources of information, besides physical structural remains, but are almost always transposed into forms, field notes, archives, and reports. In general, archiving, reporting, and publication remain uneven. Another layer, part archaeological and part historical, comprises the later uses and abandonment of a site, as well as several subsequent historical episodes. Our contemporary view and use of antiquities make up a further stage of archaeological resources. Throughout this historical process, the materiality of archaeological sites would have been transformed from an original state into the monument that is encountered in modern times. It is our contemporary treatment of the ruinous monuments and the condition of their archaeological resources that determines our success in transmitting them sustainably to future generations.

SUSTAINABILITY, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, AND CULTURAL HERITAGE

‘Sustainability’, ‘sustainable development’, and ‘cultural heritage’ represent complex paradigms and a diverse range of meanings that are all part of modernist political-economic thought. The recent trend of fusing these concepts reflects contemporary concerns with aligning the use of cultural heritage with mainstream ideas of sustainability. Interdisciplinary use of terms is not unusual, frequently suggesting some form of common applicability. However, sharing of terms may not always result in a satisfactory transfer of practice across different sectors, especially where these have developed particular paradigms and operational frameworks. This phenomenon is seen in modern heritage management practice and sustainability thinking. The original ideas of sustainability and sustainable development have a history which is different from that of the modern idea of cultural heritage.

Sustainable development, in particular, had very little to do with the protection of cultural heritage, and more to do with balancing development and environmental conservation in a politically acceptable formula. Our Common Future characterized the problems of sustainable development as ‘three interlocking crises’ comprising problems of environmental protection, development crises, and escalating energy crises (WCED 1987: 20–4). Sustainable development places human beings at the centre of its objectives (UNCED 1992a): employment, subsistence, health and the improvement of life expectancy, education, and access to basic requirements (such as water and sanitation) are more important than non-essentials. Human basic needs are universal. Their availability depends on economic growth and development. Major concerns such as population growth, pollution, poverty, and inequity in the distribution of wealth can only be addressed by economic growth and a balanced use of available resources. These imbalances, together with global insecurity and conflict, are primary causes of resource depletion and environmental degradation. Though these factors are generally of a local nature, their impact is global. The international dimensioning of the notion of basic needs has created a common ground for a diversity of stakeholders: the principle that consumer-based societies could not provide such needs unless economies can grow in an equitable and sustainable manner intergenerationally. These objectives can only be achieved through development, but one which can be integrated into the needs of the environment.

A key challenge for sustainable development is its temporality: basic needs are inevitably more immediate to present societies, a factor that may distort ethical commitments to intergenerationality and the future of resources. By attempting to satisfy present and future generations simultaneously, sustainable development was immediately ambiguous (Grosskurth and Rotmans 2005: 137). Our Common Future suggested three fundamental domains of sustainable development—social, economic, and ecological—but did not prioritize them, opting for an ideal balance of the three domains (Grosskurth and Rotmans 2005). These domains were reflected in the different editions of UN sustainability indicators (UN 2007) and Agenda 21 (UNCED 1992b), reflecting the complexity of sustainability objectives. Another difficulty with the concept of sustainable development is the lack of comparative measurement of the different the domains and indicators from one country to another, or between developing and developed countries. Essentially, basic needs vary from one economic situation to another.

The definition of ‘sustainability’ presents a different perspective. Whereas ‘sustainable development’ is predisposed towards a certain type of environmentally conscious development, ‘sustainability’denotes a temporal dimension of a measure or action. Sustainability means that something, an object or an activity, can be maintained over a long period of time, or indefinitely. It implies a time constant which is often very difficult to conceptualize: how can we realistically quantify and respect units of time beyond our present generation? Given that we cannot stop time, how do we accommodate change? How do societies think about the future? Can the relevance of future values be accurately judged in the present? The concept of sustainability in Western thought depends mostly on the articulation of the future in the present. We use time constructs to discuss the sustainability of systems, be they natural resources, the environment, or manufactured things (Crabbe 2006: 57). The use of sustainability as a qualifying prefix has in fact introduced a lateral perspective to the idea of sustainable development: prefixed to a non-developmental measure or practice, sustainability shifts our thinking more towards maintaining and possibly containing existing systems, rather than allowing growth or change. Applied to the care of archaeological sites, sustainability should favour the maintenance of conservation policies and averting uncertainty and risks in the long term. Sustainable conservation therefore elicits precaution and management policies that may at times contradict development.

The difficulties of intra-disciplinary sharing of terms and principles also characterize the internal workings of the modern heritage sector as well as its link with the theories of sustainability and sustainable development. I highlight two important aspects of this problem because they shape current limitations in the way that sustainability constructs can be applied to the care of archaeological sites.

First, antiquities and cultural heritage in general did not play a leading role in shaping the idea of sustainable development or that of sustainability. Antiquities, monuments, and, indeed, the broad idea of cultural heritage remained largely peripheral to the central evolution of sustainable development. In part this was because leading organizations such as UNESCO, the Council of Europe, ICOMOS, and ICCROM established their own international instruments and policy frameworks for safeguarding cultural heritage. The growth of these institutions during the second half of the twentieth century strengthened modern historic and artistic conservation with its mix of national legislation, international policies, and technical standards. As a result the preservation of material culture, often to the extent of its museumification, has come to command political and popular attention on a scale that had not been experienced prior to the advent of modern visitor industries. However, the idea of heritage did not command the attention that crises in environmental conservation did.

The peripheral position of cultural heritage in relation to mainstream discourse on sustainable development was also the outcome of the strong environmental agenda that initially shaped global thinking on development and environmental protection. In 1980, the influential World Conservation Strategy was one of the few documents that had in fact encouraged governments to sign and implement the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention. However, the strategy did not specify detailed policies that were to be followed (IUCN 1980, ch. 15: 6) and the document was rather vague, emphasizing instead the ‘natural’ component of the World Heritage Convention. In 2002 stronger references to heritage and sustainable development appeared in the final report of the Nations World Summit on Sustainable Development held at Johannesburg. The summit’s report limited itself to a brief reference on the importance of cultural heritage and stakeholder participation among mountain people (UN 2002: 32), and to the use of heritage assets, their preservation, and conservation within the broader meaning of sustainable tourism (UN 2002: 33).

The Johannesburg summit reflected general trends in visitor industries some of which depend on the marketing of antiquities. Attraction of ancient monuments for their materials, works of art, or for sheer appreciation has a long history that stretches back to the Renaissance and earlier (Weil 1995; Schnapp 1996). But it was in the second half of the twentieth century that the ‘heritage commodity’ became part of our culture. Publicly owned heritage resources are now commonly engineered to service public and private demands. Hundreds of archaeological sites have been over-excavated, not only for scientific purposes but also with a view to expanding the repertoire of marketable attractions. Everywhere the heritage attraction has become a primary asset. The role of the heritage commodity has been given a further boost by the rise of modern art markets which have reconfigured collecting into a lucrative investment sector where art or archaeological objects are special consumables that accumulate value rather than depreciate. Together, the promotion of monuments on a global scale, the culture of museum exhibitions, as well as art markets, have strengthened the notion of a product-based heritage sector within which archaeological sites inevitably reside.

Secondly, the idea of heritage is itself characterized by internal contradictions, especially as the term often refers to material culture as well as the professional sector that manages it. What we now refer to as heritage is a construct that has older roots loosely based on the Roman concept of inheritance (Blake 2000), on the growing cultural significance of antiquities, especially after the Renaissance, on the rise of collections and museums (Hooper-Greenhill 1992), and on the ubiquitous modern phenomenon of celebrating the past (Lowenthal 1998). A central element of cultural heritage—the preservation and protection of antiquities for the benefit of future generations—adopted the principle of intergenerationality long before it was used in defining sustainable development. In both cases, the principle of intergenerationality denotes obligations of present generations to safeguard and not compromise resources that may be required by future generations. There is, however, a fundamental difference in the way that this principle is applied in heritage practice: the distinguishing characteristic of the idea of heritage is its focus on material culture which is arguably not a basic human need, but a manufactured resource that is the product of human history. Antiquities and historic buildings may contribute to a better quality of life and to development when exploited by service-based industries such as the modern heritage sector and tourism; but their importance as basic needs is relative to the broader equation of development and survival. This factor may have led to the exclusion of cultural heritage from any serious consideration in mainstream discourse on sustainability and sustainable development. While the natural environment can be perceived on a scale that is global and atmospheric, and essential for human survival, antiquities might be seen as being less so, and, in comparison, limited and localized in scale.

Though the conservation of archaeological sites is closely associated with the idea of heritage, it is distinct in its substantive objectives. Conservation is recognized as having a history of philosophy, international and national standards, an accumulated body of scientific and curatorial practice, and an inherent commitment towards intergenerationality. Heritage has become a catch-all phrase to describe a modern phenomenon which is difficult to define specifically, but which is broadly associated with the care of antiquities, culture, and identity, and which is now increasingly related to service sectors linked to modern visitor industries (Skeates 2000; Howard 2003). The heritage sector is concerned primarily with the contemporary selective interpretation of the past through presentational forms and visitor schemes, independent and irrespective of substantive history or archaeology. Within this meaning of the heritage sector, the term ‘sustainable heritage’ becomes an oxymoron: bereft of a precautionary priority in favour of conservation, heritage practice would tend to lean towards the exploitation of archaeological resources, often discounting the future in favour of contemporary visitor-related development.

An important factor that distinguishes conservation philosophy from the broader idea of heritage is the time scales with which it is concerned. If heritage selectively commodifies the past for immediate consumption, conservation tends to focus on the substantive objectives of preserving antiquities in perpetuity. Elements of materiality, integrity, authenticity, and history are therefore more important in the preservation of archaeological resources. Conservation embodies the intergenerational transmission of material culture, and therefore carries a heavy ethical burden: things and archaeological resources, as well as their ascribed cultural and economic values, have to be maintained so as to be transferred to future generations. The heaviest burden seems to be with present generations. In disciplines such as economic theory it is now customary for specialists to devise resource management models that can predict or qualitatively describe the rate and extent at which resources can be used. Among the difficulties of applying such thinking to archaeological resources one can cite the fact that the production of material culture is unpredictable, that the standards by which material goods are deemed to be cultural heritage are in a state of flux, and that archaeological remains cannot be fully charted or quantified in their entirety. How do we use archaeological resources in ways that would not harm or deplete them in the present, and therefore enable future generations to derive benefits from them? This question presupposes a firm understanding of the nature and physical extent of archaeological resources, as well as the rate at which they can be usefully excavated, restored, used, or sacrificed at a given time, in addition to their value and significance. Answers to such questions depend very much on values, and on how these are established.

HERITAGE VALUES, ECONOMIC AND NON-ECONOMIC VALUES

Inevitably, archaeological site management and effective sustainability policies depend on heritage values as well as economic and non-economic values. In modern literature, heritage value theory was first expounded in 1903 by Aloise Riegl, who believed that monuments and works of art possessed not one but multiple values (Riegl 1982). A similar theme was later expounded by Lipe (1984) who suggested a range of values that captured socio-economic concerns rather than purely aesthetic ones, and which could be categorized into non-economic and economic values to reflect the growing influence of markets. Though archaeological sites are socio-culturally valuable because of their educational, aesthetic, scientific, and religious worth, their management is financial and economic.

Several economists and heritage practitioners are now addressing this important economic dimension of cultural heritage (Klamer and Zuidhof 1999; Mason 1999, 2008; Throsby 2001). The value of ancient monuments is twofold: it is embodied in their materiality as well as in their very existence in the landscape, and in the service products that are designed around them. The value of the materiality of monuments is perhaps more difficult to establish, short of lapsing into models of real estate property pricing. The market for the sale of publicly owned archaeological monuments, and which are therefore public goods, is almost non-existent, though historic buildings in historic centres and other locations are known to command significant monetary value. On the other hand, heritage services can be valued in a number of ways because they can often be quantified and accounted for. Entrance fees, the sale of merchandise, and other services provide measurable parameters, as do the attraction of financial grants and sponsorships for the general benefit of monuments. In addition, non-tangible value is accrued to individual visitors who derive benefits such as personal enrichment, education, and alternative forms of leisure from visiting cultural attractions (Throsby 2001; Avrami et al. 2000). Such value is multiplied when the principle of public goods is applied to archaeological sites. Ancient monuments offer the general public a gateway to culture and knowledge of the past; they serve as important icons at local, regional, and international levels; they provide an added element to a sense of place, which is also important in shaping cultural identities. Even more tangible are the several externalities, or additional non-heritage-related business opportunities that ancient monuments contribute to in particular geoeconomic areas. It is well known that cultural heritage sites serve as magnets for a broader range of commercial activities comprising, among others, hotel and hospitality industries, travel and transport, as well as merchandising in nearby towns or villages. It is this multiplier effect that makes archaeological attractions important in regional development schemes, and in national tourism marketing campaigns.

There are several values which cannot be comfortably measured through supply and demand, or through cost-benefit analyses. Religious monuments and sacred landscapes escape such categorization, as does the educational value derived by visitors. Similarly, the principle of universal value applied in World Heritage inscription captures those values that cannot be measured. The sheer existence of monuments is, for instance, valuable because of its intangible significance, a physical presence that is valued for the human past that it represents and also for its aesthetic qualities. Archaeological sites also provide a sense of place, a special landmark, or destination which is culturally significant as much as it is a monument in a landscape. Archaeological sites cannot be reduced to a single value: Stonehenge is the best example of an archaeological site that, even in terms of cultural value, has spawned contemporary alternative views of its importance.

Though heritage value theory has developed important tools to assess the significance of archaeological sites, broader political-economic circumstances often overwhelm and distort the importance of immeasurable values. The reason for this is the temporal disconnection between different types of values. Because of what they represent in terms of temporal objectives, value categories fail as a single framework for assessing management decisions, especially those that involve large-scale transformative heritage development. For while non-economic values are timeless, universal economic values are by contrast immediate, both in terms of time and geographic location. Economic growth requires immediate return, preferably in the present and expansion in the future.

A third way of valuing archaeological sites is to focus on the materiality of resources. The preservation of authenticity and its transmission to future generations has become one of the central principles of conservation philosophy. However tenuous and difficult the test of authenticity might be in practice (Lowenthal 1995, 2008), the concept forces us to consider the substantive and intrinsic values of ancient places that have to endure in the long term, as an intergenerational commitment. In essence, the tests of authenticity and integrity invite us to consider the intrinsic values of an ancient monument and why these elements have to be sustained by means of management plans and regional development schemes. Because they focus attention on intrinsic values of archaeological sites, the tests of authenticity and integrity also provide frameworks of acceptable change. If the authenticity and integrity of an ancient place depends on the preservation and transmission of intrinsic values, the critical parameters of materiality—the integrity and its history—cannot be discounted. Ironically, though, the material aspect of an archaeological site is measurable, while the effects of anthropogenic heritage transforms are unpredictable and can only be understood retrospectively.

FROM HERITAGE TO STEWARDSHIP: TERMS OF SUSTAINABILITY

A theory of sustainability in the care of ancient places has to address fundamental questions concerning what is to be sustained and why, as well as how a sustainability policy could be implemented in view of the demands of conservation and those of development. Sustainability implies minimal or no change, a condition which is in direct conflict with the demands of economic growth and the provision of basic needs to which cultural heritage can contribute. Are ancient places to be maintained without change? Should monuments be restored, or should they be retained in a state of constant and gradual decay? What should endure in an ancient place: the place itself or our decisions in the present about the place? Equally important: how do we ensure that policies such as management plans and heritage development schemes are not based on short-term models, such as those inspired by the business community or political exigencies? Can sustainability be implemented successfully?

There are several reasons why policy-makers, curators, and conservators of ancient places should engage in debating issues of sustainability. I single out two important ones. First, the challenge of sustainability forces us to think about our enduring decisions: these are as monumental as the archaeological sites and reserves that we are protect. But there is a significant difference: ancient places have endured for thousands, sometimes millions, of years; on the other hand, our decisions are very often short-termist, defined by the needs of present generations, and with impacts that are instant, often irrelevant, and in many cases irreversible. Secondly, the discourse of sustainability enables us to reexamine resource management, and implement measures that counter or mitigate the scale and rate of heritage transforms. Though imperfect, sustainability and sustainable development can serve as another form of critical analysis which informs archaeological site and reserve management in an age in which the future of such resources has become part of our socio-economic fabric.

These two reasons point to another serious problem that requires some rethinking: the failure of heritage as a modern movement to provide effective protection and transmission to future generations of the intrinsic value of ancient places. The heritage movement thrives on representing the past, but it does so selectively from the standpoint of the present. Heritage is very much the creation of present-day political-economic thinking. Ironically, the modern heritage movement suffers from a lack of time perspective: history and intergenerationality are not essential for heritage to thrive. In many ways, we are still lacking a post-heritage agenda that would challenge our ways of thinking about what is substantively important: the values that are embodied in the materiality of ancient places. This chapter has not proposed a definitive blueprint for a post-heritage agenda. The difficulties of defining heritage accurately are enough to preclude such a blueprint. More importantly, this study has placed archaeological sites at the centre of long-term objectives of conservation philosophy in which materials, form, integrity, history, and authenticity are primary elements. The challenge here is to reposition the care of archaeological sites so that conservation is given priority over economic ones, without it becoming disengaged from the latter. Indeed, the economics of conservation can be as lucrative as other forms of services even though it places a higher premium on the protection of cultural heritage (Avrami et al. 2000).

An alternative to the modern phenomenon of heritage is the concept of stewardship. The term stewardship generally means the care and prudent use of something or resources entrusted to one’s care. Care and entrustment qualify and complement each other in a significant manner: to care means to look after and provide for; to entrust means to confide the care or responsibility over something or a task outside one’s ownership. Entrustment therefore implies guardianship. The idea of stewardship bestows a moral standpoint and a different ethical departure: antiquities and cultural heritage in general are public goods that form part of the common heritage of mankind (UNESCO 1972). This common heritage has accrued to present generations as a result of the slow long-term pace of evolution and history; as beneficiaries of this common heritage, present generations are mere stewards in a complex intergenerational equation. The objectives of stewardship are less vague than the catch-all concept of heritage.

Even so, the idea of stewardship as a framework for understanding the sustainable care of antiquities can be as ineffective as heritage unless it is clearly accompanied by an ethical commitment to the long term. This requires new ways of assessing the value of archaeological monuments and reserves. The multiple values of ancient sites have traditionally been classified into economic and non-economic categories (Riegl 1982; Lipe 1984; Throsby 2001). This two-dimensional categorization may not always take into account the temporal dimension of decisions whose impact on archaeological sites and reserves may be irreversible or harmful. Economic and monitory values often overshadow intangible values because of the appeal of immediate financial return. On the other hand, intangible values of archaeological sites and reserves are difficult to appraise in a quantifiable manner because they represent timeless notions of value. Cultural heritage defies several of the characteristics that are normally associated with many market commodities. Unlike several commodities which are expendable, antiquities and archaeological reserves are deemed to require a special treatment in which physical protection and conservation, as well as accrued monetary value, rather than depreciation, are critical. From an economic and social point of view, archaeological sites and reserves represent a form of capital (Throsby 2001: 44–60) which historically has accrued in value even in times of economic difficulty. To be of value, antiquities and archaeological reserves have to endure.

Classic explanations of heritage values must therefore account for a third dimension of value, one that is represented by the endurance of archaeological sites and reserves, and a commitment to intergenerationality. Questions concerning how sites are used, treated, and restored, or developed for the benefit of visitors, or to what proportion of percentage archaeological reserves are to remain intact, or perhaps whether they are to remain totally untapped, require political and technical decisions. Three important principles should serve to guide public policy on the sustainable stewardship of antiquities.

One approach is to adopt the precautionary principle (UNCED 1992a; EU 2000). As a general policy tool, however, the precautionary principle came to the fore at the Rio Summit (UNCED 1992a), though it had already been used at the first International Conference on the protection of the North Sea (ICPNS 1984). Article 15 of the Rio Declaration stated that,

… in order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be widely applied by States according to their capabilities. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation … (UNCED 1992a)

Though controversial in its application, the precautionary principle is a useful tool in dealing with uncertainty and risk, especially where financial benefits influence political decisions and scientific studies prove inconclusive. In areas such as biodiversity and tourism, the adoption of precautionary policies has ensured a widening debate on risk management policies (Cooney and Dickson 2005b; Fennell and Ebert 2004), which have been also been transposed into European Union guidelines (EU 2000). In the case of archaeological sites and reserves, the precautionary principle has not yet been articulated into far-reaching instruments. In the conservation of monuments, precaution has been guided mostly by articles of best practice in international conventions and charters. The importance of archaeological reserves, and their preservation in situ, has been advocated by scholars such as Martin Carver (1996), and in policy documents such as PPG16 and the Valletta Convention (COE 1992). Other important matters, such as heritage development at archaeological sites, unfortunately remain very much within the realm of planning policies which normally address development and land use.

The second approach concerns the adoption of a conservation philosophy as a baseline for stewardship and sustainability policies. The conservation of archaeological sites and reserves varies from one culture to another, though a degree of internationalization in this area is advocated by organizations such as UNESCO, ICCROM, and ICOMOS. Conservation philosophy came to the fore during the nineteenth century as a European phenomenon and continues to be a central guiding force in archaeological site management and conservation (Stanley-Price 1995; Feilden and Jokilehto 1998; UNESCO 2008). In general, this philosophy is characterized by measures that protect archaeological sites against destruction (UNESCO 1972; COE 1992) as well as against transforms that erode their form and integrity. William Morris considered restoration a destructive force (SPAB 1877), while the charters of Athens (FICATHM 1931), Venice (ICOMOS 1964), and Burra (Australia ICOMOS 1999) laid down technical parameters for restoration and reconstruction, and especially on how to avoid falsification of a monument. Throughout, a common concern is that of respect for the materiality of a monument and its diverse historical layers.

The third approach is to devise suitable indicators against which heritage transforms and other forms of change can be measured. A major problem with intergenerationality is that it may be more rhetorical than tangible for present generations. The future will always remain remote and distant. On the other hand, specific time-frames spanning distinct periods within even a single generation can be established for measuring and monitoring indicators. Indicators are a way of transposing sustainability into an operational form (Bell and Morse 1999; UN 2007). As a set of tools, selected indicators have to reflect the values and material aspects of archaeological sites and reserves in an integrated system of variables. On their own, individual indicators provide only a partial picture of the state of an archaeological site. To be effective, an integrated system of indicators requires an optimal knowledge base, comprising a thorough mapping of archaeological sites, a list of perceived values, an understanding of external pressures, as well as socio-economic factors. Critical for successful heritage indicators is a strong research agenda that can shed light on the biography, archaeology, history, and history of interventions of a site. Indicators concerning carrying capacity, impacts on materiality, form, aesthetics, and integrity provide an integrated framework against which substantive elements of a site can be examined and measured for change and impacts.
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CHAPTER 15
PEOPLE AND LANDSCAPE

JOHN SCHOFIELD, RACHAEL KIDDEY, BRETT D. LASHUA

John Schofield is Director of Studies for Cultural Heritage Management in the Department of Archaeology at the University of York, UK. He was previously a member of the Characterization Team and Head of Military Programmes for English Heritage, the organization which is responsible for managing England’s archaeological resource. He is well known for his interest in the archaeology of the twentieth century—especially although not exclusively in military remains—and also for his collaborations with artists. Rachael Kiddey is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Archaeology at the University of York, UK, and was previously based in Bristol where she worked with the People’s Republic of Stokes Croft, an organization that is dedicated to the revitalization of a disadvantaged area of the city. Brett Laghua is a research fellow in the Carnegie Faculty at Leeds Metropolitan University, UK. He specializes in researching leisure, popular culture, music, and questions of representation and identity. This chapter draws upon the work of John in Malta, and Rachael and Brett in Bristol and Liverpool respectivlely, to present an alternative vision of ‘the public’, ‘community’, and ‘landscape’ to act as a counterpoint and complement to those presented elsewhere in this volume (e.g. Smith and Waterton, and Boyd, Garden in chapters 8, 9, and 10 respectively). Parts of the present co-authored chapter are deliberately presented in the first person. For clarity, the section on Liverpool is presented by Brett Lashua and that on Stokes Croft by Rachael Kiddey. For the remainder of the chapter the ‘first person’ is John Schofield.

THIS chapter considers how the public, broadly defined, can engage with the historic environment, understanding and appreciating its character and grain, its depth, its subtle folds and weaves; and how the same public can influence change through the increasingly democratic and participatory nature of local government. This chapter is not about inviting people outside of archaeology to help with field-walking projects or earthwork surveys. Rather, it is about planning, management, and change, and the key role the public can and should play in managing the historic environment and shaping the places and landscapes of the future. A particular focus of this chapter concerns what we mean by ‘public’, recognizing that a diversity of interest groups now exist, defined by ethnicity, sexual preference, cultural and religious affiliation, gender, age, and class. Public archaeology simply describes public participation, and public involvement in matters concerning the historic environment and the material remains (objects, places) within it. The historic environment matters to all sorts of people, and that is where we begin, with the principle that everyone’s view counts.

POWERS OF PLACE

The idea of a culturally diverse public that takes an interest in the places they live is not new. In her Power of Place (1995), Dolores Hayden remarked on cultural engagement with the built environment. She noted, for Los Angeles, how it embodies the ‘racially and culturally diverse American metropolis’ (Hayden 1995: 83). In 1990, of its 3.5 million people, just under 40 per cent were Hispanic, about 37 per cent white, 13 per cent black, just under 10 per cent Asian American or Pacific Islander, and 0.5 per cent Native American. The Los Angeles Unified School District at that time enrolled children speaking 96 different native languages. Hollywood High School alone housed students who spoke 35 native languages including Armenian, Romanian, Farsi, Tagalog, Khmer, Lao, Samoan, Vietnamese, Thai, Afghan, Dari, Urdu, Cantonese, Portuguese, Russian, Hebrew, French, Bengali, Korean, Hungarian, Arabaic, Hindi, Visayan, Formosan, Gujarati, Mandarin, Greek, Mandingo, Swedish, Polish, and Tahitan, as well as English and Spanish. Yet, despite all of this, Hayden describes how city biographies and the official landmark process have favoured the history of a small minority of white, male landholders, bankers, business and political leaders, and their architects. In 1986 Gail Dubrow (cited in Hayden) counted the city of Los Angeles’s designated cultural historic landmarks and found that 97.7 per cent were Anglo-American. Only 2.3 per cent celebrated Native American, African-American, Latino, or Asian-American history, despite the fact that these ‘minority’ groups comprise 60 per cent of the population. Only 4 per cent of the official landmarks were associated with any aspects of women’s history. Hayden concludes:

So three-quarters of the current population must find its public, collective past in a small fraction of the city’s monuments, or live with someone else’s choices about the city’s history. The major ethnic groups that have always been part of the city have been dispossessed. And the new immigrants have every reason to be confused. (Hayden 1995: 86)

In another Power of Place (English Heritage 2000), some resonances can be seen with Hayden’s study. There is support for the heritage, certainly. An opinion poll conducted for the 2000 survey identified 98 per cent of the population thinking that heritage is important in teaching us about the past, and that 76 per cent of people think their own lives are richer because of it. Yet many people feel excluded: they think their heritage—the things they themselves value—is ignored, and that their experiences are neglected. It goes further. Many believe heritage provision does not adequately represent certain groups. Some 75 per cent of people believe the contribution of black and Asian communities is not adequately represented, a figure that is even higher among people from those backgrounds. Only a quarter of black people said they had been to the countryside in the past year, and both black and Asian people were less likely than white people to visit stately homes. Perceptions of a lack of welcome (and arguably also of relevance) are the most likely cause (English Heritage 2000: 25).

Gard’ner’s (2004) study of heritage values amongst the majority Bengalee community of Tower Hamlets (London, UK) bears comparison with these findings. Here little support was evident for those buildings deemed worthy of statutory protection by virtue of their cultural and architectural significance. Yet those buildings most valued by the local community—religious and public buildings, markets, and community centres—failed to meet national criteria for listing. Again, the values of the state and those held locally, by those that live in this area, for whom it is home, appear contradictory.

Official or state-sanctioned criteria for the statutory protection of buildings and monuments are one thing, but gathering opinion on what matters most to local communities is quite another, and it should not now be difficult to accommodate multiple views and perspectives in our increasingly diverse, multivocal, and technologically aware Western society. Significant progress has been made in Australia, where heritage legislation specific to Indigenous sites and ownership is administered largely by Indigenous people. The value of sacred cultural sites, some of which have no physical human remains (such as food gathering places: English 2008), are widely recognized and respected. Further, migrant heritage is also recognized, and members of recent migrant communities are encouraged to recommend their own sites for inclusion on registers. I shall return to this example later.

Against this backdrop, this chapter concentrates on two issues at the heart of cultural heritage management practices: ‘the public’ and ‘landscape’. Taking the second of these first, I will comment on ways in which landscape can be used in cultural heritage management; how it is a helpful scale at which to conceptualize and comprehend the historic environment, giving context to its component parts and making an understanding of larger, longer-term processes of change easier to grasp. I will then describe and discuss how I think the public should be integral to the process of managing change, and planning a future based on an awareness of landscape character. But it is a complicated and challenging business, as even conceptions of ‘public’ are contested. We can no longer think only in terms of a white middle class, but a public that embraces the cultural diversity seen by Hayden in Los Angeles in the mid-1990s, and a public that will incorporate views of landscape and value as determined by groups defined by gender, sexual preference, race, and religion as well as amongst those marginal to society’s mainstream: the homeless and the young, for example. After a discussion of each of these key issues (‘landscape’ and ‘public’), three case studies will then examine some of these ideas and principles in more depth.

LANDSCAPE

We can, I think, be clear about what we mean by landscape. The European Landscape Convention (Council of Europe 2008 [2000]) defines it simply as ‘an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’. Further, each party to the Convention undertakes to ‘establish procedures for the participation of the general public, local and regional authorities, and other parties with an interest in the definition and implementation of (the Convention’s) landscape policies’. Prominent, therefore, are public perception on the one hand, and public participation on the other. The Convention also recognizes that landscape is continuous, and by implication not something that agencies or authorities can (or should) demarcate, except for specific management or administrative purposes. The Convention avoids the constraints of only concerning designated or ‘special’ landscapes (national parks, World Heritage Sites, etc.), and instead clearly gives focus to broader, more holistic views of landscape, and of the ordinary and everyday—places that people ‘perceive’ as landscape, and which, as such, matter to them. At one extreme are indeed landscapes recognized as important to society, through their inclusion on the World Heritage List—Cornish mining landscapes, for example, or Stonehenge. At the other extreme we might include interstitial landscapes, or city waste—the awkward and leftover spaces on the margins. Are these really empty and unloved? One suggestion is that these ‘in-between’ places provide refuge for the homeless, for addicts and those marginal to society (e.g. Zimmerman and Welch 2006). Are their values and perceptions any less worthy than those of city planners, of architects and politicians? Greg Keeffe has described how every city has its ‘compost heap’—an area where one puts one’s ‘rubbish’: sink estates and social housing for example (Keepe 2009; www.urbis.org.uk). The first reaction of planners is often to clear these areas, and improve them, although this may go against the wishes of residents. Musicians talk of growing up in these areas, and being inspired by them. Often it is the ‘compost heaps’ that are the most fertile areas, in terms of cultural achievement, with music, art, and literature emanating from what, to some, appear ‘hopeless’ social and economic situations. The examples included here are all considered ‘compost heaps’ by some in authority.

Another dislocation of heritage management practices is often between the ‘old’ and the ‘new’. One might, for example, question the judgement of anyone who places the landscape of an out-of-town retail park above or equal to that of a relict field system in the uplands of south-west England (see Schofield 2009b). If put to the public vote, one presumes the latter would significantly out-vote the former. But not everyone will take that view. Some will place ‘retail parkland’ higher, in terms of convenience, familiarity, and networking, amongst other considerations. Theirs might be a minority view, but it is often a significant minority and should not just be dismissed as ridiculous, bizarre, or—worse—ill informed.

It is worth considering briefly what is meant by the phrase landscape archaeology in this context. In fact there are various categories of landscape archaeology, ‘each valid and necessary, but each serving different purposes’ (Fairclough 2006: 185). First, archaeology at landscape scale—involving the study of material remains of the past at extensive scale using methods such as regional survey, aerial photography, and environmental archaeology. As Fairclough (2006) says, this is essentially a reconstructive and positivist approach to find out what happened in the past. Second is the archaeology of past landscape—attempting to gain insight into the way people in the past perceived areas of land as landscape. Phenomenology is an obvious example. And third is the archaeology of landscape; that is, using archaeological perspectives, methods, and models to study landscape as it exists today. This is descriptive but also explanatory, aiming to contribute archaeological perspectives to wider holistic understanding, but doing so with subjectivity, privileging the most dominant survivals from the past that contribute most to the present-day character of landscape. Key to this ‘landscape characterization’ is that it avoids value judgements; it embraces the idea of multiple views and perspectives (see also Boyd, and Smith and Waterton, this volume).

All these methods are valid for their own purposes, of course, and all three can and should include a public dimension. But it is the third approach that concerns us here, being more effective for achieving one of the European Landscape Conventions’ key ambitions: to enable an archaeologically informed perspective to contribute to the holistic, democratic, and trans-disciplinary understanding of landscape. The convention

takes today’s landscape as its starting point, the landscape in which most other landscape disciplines engage and in which people live … It assumes that the present landscape contains the past, and is indeed in large measure created by the past; its starting point is that the material traces of the past can be read, questioned and often explained in order to inform public perception. (Fairclough 2006:185)

PEOPLE AND PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY

Public archaeology, too, is simply defined, at least for the purposes of this chapter, being the involvement of the public in archaeology, through practical assistance in projects, the management and coordination of work in some cases, and also in offering opinion, advice, and perspective usually via the web and upload facilities. It has never been easier for ‘the public’ to tell us what they think, and—potentially at least—to tell us where we are going wrong, or what we are doing right. In 2006 one of us (J.S.) was involved in excavating a Ford Transit van previously used for archaeological projects (Newland et al. 2007). The public told us what they thought—comments were received via the project’s online blog, which was established prior to the excavation, and ran throughout. Comments included:

‘An excellent form of madness if ever I saw one.’

‘Sounds like a load of crock to me and makes archaeology look stupid! I really think that archaeologists could do without this form of publicity at the moment. Especially if you want more funding.’

‘This is an important example of archaeological practices deployed as a series of interventions into the contemporary and specifically as a means (and end) of marking what once was, before it passes: a life history (memory) if you will.’

A year or two earlier I surveyed and part excavated one of the former peace camps at Greenham Common (Schofield 2009a). It became obvious early on, from public reaction, that the excavation of these sites was unwelcome, as was the removal of finds from the sites for analysis. Previous occupants of the camps considered these sites to be sacred in a way I had not envisaged. As a result of this reaction (perhaps unique to only a small group of women), the team changed its strategy overnight—survey replaced excavation, and finds were recorded and photographed in situ rather than being collected and removed.

Carman (2002: 96-114) and Merriman (2004: 1) helpfully define what is meant by ‘public’, recognizing two specific meanings, both of which are relevant here. First is the association of the word ‘public’ with the state and its institutions (they cite public bodies and public office as examples). The second is the concept of ‘the public’ as a group of individuals who debate issues and consume cultural products, and whose reactions inform public opinion. We therefore have a contradiction, which this chapter in part seeks to unravel: between the state on the one hand, assuming to speak on behalf of the public and acting in the public interest; and, on the other, the notion of a public encompassing debate and opinion. The first of these makes the inclusion of minority interests difficult (perhaps impossible) to achieve; the second recognizes the public as an active and multivalent force with the power to influence or criticize the wishes of the state, and bring about change (Merriman 2004: 1-2). As all the examples here demonstrate, it is this dimension of ‘public’ that interests me, and which I think has the major role in effective heritage management practices, now and in the future.

Ian Hodder presents something similar in his Archaeology beyond Dialogue (2003), arguing for change in the way we work (and think) as archaeologists. Many discussions of dialogue, he says, assume we carry on as normal but add a bit of community collaboration—add collaboration and stir. Fundamental here is the definition of archaeology, and the foregrounding of people in the work we do. Hodder notes how previous definitions of archaeology involved ‘the study of the past through its material remains’; now it is more a ‘mode of enquiry into the relationships between people and their material pasts’. The role of Indigenous voices is an obvious example of people not simply discussing what archaeologists present to them as fact, but engaging in the dialogue that reaches that position. As Hodder (2003: 4) says, ‘the gazing back by native anthropologists can lead to new forms of ethnographic text’, as was demonstrated by involving native Madagascan voices in the interpretation of Stonehenge in the UK, and local community members’ involvement in post-excavation processes of analysis and interpretation at Çatalhöyük in Turkey.

AND …

The central point of this chapter is how these two things connect: the public, and landscape. My principal concern is the involvement of ‘the public’ in managing their local and closely familiar landscapes, the places to which they typically have close attachment, based on a personal involvement with the place over time. The local place is their own heritage, conceptualized in fabric, stories, and memories, just as genealogy is their own history. It is no coincidence that these two pastimes (local studies and genealogy) have each become increasingly popular in recent times. There are many good examples of how the public have become involved in understanding and managing local landscapes, taking or contributing to decisions about change.

One cannot review local views on change and development without reference to nimbyism. Wikipedia defines the term simply, as follows:

NIMBY is an acronym for Not In My Back Yard. The term is used to describe opposition to a new project by residents, even if they themselves and those around will benefit from the construction. Often, the new project being opposed is generally considered a benefit for many, but residents nearby the immediate location consider it undesirable and would generally prefer the building to be ‘elsewhere’. (http://en.wikipedia.org)

But the pejorative sense in which the term is typically applied often masks a deeper and more significant truth: that those (generally) opposing change are also those who know the area best of all, and who hold the strongest feelings about it, feelings that are typically rooted in deep and intricate personal histories and heritage. Nimbyism can be a negative response to development (and may extend on occasion to ‘niabyism’—Not in Anyone’s Back Yard), but that should not mask the fact that it is often also a considered, informed, and impassioned view that is represented. The examples that follow often touch upon elements of nimbyism—not necessarily in the sense of restricting change, but rather ensuring that a democratic view of historic interest, character, and significance is taken account of in the evaluation of planning proposals and recommendations.

A bigger issue, perhaps, is the recognition of multiple perspectives, and engaging communities whose values do not coincide and will often in fact contradict (Schofield 2004). In his foreword to the Guide to Migrant Heritage Places in Australia (Australian Heritage Commission n.d.), Peter King describes how

Australia has a culturally diverse heritage, greatly enriched by the many thousands of people who have come to live here since World War II. However, the places that are significant in telling the story of the immigration experiences of these Australians are not necessarily well-protected because the wider community is not aware of the significance of these places. (Australian Heritage Commission n.d.: 5)

The Guide goes on to describe how migrant heritage places are those places that tell the history of migration in Australia, and telling readers that,

you can decide what places are part of Australia’s heritage … Migrant heritage places will most likely have historic importance, because they tell the story of the history of immigration and adjusting to life in a new country. Other migrant heritage places will have social importance for the present generation. This is often hard to identify as heritage. One way of deciding if a place has social importance is if a migrant group has held special feelings for a place over a long period of time and these feelings continue today. (Australian Heritage Commission n.d.: 9)

[For example:] Does the place have features that inspire strong feelings or have special meanings, connected to your community’s religious, cultural, educational or social life? (Australian Heritage Commission n.d.: 34)

A further guide provides advice on finding and assessing Chinese Australian heritage places (Australian Heritage Commission 2002). Alongside guidance on how to identify places of historic, aesthetic, and scientific significance, social significance is included here in helping to identify the relevance and contemporary meaning of the long-established Chinatown areas of Sydney and Melbourne, temples and churches, cemeteries and restaurants, for example. Of course these are all places that have been identified. But together they constitute a landscape of Chinese influence and involvement in Australia—a layer on the increasingly diverse social and cultural map of the country. The point here is that these particular layers are often ignored or not recognized by those in authority, perhaps because the knowledge rests with those for whom language or cultural barriers exist, or who mistrust authority.

Amongst Australia’s Macedonian community there are intricate and challenging issues around the relationship between ethnicity and landscape. In talking to a Macedonian migrant to Australia, one gets the sense of how the different landscapes he experienced (in Macedonia and now in Australia) are interrelated. ‘The memory of inspiration of one place will have a discernible impact on others. This is especially noticeable when he describes traditions of socialising that have developed in outdoor recreational settings’ (Thomas 2001: 7-8). And here is the point of tension: between Australia’s national parks, as places of historic importance, aesthetic beauty, and tranquillity, and typically sacred to Indigenous groups, and the ‘rowdy, congested and environmentally unfriendly’ picnics occuring annually in Royal National Park. The words quoted are those of the National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS); to the Macedonian community these picnics represent important social traditions:

People could expand their national feelings, gathering in their language. Because everybody worked in a fish shop or a factory or something like that. So picnics were a tremendous outlet. People looked forward to this. They played a major part in our getting to know each other, and for people who would come from overseas it was an introduction to the people. They weren’t alone. They could see there’s other Macedonians here. (Thomas 2001: 9)

One can see therefore how ‘insights foreground the connection between historical experiences and attitudes to national parks. Here is evidence that any mode of inhabiting and interpreting a landscape is ethnically specific’ (Thomas 2001:9).

In addition to the methodologies promoted by the Australian Heritage Commission and NPWS (NSW), new mobile technologies provide another intriguing dimension, about which I have written previously (Schofield 2007, 2009c). At a simple level of engagement, sites like www.mapmylondon.com allow people to upload information from their mobile phone, cheaply and easily—telling anyone who will look or listen what specific places mean to them, through memories and events. Text messages can be uploaded and geo-referenced along with photographs, videos, and audio. The information is raw, unedited, and unfiltered, but also immediate, personalized, and of the moment. It has always proved difficult in the past to incorporate people’s personal views, with organized meetings and workshops typically involving the same types of people. Now, infinite personalized views and opinions can be accumulated through feedback loops and collaborative processes, enabled by mobile technologies into a plural and more inclusive view of landscape. To give an example, Christian Nold’s biomapping workshops and events (www.biomapping.net) encourage participants from a range of cultural backgrounds to discuss and assess place, in addition to experiencing it through their galvanic skin response, generating emotion maps. What participants say about a place can be compared to what they experience, physically and emotionally: the high arousal of danger and anxiety, or of pleasure and tranquillity. GIS also provides the possibility of merging maps: emotion mapping on the one hand, and maps of historic landscape character on the other. One might ask: does ‘historic’ landscape always correspond with a positive emotional response? I somehow doubt it.

PEOPLE AND THEIR LANDSCAPES (1): STRAIT STREET, VALLETTA (MALTA)

Valletta is Malta’s capital city. It is the main town on the island, and a World Heritage Site, for its impressive fortifications and colonial architecture. It is central also to the tourist experience of Malta. Few stay in the city, but most visitors from the island’s resorts, and on visiting cruise ships, will tour the town at least once during their stay. Malta is Catholic for the most part, and city authorities and planners seem to manage the place in a very particular way, a way that effectively hides any aspect of its past that is deemed shameful, even alternative. One such place is Strait Street, a long, straight, and narrow road (also known as ‘The Gut’) which runs the length of the town and was once an area of bars, lodging houses, dance halls, and fast-food outlets (Figure 15.1). Fountain Street, which extended beyond Strait Street at its far end, was a centre for prostitution, with trade evidently extending into Strait Street, at least at its lower end. Strait Street was where sailors came on shore leave, in vast numbers. The authorities were not happy, and with the island’s independence in 1964, and the decline in the numbers of visiting servicemen between 1964 and 1979, when the navies finally left, the street effectively closed down. Such was the stigma attached to the place that it has remained empty ever since, the locked doors sealing the fabric within and the memories and stories that accompany it. In 1965, Titbits magazine included the following description of Strait Street under the title ‘The street that shames Hero Island’:
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FIGURE 15.1 Strait Street. (Photo: John Schofield.)

British tourists should steer clear of Malta till the island’s government take this advice: stamp out the vice in a street that is the shame of Malta—Straight Street (sic).

This is an area of vice and prostitution that ranks with the world’s most notorious sin spots ….

Officially, the problem does not exist. The Gut is not mentioned in the newspapers, on radio, TV, by parliament or even in polite conversation…

[The Gut] is a dirty, squalid alley that is packed from noon to early morning with prostitutes who sell themselves for the price of a drink…

A street where teenage British sailors are accosted by women old enough to be their grandmothers …. (Saxon 1965)

Dench (1975: 109) has assessed the impact of this article, exploring further the contradiction between Malta’s strong identification with the Catholic faith and the activities associated with Strait Street. To Maltese priests, Dench explains, deviant sexual behaviour and vice are almost unmentionable—even uttering immoral words is unacceptable, with 58 men committed to prison for doing so as recently as 1960-5. Recourse to a prostitute is a mortal sin, like other sexual acts outside of marriage, for which absolution is necessary. Open reference to vice is considered utterly offensive and respectable Maltese try to close their eyes and ears to the topic (Dench 1975: 109).

Local response to the Titbits article was unsurprising therefore, exciting ‘a curious sensitivity in which evident consternation combines with half-hearted and equivocal denial that such a thing might be possible—in Malta at any rate’ (Dench 1975: 109). The magazine was banned in Malta, but a few copies circulated. Local people were incensed to the extent that public comment became necessary. Clearly a vigorous denial would have been a nonsense, as the article’s allegations were true. Yet passive acceptance would have been painful and offensive to many, and would have led to calls for Malta to be ‘cleaned up’. So the issue was fudged, stating that it did not merit public scrutiny. ‘[E]yes were averted, and the vague belief entertained that the authorities have matters under satisfactory control’ (Dench 1975:111).

A study of Strait Street in 2004 revealed the extent to which material components of the bars had survived despite forty years of closure (Figure 15.2), and thanks largely to the receptive attitude and support of some local residents (Figure 15.2). The details of the survey can be seen elsewhere (Schofield and Morrissey 2005, 2007, in press). Of particular interest here is the attitude of people to the work. All our preparatory work suggested this study would not be welcomed in the city. A letter to the Times of Malta requesting assistance, received one anonymous reply:

If you have some respect for the [G]eorge [C]ross Island, skip the idea of shedding light on Strait Street… Yours truly, A.D. (anon. letter n.d.)

A map included with this reply directed the team towards Fort St Elmo instead, where—we later discovered—various attacks on tourists had recently occurred! At least one local resident thought this was no coincidence.

We were introduced to a jeweller who once owned a bar in Strait Street. He strongly indicated to us that Strait Street was a respectable place, that prostitution never occurred there, and that we should ensure that our study and any published reports made this point. He then posed for photographs in his shop, surrounded by religious icons.

On visiting Strait Street, and talking to those that still occupy this alternative and neglected city space (one of Keeffe’s compost heaps perhaps), the attitudes were very different. We encountered surprise that we were interested, and then an enthusiasm to show us around, to point out which bars were which, and to tell us stories. Some places really stood out, places that despite closure retained many of the bar’s fixtures and fittings, and the artefacts and gifts given by sailors. Tony and Anna Pace of Rocks Bar showed us around, including their photograph albums of busy nights here and at Tico Tico, another bar they owned. They showed us ship’s photographs, signed and framed for them; and a ship’s flag carefully folded and stored away. These were precious objects, and clearly represent fond memories. We met mostly women but some men who once worked in the bars of Strait Street, and who spoke with great passion about the life that existed there, and what fun it had been. Joseph Buttegieg told us about his father, who owned a bar at the bottom end of the street, building all of its fittings himself. He then ran the business successfully for years. After closure and his father’s death, Joseph opened it again as a workshop, but kept all the fixtures and furnishings intact. He showed us the art deco style bar his father had made, and spoke very warmly of him and of his achievements.
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FIGURE 15.2 Bars and bar signs, which evoke memories and stories, and the will to belong. (Photo: John Schofield.)

There was pride amongst the people we met on the street, contradicting the attitudes of authorities towards this hidden-away space, this ‘compost heap’ tucked away in the far corner of the World Heritage city of Valletta. This is unquestionably an alternative view of public archaeology and landscape, involving a public who have simply never been asked what they think. Without this project, and without the involvement of Victor Scerri, whose accounts of people’s lives on Strait Street have become a regular feature of the Maltese-language newspaper it-TORCA, Strait Street might have been irrevocably changed without any reference at all to those that actually live there, or who did so, often with great joy and enthusiasm until the 1970s, when most bars closed down. Why should their views not be heard? And more to the point, why are their views not pre-eminent in assessing future plans for this area? It is their street after all.

Now, four years on, and talk is of Strait Street becoming the city’s cultural quarter, with a return to bars, exhibitions, galleries, street theatre, live music, and so on. Currently the street appears largely empty. The bars are locked up and have been for three to four decades. A problem is often that nobody knows who owns them as, following independence, bar owners transferred their business to places like London’s Soho, and simply locked up and left. There is now no connection with the former owners, and no prospect for making one. But assuming that problem can be overcome, those that once worked in the street and now live in damp and decrepit accommodation above the bars can have a better quality of life. Some improvement and investment is needed; a community centre could be generated for those who have no central place to congregate of an evening other than a statue in the main square. In 2008 the Times of Malta featured an article that discusses the street’s future prospects. Emmy Bezzina wrote, on 10 May, of ‘A vision for seductive Strait Street’. She notes how ‘fascination is one of the hallmarks of this narrow stretch of street, harboured on both sides by protective long buildings which provide an idyllic array of shades and shadows throughout the day’, and that ‘[T]he Valletta local council should wake up and undertake a truly worthwhile rehabilitation project for our capital city.’

On 2 September in The Malta Independent Online, Michael Carabott wrote about Valletta’s pedestrian zone, which is gradually extending into streets adjacent to Strait Street. ‘The new system’, he notes, ‘allows pedestrian access to Strait Street, which is fast becoming the cultural street of Valletta with various exhibitions, wine bars and restaurants.’

Things are changing therefore. The landscape is a complex and challenging one, for all its past troubles and contradictions, and for the cultural achievements of its artistes and musicians. Most significant though is the recognition of the values attached to this place by those who once lived and worked here, and—in some cases—live there still, often in very poor conditions. Strait Street matters, and finally, slowly, that fact is being realized.

PEOPLE AND THEIR LANDSCAPES (2): PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF STOKES CROFT (BRISTOL, UK)

Stokes Croft is a short street close to the centre of Bristol (UK). Locally, ‘Stokes Croft’ is the term used to describe not only the street of that name but also the immediate surrounding area. The People’s Republic of Stokes Croft (PRSC) began life at the tail end of 2006. Self-funded and informally organized, it is a growing community group who work together on an overwhelmingly voluntary basis to preserve and enhance all aspects of the Stokes Croft Conservation Area (being areas whose architectural and design characteristics are considered worth retaining—there are some 8,000 of these in England), to promote the wealth of creativity that exists within the area, and to encourage community cohesion and inclusivity (Bristol City Council 2007: 1, 1.1).

Tactics employed by PRSC include a mix of non-violent direct action, such as street cleaning and preservation of historic fabric, undertaking street art, contacting, bringing together, and genuinely engaging with those in positions of authority, and improving community links by organizing fully inclusive social events. PRSC hopes to facilitate genuine public engagement in the way Stokes Croft develops.

Once Bristol’s main shopping street, Stokes Croft was badly damaged during the Second World War and went on to suffer increased isolation through a combination of highway schemes, lack of investment, retail competition from a nearby (post-war) shopping centre, and the fact that various hostels and services for drink- and drug-dependent people are sited within the immediate vicinity, attracting clientele whose behaviour is considered by many to be undesirable. An ‘action plan’ put together by the city council in partnership with several community groups, published in February 2006, describes Stokes Croft as:

… a 600m long historic street lined by shops and buildings ranging from the 18th century to recent years. It is part of the A38 and is a main access route into central Bristol from Gloucester and Cheltenham and a link to the popular shopping area of Gloucester Road and to Broadmead [shopping centre]. Its southern junction (North Road) is with the St James Barton Roundabout and the main road network serving the city centre. (Buchanan and partners 2006)

It was noted in the same document that ‘… the local functions of the street have not evolved … and modernized. Many buildings are derelict and a staggering 22% of the total number of properties has a vacant ground floor’ (Buchanan and partners 2006: 5).

From at least the late 1970s, the availability of large spaces at very low rent attracted artists, musicians, and performers to the area. Several buildings are squatted. Three large ex-industrial buildings became alternative music venues in the early 1990s, which went on to develop reputations for being ‘home’ to bands and DJs of international fame. One of the largest sites along Stokes Croft, Westmoreland House and the carriage works, has been derelict since the late 1970s (Figure 15.3). It is adorned on every floor with examples of street art and graffiti dating back thirty years. Although much of the graffiti is ‘tagging’, some work is clearly attributable to increasingly respected graffiti artists such as Banksy, Cyclops, Paris, Xenz, and Cheba. One floor of Westmoreland House has been converted into an ‘illegal’ skate park using materials from the building’s previous use as an office block. A community of travellers has been given permission to live on wasteland behind Westmoreland House while the owner decides what to do with it.
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FIGURE 15.3 View from Westmoreland House, a derelict office block along Stokes Croft. Currently a planning application is being considered for 186 private flats and an underground car park. (Photo: People’s Republic of Stokes Croft.)

Alongside a growing community of artists and alternatives within Stokes Croft is a large homeless population, over 350 families on low income, many immigrant families and asylum seekers (Figure 15.4). Despite the social problems that are evident in almost any pocket of economic deprivation, the eclectic cultural and social mix of people and businesses has bred a sense of tolerance and coexistence that is unique within Bristol. As we have seen, Keeffe describes such areas as ‘compost heaps’ (www.urbis.org.uk). Stokes Croft is certainly a fertile place, creatively speaking.

Central to PRSC’s campaign is the notion that Stokes Croft should be officially recognized as Bristol’s Cultural Quarter. The imminent opening of a £500 million shopping centre close by—Cabot Circus—has prompted a plethora of planning applications from developers whose plans include demolishing many buildings and replacing them with flats which would not be affordable to the majority of the local community and far exceed the traditional height of buildings within the Conservation Area. Much of PRSC’s recent work has included researching and publicizing the history of the area, reproducing traditional street signage and bill posters in situ, and attending planning meetings to make the case that, as a Conservation Area, the eclectic mix of historic fabric found within Stokes Croft is worthy of retention unless there is an overwhelmingly good reason for it to be lost (DoE/DNH 1994: 27). Despite legislation, buildings within the Stokes Croft Conservation Area continue to come under routine threat from demolition. For example, the council’s own character appraisal of the Stokes Croft Conservation Area, published in 2007, identified a nineteenth-century former malt house as being an ‘unlisted building of merit’ (Bristol City Council 2007: 44). However, permission was granted recently for the demolition of the former malt house and for a development of flats to be built in its place (Bristol City Council 2008a). To some, the decision to sanction the loss of the former malt house was seen as proof that ‘blue collar’ historic fabric is not seen to hold as much ‘heritage value’ as ‘white collar’.
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FIGURE 15.4 Homeless participants in a PRSC street art event, Jamaica Street. (Photo: People’s Republic of Stokes Croft.)

In July 2008, the council held a public consultation on how a small iconic triangle of land, known locally as Turbo Island, should be improved. The name Turbo Island originates from a brand of cider that was for many years the preferred tipple of street drinkers who continue to congregate on the land. PRSC volunteers offered to help the council by handing out surveys for completion and, as a direct result of PRSC’s involvement, the consultation results included the opinions of those people whose views are traditionally marginalized or left completely unrecorded. Several homeless street drinkers, when asked how the derelict land they frequent daily could be improved, said ‘some flowers’ would enhance its appearance (Neil [street name Bin Laden], pers. comm.; Bristol City Council 2008b).

The People’s Republic of Stokes Croft is characterized by its belief that we, the public, in all our varied guises, can and should influence how the landscape we exist within develops, and by the fact that everyone’s view is genuinely considered, recorded, and valued. It is true that some lifestyles are more difficult to identify with than others, but what makes the way one person experiences place or engages with heritage any ‘better’ or ‘more correct’ than the next? The dispossessed, traditionally excluded, those who actively seek to live on the margins, are still members of ‘the public’: their existence is culturally significant to us all. If we exclude their views and opinions on how even ‘compost heaps’ should develop, whose heritage are we prioritizing?

PEOPLE AND THEIR LANDSCAPES(3): THE PIVVY, THE PICKET, AND THE ‘HOOD (POPULAR MUSIC LANDSCAPES, LIVERPOOL, UK)

The Pavilion was once a grand music hall located near the junction of Smithdown Road and Lodge Lane in Liverpool. Also known as ‘the Pivvy’, the Pavilion caught fire in 1986 and much of the Edwardian interior and all of the backstage area were destroyed. Opened in 1908, the Pivvy was able to seat over 2,500 people in eight private boxes, stalls, pit, circle, and balcony. At the time, it was the last of several new music halls built outside the city centre in Liverpool’s fast-expanding suburbs. It later became a variety theatre known for glamour girls in elaborate costumes and featured live performances by Arthur Askey, George Formby, The Quarry Men, Ken Dodd, and the Beatles—who performed there only once, on 2 April 1962. Following the fire, part of the building was reconstructed and the Pavilion is now a Bingo Hall.

On his hand-drawn map of his neighbourhood of Wavertree (Figure 15.5), a hip-hop MC named Pyro has clearly identified the Pivvy (‘Bingo’) along the border of his neighbourhood. Just beyond the Pivvy lies Toxteth, or Liverpool 8 (L8), a different postcode from his turf in Wavertree (L15). In UK hip-hop and ‘grime’ music scenes, postcodes and home territories matter: gang wars are fought over these boundaries. Pyro told us of a palpable web of invisible borders criss-crossing the city whereby ‘you just know’ when you’ve crossed a line. To some, the Pivvy represents one small part of the Beatles story in Liverpool, to others it represents an older, bygone era of music hall. To young people, like Pyro, it marks a dangerous edge.
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FIGURE 15.5 Hip-hop MC Pyro’s map of Wavertree, Liverpool. (Photo: Brett Lashua.)

Wavertree is an area of Liverpool that generally attracts scant public attention other than from those who reside there. Wavertree is a densely packed grid of Victorian terraces and narrow streets that branch northward off Smithdown Road like teeth in a comb. According to Pyro’s map, Wavertree is a ‘bubble’ encompassing his everyday social worlds. Unlike the maps drawn by musicians involved in the ‘indie rock’ music scene that primarily focus upon venues, Pyro’s map, like many hip-hop artists with whom I have spoken, shows a landscape populated with fellow MCs and DJs and their homes (‘cribs’), and local gathering spots such as the football pitch and corner shop. Other sites—the city centre, record shop, and college—are worlds apart from Pyro’s neighbourhood.

Like the two previous cases, Pyro’s mapping also illustrates the disconnection between official heritage landscapes and the lived everyday experiences of many local musicians. Lately, Liverpool has taken much pride in its popular music heritage, especially during its 2008 European Capital of Culture year. For instance, the long-overlooked punk/alternative music venue Eric’s Club (1976-80) received notable public attention that year. Yet, in a city where even the notorious story of Eric’s has struggled to be told, it is perhaps no wonder that less ‘visible’ histories such as the Pivvy remain unheard, and even less surprising that Pyro’s hip-hop musical landscape is almost entirely disconnected from other Liverpool musical landscapes.

Liverpool is a city of many legendary venues. One such site, neither quite as mythic as Eric’s nor as obscure as the Pivvy, yet still in operation, is the Picket. The Picket opened in 1983 as part of the Merseyside Trade Union Community and Unemployed Resource Centre, ‘the People’s Centre’, which occupied a building on Hardman Street that had once been a home for the blind. The Picket housed a live music venue, a recording studio named Pinball Wizard, and a music information service. Paul Weller and the Style Council were the first band to perform there but the Picket was a key venue for local musicians too, hosting performances by the La’s, Rain, and countless others. While drawing his map of Liverpool (Figure 15.6), a successful singer/songwriter told us:

The Picket is central to this entire story. Out of all of these venues, I come out of the Picket. That’s my heritage, the Picket, really. The Picket is absolutely central to the story.

When the People’s Centre building was put up for sale in the early 2000s, a high-profile ‘Save the Picket’ campaign was supported by such well-known musicians as Elvis Costello and Pete Townshend of The Who. The Picket has since relocated to the nascent ‘Independent Quarter’ in the docklands south of Liverpool’s city centre (another ‘compost heap’ perhaps).

Interestingly, as a great supporter of local musicians, the Picket is one of the few venues in the city that hosts hip-hop and urban music events, and thus one site where Pyro and other MCs have performed live. Not surprisingly, even in the Independent Quarter, one cannot escape the ‘invisible web’ of territorialization which Pyro has described. For all of its independence, this area on the city’s south side represents foreign, and often dangerous, turf for an MC from L15.
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FIGURE 15.6 A singer/songwriter’s map of important Liverpool music venues. (Photo: Brett Lashua.)

Thus understandings and experiences of musical landscapes often collide and abrade, yet also partition and isolate. Ironically, ‘urban’ music is afforded little space in the city; few venues will host events for young hip-hop acts. Yet those maps drawn for us by hip-hop MCs illustrate the most intimate relationships with the micro-topographies of the city, its streets, and neighbourhoods, and power-laden social interactions that take place there.

The hand-drawn maps and stories of the Picket and the Pivvy inspire questions, such as how something as intangible as popular music is mapped upon the landscape of the city by musicians themselves, in different ways from public officials, planners, and tourists. These examples read against the grain of higher-profile sites, such as those linked to the Beatles, and spotlight the varied music landscapes in Liverpool, differing across racial, classed, temporal, and other markers of difference. As in the other case studies, ‘whose heritage counts?’ and ‘what places are put on “the map”?’ remain important questions, not necessarily so that definitive answers are provided, but to invite broader participation in the processes of mapping musical heritage and valuing popular music landscapes.

CONCLUSIONS

The landscapes of these case studies are a far cry from those others have selected or spoken of in much heritage and cultural landscapes literature, just as the public may be different from other ‘publics’ referred to by planners drafting and formulating policy for their own particular publics. What we present here is unquestionably an alternative view of landscape, both in terms of its character and heritage credentials; and the public we refer to is predominantly that at the margins. But what these examples have in common with many others is that people care about their environment—not the state necessarily, or heritage officialdom, but the people who live and work there, or who did so in the past. For them it is special, and who are we (the heritage profession) to challenge that view?

This chapter ended with case studies, but started with general principles that appear to be gaining acceptance within heritage management practices, and in planning. There is finally a recognition that ‘the public’ is multivocal and increasingly diverse in its attitudes, interests, and perceptions; that decisions about place can no longer be justified where they are the concern of only state or local authority officials. There will be a minority view, but that minority is often significant, or should be. Public archaeology and landscapes are closely linked in all sorts of ways. Here we have focused on one: what people think about the places that matter most to them, and how they can make their views heard, and count.
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CHAPTER 16
CRM ARCHAEOLOGY THE VIEW FROM CALIFORNIA

ADRIAN PRAETZELLIS

Adrian Praetzellis, Ph.D., is Professor of Anthropology and Director of the Anthropological Studies Center at Sonoma State University in northern California, and the author of Death by Theory and Dug to Death (AltaMira Press), a pair of somewhat unconventional archaeology textbooks. He has specialized in historical archaeology since the late 1970s, with research interests in ethnicity and social boundary maintenance (as viewed through the archaeology and history of the Overseas Chinese), as well as cultural change among European immigrant groups. He has also written on the archaeology of African Americans and Jews in the American West. His work in CRM archaeology, which informs this chapter, has included the 1993-2004 Cypress/West Oakland project, one of the largest urban historical archaeology projects ever undertaken in the American West.

THIS essay is unashamedly personal. It emerges from my experience in California archaeology that began in 1974, not long after the start of what has become the cultural resources industry. Archaeology is not synonymous with cultural resources management (CRM), which also involves treating historic buildings and structures, as well as culturally important places. That said, I will concentrate here on what I know best: the practice of CRM archaeology. Since California has led the way (for better and worse) it’s an appropriate subject, for California has more commercial archaeology firms than any other US state—more than many countries—and a long history in this field. As California is known as a bellwether, I hope other regions may learn from our failures and successes.

What is CRM archaeology and how did it emerge? How have the field’s antecedents affected its structure? What benefits has it brought? And how can we improve it?

WHAT IS CRM ARCHAEOLOGY?

One definition of CRM archaeology is the practice of archaeology to carry out legal or policy mandates pursuant to some larger undertaking, typically a construction project. Unlike most university-based archaeologists, practitioners in government service and at commercial companies do not usually decide their research sites for themselves. Instead, they are approached either by a prospective client or unit in their own agency that wants to do something—such as construct a building or pipeline—that may affect an archaeological site. Frequently, there are environmental regulations to be followed before the project can begin, for in this context archaeological remains are considered part of the ‘environment’. In this way, government officials and private land developers ask archaeologists to help fulfil the requirements of whatever laws and regulations stand between them and their completed project. The CRM archaeologist begins the process by asking some basic questions: Are there any archaeological sites in the project area? Are the sites important? What does the law say should be done about it?

While the academic archaeologist is generally concerned only with not violating the law—such as getting the right permits to do their research—the CRM archaeologist helps others comply. CRM archaeology is the process by which these legal requirements are met. It involves using traditional archaeological methods to identify and evaluate sites as well as understanding what a project proponent has to do in order to satisfy the law. Managing archaeological resources more often involves helping to preserve them in place than digging them up; and sometimes it requires standing by and seeing them destroyed.

FROM ACADEME TO ACRA

The rise of CRM archaeology from the 1960s to the present day has seen the location of most archaeological work in California shift from the academic to the commercial spheres. Some of the earliest attempts to document California’s archaeological resources began in academia with the establishment of the California Archaeological Survey (CAS) by Robert Heizer at the University of California, Berkeley, in 1948 (Heizer 1948). Heizer and his students (mostly the latter) recorded archaeological sites on simple forms and did some survey, often in connection with proposed government construction projects. California established the position of State Archaeologist in 1960. Francis ‘Fritz’ Riddell was tasked with coordinating the archaeological programmes of all state agencies, although most of his work was with the Division of Parks and Beaches and the Division of Highways, which was receiving a great deal of federal funds (Olsen 2002). Riddell established twelve district clearinghouses at regional universities and museums to maintain records of known sites, essentially taking Heizer’s CAS to the state level. When there was need for archaeological expertise, it was usually supplied by Riddell’s office or the academics who administered the regional clearinghouse (Hata 1992: 217-19). The CAS survives as the California Historical Resources Information System, unquestionably the most important and successful entity in California CRM.

Laws and legal rulings are the impetus for much CRM archaeology, especially in California (King and Lyneis 1978). The 1970 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has had an enormous effect on the practice of archaeology. The Act requires that the environmental effects of undertakings such as major construction projects must be publicly evaluated before the decision is made to approve the project. This may involve carrying out measures to mitigate the project’s undesirable effects. Initially the law was interpreted to cover only government-sponsored projects. In 1972, that principle was challenged in the case of Friends of Mammoth v. Mono County in which the court ruled that all undertakings, public and private, required CEQA review. Like its federal equivalent the National Environmental Policy Act, CEQA was devised largely to manage natural resources. While Friends of Mammoth v. Mono County opened up vastly more projects to review, because archaeology was not identified as a ‘resource’ of concern in the Act, attention varied from city to city, county to county, and was largely a function of local public concern. Legal challenge again changed the interpretation of the Act when, in 1977, the judge in Society for California Archaeology v. Butte County ruled that archaeological sites were a form of resource that should be considered in CEQA review.

The Society for California Archaeology (SCA) was formed in 1966 largely in response to the widespread destruction of archaeological sites by construction projects. Although professional archaeologists were somewhat thin on the ground, the profession recognized the need for some form of quality control and, in 1974, SCA issued its Directory of Qualified Archaeological Consultants (Society for California Archaeology 1974). The Society of Professional Archaeologists was founded in 1976 to provide a similar guide to commercial archaeologists on a national level. However, regulators did not require the use of the Directory, both out of ignorance of its existence and from fear of legal action by unlisted consultants. California Native Americans were equally concerned with the treatment of their heritage—either as objectified by many archaeologists or ignored and destroyed. In 1976, spurred by the Civil Rights and American Indian movements, the State Native American Heritage Commission was established to identify and protect sacred sites on both public and private land.

Although the SCA Directory identified some firms and individuals who had set up businesses as archaeological consultants, most CRM archaeology in the 1970s was being carried out by public institutions. This would soon change as abortive attempts to establish a state archaeology service under the State Archaeologist were vetoed by Governor Ronald Reagan, and commercial firms multiplied.

By the mid-1990s California CRM was no longer in its infancy but had not yet moved into solid, predictable middle age. At this time, on a visit to family in England, I took a side trip to an archaeological consultancy housed at a major research university. The facilities were good, the students enthusiastic, and business was brisk. Britain was experiencing something of an economic boom and environmental legislation had made archaeological clearance just another part of doing business. With twenty years’ experience in the increasingly for-profit archaeology of the USA, I sensed a problem and asked a senior staff member if he was concerned about competition from commercial archaeology companies. ‘Oh no,’ said he with great assurance, ‘everyone knows that we do the best work.’ I smiled and nodded and we went on with the tour. The idea that being known for doing the ‘best work’ was the path to success in a world where ‘the cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery with which it (capitalism) batters down all Chinese walls …’ (Marx and Engels 1848: 22) struck me as rather naive.

HOW THINGS STAND NOW

In 1979 the California Directory of Archaeological Consultants listed 54 individuals and organizations who would consult in CRM archaeology (Society for California Archaeology 1979). These data yield a ratio of commercial to college- or museum-based individuals of 3:1. Thirty years later, the Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) has 392 individual and corporate members in California (Register of Professional Archaeologists 2008). It would be hard to calculate the exact number of commercial versus college/museum-based CRM programmes. However, assuming the latter number to have remained stable (I believe it has actually declined) the 2008 ratio is close to 30 : 1.

Predictably, the fallout has been neither unalloyed triumph nor utter disaster. The rise of this context of doing archaeology has created challenges and opportunities, some triumphs and as many unmet needs. In the section that follows I present my view of where the CRM industry has brought our profession and where the future may lead. Many of the examples derive from the context I know best, the CRM programme at Sonoma State University. This is where Mary Praetzellis and I have worked since we were awarded our first commercial archaeology contract in 1976. Our successful proposal consisted of a one-line budget and the most concise technical proposal imaginable: ‘We propose to undertake an archaeological survey of the project area.’

GOOD THINGS CRM HAS BROUGHT TO ARCHAEOLOGY

It may have been inevitable that the huge increase in volume of commercial archaeology has brought about some very important advances in archaeological method. Some are the result of the large scale at which we undertake CRM investigations. Others have emerged from the business environment we work in, for being product oriented is not all bad.

Advances in field method

The nineteenth and early twentieth centuries saw a gradual transition from object-oriented archaeology towards the recognition that the archaeologist should be as much the recorder of site structure as the recoverer of its content. Field manuals such as Droop’s Archaeological Excavation (1915) and Wheeler’s Archaeology from the Earth (1954) emphasized preserving context through strict stratigraphic method. Wheeler’s influence entered North American historical archaeology through Ivor Nöel Hume’s meticulous work at Colonial Williamsburg. From this stratigraphic concern came single context recording, arguably the most important methodological advance in the last generation. Unlike Wheeler and his followers, the pioneer generation of the late 1960s and 1970s worked in advance of property development. In Britain, at places like Winchester, York, and London, archaeology was being done at an unheard-of scale and at extremely complex sites. The single context recording system (MoLAS 1994) and Harris matrix (Harris 1979) emerged from the necessities of large-scale archaeology done in a CRM context. And when Ian Hodder came to choose a team that could meet the challenge of Çatalhöyük, he looked at the ranks of skilled field archaeologists trained on commercial archaeology projects (Balter 2006:116,254).

Advances in public engagement

When North American archaeology resided in academe it was the possession of an initiated few who, with some notable exceptions (e.g. Potter 1994), saw their role as protectors of the esoteric. They might, on occasion, present a public lecture about their discoveries but this was something of an afterthought. Furthermore, to put time into publicly accessible articles rather than conventional academic publications was (and to some degree still is) a way to stall one’s academic career. To the university tenure committee, articles written for non-specialists demonstrated only that the candidate was an intellectual lightweight who was trying to take the easy way. In short, archaeologists saw their responsibility as benefiting the discipline, their professional colleagues, and ‘knowledge’.

With CRM has come the recognition that archaeologists owe something to the constituencies that support their work (Society for American Archaeology 1996; Little 2002). From a purely selfish perspective, we recognize that our jobs depend on the continued public support for the laws that mandate archaeology as part of the environmental review process. While academics may talk about involving the local community in their work, CRM archaeologists must face them at public meetings and justify their work to the business interests that supply the funds. Neither group has any patience for arcane social theory. They just want to know what the archaeologist has found and why it is important. Thanks to CRM, archaeologists create some form of public outreach product for most major projects such as web pages, DVDs, pamphlets, and travelling museum exhibits (Thompson and Harper 2000). The UK’s York Archaeological Trust is the premier international model, integrating public and development-funded archaeology into heritage tourism with incredible success. The Trust’s Jorvik Viking Centre—which interprets a tenth-century village discovered at the site—is one of the most visited tourist sites in the country. CRM is changing the culture of archaeology, making public involvement and outreach more than just an optional extra.

Advances in professional responsibility

Much academic archaeology is done to advance the archaeologist’s research interests and to serve as archaeological field schools, for, although the conservation ethic is strong, archaeologists have to learn their craft somewhere. Unfortunately, after the field-work is done collections sometimes languish and reports go unwritten. Much of the blame rests with the academic tenure system which values publication of results (even half-baked ones) more than the unglamorous technical reporting that is the backbone of archaeology. The rest of the fault lies with a common attitude among archaeologists that we do our part by simply digging the stuff up and that ‘someone’ will eventually write it up. Excavation being both more fun and easier to fund than technical studies, there has been no rush to complete the work. The ‘dirty little secret’ exposed by Brian Fagan (1995)—that many archaeological excavations are never reported—was no secret at all to the profession. We just didn’t talk about it.

CRM has not led to the end of un-reported or under-reported investigations in North America. However, as CRM archaeology is done to fulfil legal or policy mandates the latter generally specify that this effort must be documented. Although this is rarely done in a way that fully realizes the research values, at least these reports record the data for future use. In California, these records are filed at the California Historical Resources Information System. This remarkable institution serves as a clearinghouse for all material about California archaeology. Individual offices receive a very small, almost symbolic, level of public funding. Most of their income is derived from fees charged to commercial users such as CRM archaeologists and planners. Academic researchers are not charged and so receive the benefit from this vast database.

NOT SO GOOD THINGS ABOUT CRM ARCHAEOLOGY

An archaeologist from the 1950s would scarcely recognize many aspects of their field today. And much of this has been for the good. Conversely, some of the most basic elements of archaeological culture are still very much in transition even after more than thirty years of CRM. In short, CRM archaeology is a commercial profession that continues to operate under assumptions established by and for academics. These assumptions concern standards, rights, and responsibilities.

The problem of ethics

The practice of CRM archaeology for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is a large and largely unregulated industry. A highly competitive business environment for archaeological consultants, the lack of widely accepted and enforced standards, as well as little agency oversight, too often results in poor-quality work (Office of Historic Preservation 1997, 2006). As most archaeology in California is CEQA-driven, the lack of agreed-upon standards has had important consequences for the overall practice of archaeology in the state. The project-by-project structure of CRM means that the field’s traditional scholarly bases—comparison, regional research, and synthesis—are poorly developed. Some of the troubles of CRM archaeology derive from tensions between the commercial basis of its practitioners and the field’s scholarly and public goals. Branded the ‘California problem’, these issues have been exacerbated by the deficient professional qualifications of some of the state’s practitioners and widespread inconsistency in archaeological practices. The problem was identified by Mike Glassow in the mid-1980s and still exists (Glassow 1989). Although CEQA-mandated archaeology is an industry involving hundreds of professionals and an annual expenditure of tens of millions of dollars, the field continues to operate under a set of voluntary ethical guidelines that evolved from archaeology’s academic roots rather than the enforced professional standards and guidelines of other commercial professions. Prospective residents take note: you’ll need a licence to be an athletic trainer, cut hair, or go fishing in California, but not to practise CRM archaeology.

The problem of CRM as a fallback position

As a Ph.D. student at UC Berkeley in the early 1980s, the measure of success among the author’s peers was a tenure-track academic job. While CRM archaeology was an acceptable way to earn some short-term cash, no one (or almost no one) put it at the top of their career list. To work in the commercial field was not quite the thing and professors frequently advised their graduate students to avoid the taint altogether. At the same time, several hundred more archaeology Ph.D.s were (and are) annually conferred than there are academic positions to fill. The new Ph.D.’s chance of getting a tenure-track teaching position drops as, after a couple of years of fruitless searching, they find their degree’s sell-by date has effectively expired. The fortunate are sometimes able to attach themselves to an academic department in a kind of permanent-temporary status. My own department has had more than one person in this role over the years. Although we value them as skilled and reliable teachers, their positions are tenuous at best. Others become ‘freeway flyers’ who pick up part-time teaching gigs as they become available in driving distance from their home.

And then there are those who cannot cobble together enough teaching jobs to allow even a bare subsistence. Family responsibilities and the necessity to pay off student loans are only two of the causes for the newish Ph.D.’s decision or drift into CRM archaeology. Having made the move, some discover the freedom that CRM archaeology allows its practitioners: in CRM, there is no tenure committee advising one to steer clear of certain theoretical approaches and no scrambling for research funds; only the necessity to convert the data collected for legal compliance into one’s own research. Other people, however, do not make this transition. For many of these folk there is a sense of disappointment and failure, a resentment that ‘no one ever told me it would be like this’. In this situation, personal powerlessness may lead to excessive cynicism about the value of CRM, a production line attitude towards their research, and more cynicism—the sense that ‘they should do something’ without the recognition that ‘they’ is us.

IF NOT NOW, WHEN?

CRM archaeology will only be improved from the inside. Government is not going to supply the resources. Since ‘they’ are not going to do it, we the practitioners must. In this section I describe two initiatives designed to improve the conduct of CRM archaeology that are not dependent on public money. The first is sponsored by California’s Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), in the sense that the Office believes it’s a good idea—volunteers are carrying it out. The second shows what has been done at a small liberal arts institution in California, Sonoma State University, suggesting that if we can do it so can you.

WE ARE FROM THE GOVERNMENT AND WE’RE HERE TO HELP

In 1996 California’s State Historic Preservation Plan pointed out various problems in CRM archaeology (OHP 1997). In short, the vast effort being expended on archaeology in the state was not producing the equivalent in public benefit. These observations languished for a decade in the chronically under-funded OHP, eventually reappearing in a slightly different form in the 2006-10 State Plan (OHP 2006). At this point the Archaeological Resources Committee—an arm of the California State Historical Resources Commission—decided to take practical action. The Committee organized an ad hoc group of California archaeologists who devised position papers on the topics of conservation, curation, interpretation, protection, and standards and guidelines (Archaeological Resources Committee 2008). Each paper has three sections: the current situation, the ideal situation, and how to bridge the gap. They have been presented at professional conferences of archaeologists and public historians, and posted online for public comment. At the time of writing, the position papers are being circulated for comment by Native American groups, local government agencies, and business interests. The Committee’s strategy is to create consensus documents. First, it is hoped, they will be accepted by the Society for California Archaeology and the Register of Professional Archaeologists. Next, with this professional consensus behind them, the Commission and the professions will implement the ideas at the state and local levels.

This will be a slow process. While recommendations such as the adoption of explicit qualifications standards by the state may be deployed at a stroke, getting CRM archaeologists to change business practices in ways that may affect them financially will be a long haul. There was a great deal of scepticism in the air when the Committee’s ad hoc group originally came together. Everyone saw the need, but no one wanted to work on a well-intentioned project that would just sit on a shelf. Yet it quickly became clear that one of the outcomes of this effort would to be a network of people who were willing to work for change. The finally adopted policy papers will not be an end to the Committee’s effort. They are merely strategies towards goals that only the profession as a whole can achieve. If we want to make things better we will have to do it ourselves.

A SMALL PROGRAMME AT A MINOR INSTITUTION

Located north of San Francisco, Sonoma State University (SSU) has been involved in CRM archaeology since the mid-1960s. With fewer than 9,000 students, SSU is dwarfed by its closest neighbours UC Berkeley, Stanford, and San Francisco State University. While faculty at these large institutions have tended to concentrate on grant-funded research in exotic locales, archaeologists at SSU have worked and involved their students in CRM projects in California. This section looks at how SSU’s CRM programme has approached some of the field’s nagging problems.

First is the recognition that CRM is more than archaeology.

Although Tom King reminds us that CRM professionals are responsible for a variety of cultural resources in addition to archaeological sites (e.g. King 1998, 2000), I want to emphasize the component of CRM that does involve archaeology. One definition of CRM archaeology is the practice of archaeology to carry out legal or policy mandates pursuant to some larger undertaking. That is, CRM archaeology comes into play when some entity wants to do something that may affect a site. The CRM archaeologist’s task is to use the tools of archaeology to protect important values within a specific legal and policy framework. Historically, the first element of that job—the one that stresses the practice of archaeology in the field and the lab—has dominated our consciousness. Most archaeologists learn their trade from academics whose interest is in research and experience gained at the traditional field school. Unlike their academic colleagues, CRM archaeologists do not choose their own site or schedule. More importantly, their research goals are tempered by the legal context of their work. Although Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (PL 102-575) may be the most important law to CRM archaeology, it does not require anyone to dig up or preserve anything. It simply mandates that government officials ‘take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties’. The research archaeologist wants to collect data; the CRM archaeologist wants to manage the site as a resource. Historical archaeologist Bert Salwen (1973) famously distinguished between doing archaeology in the city and archaeology of the city. In the former case, one just happens to be working in a city; in the latter, the very purpose of the work is to understand the city. One could draw a similar distinction between the person who merely does archaeology in a CRM context and the one who practises CRM archaeology.

SSU has awarded over 120 MA degrees in Cultural Resources Management since 1979. Not in archaeology or even applied anthropology, but CRM. One of the programme’s goals is to get students to think like managers or planners about archaeological issues, not only like academic researchers. What laws and regulations apply to your project and how will they affect the archaeology? How does one ‘take into account’ the effects of annual changes in a reservoir’s water level on sites in its fluctuation zone? What makes a site important or unimportant and what criteria should you use to assess it? How can you evaluate the significance of a site in a way that will withstand legal challenge? What rights does the law give to Native American tribes in this process? And how does one balance professional ethics with the on-the-ground exegeses of life in a CRM firm or public agency? These are critical areas for the CRM archaeologist.

NEXT, THE CURATION CRISIS

The problem of where to put all the artefacts developed by CRM archaeology is well documented and much bemoaned (Childs 1995; and see Swain, Chapter 18 this volume). While regulations mandate the excavation of archaeological remains, little thought is given to what will happen to these objects that we purport to value so much. Neither California’s Environmental Quality Act nor its supporting regulations require that excavated collections must be appropriately curated as part of mitigation of project effects. The OHP has only guidelines to see that this is done (Office of Historic Preservation 1993), and many consultants have private ‘collections facilities’ that are, for the most part, mini-storage units or backyard sheds. Museums and universities, the traditional repositories of archaeological collections, have been overwhelmed. A 2006 survey found only five repositories in California that were still accepting collections (Archaeological Resources Committee 2008).

SSU’s response to the curation crisis has been to develop a permanently endowed, self-funded curation facility. What was to become the David Fredrickson Archaeological Collections Facility accepted its first collection in 1967. The Facility now contains 6,500 archive boxes of material (nearly 10,000 cubic feet) representing over 2,000 archaeological sites and is staffed by a part-time manager. Since 1992, collections have been accepted with a one-time fee, currently $1,200 per box. All this money is deposited into an endowment account which contained over $800,000 in 2008. The interest alone is used to support staffing and maintenance, while the principal is untouched. The Facility has never received any public money either to construct the building or to staff it. At present, the Facility has space for 6,000 additional boxes. By accepting more collections (and the fees that accompany them) we anticipate that the endowment will have doubled by 2020 and the Facility will be fully self-funding.

FINALLY IS THE PROBLEM OF INTELLIGIBILITY

I suggested above that CRM archaeology has led to a serious attention to public outreach. Creating a special product for the public is hardly unusual these days and that is a real advance. The problem remains the basic impenetrability of most CRM archaeology reports. Even archaeologists have difficulty wading through this material and the public is entirely excluded by its sheer volume. Although this is not a new problem, by professionalizing the field CRM archaeology has contributed to this mystification by separating the experts from the others. Andrew Selkirk (1999) points out that one of the elements of this problem is specialization. As the field has come to model itself as a science, specialized analyses have taken on more importance to the point that archaeological reports are often little more than compendia of specialist studies. The result is that substance, meaning, and interpretation drown in data. Excavations that could give surprising insights into past lives become what Mortimer Wheeler called the ‘driest dust that blows’. Our task is to create CRM reports that provide the technical data that archaeologists need with the readability that everyone wants.

Our opportunity to put this idea into practice came with the Cypress/West Oakland archaeology project, a large-scale urban historical archaeology programme conducted from 1993 to 2004 (Praetzellis and Praetzellis 2004). The project developed huge quantities of information from the analysis of nearly 500,000 artefacts and archival research into their context. How could the results be presented without overwhelming the reader? Our report model integrates the data, it involves qualitative and quantitative analysis, and it is eclectic in interpretation. First, it integrates history, artefacts, and site structure but does not allow interpretations to drown in data. Most archaeological reports consist of several discrete sections: historical context, fieldwork, artefact analysis, and some kind of interpretation. Our model dispenses with that division. All the data—from the field, from historical research, and from artefacts—are assembled into a Technical Report in a way that professionals can find what they need. But this isn’t the end product. This information is integrated back into the Interpretative Report, a separate document organized thematically by research issues.

The approach is authoritative but not authoritarian, for each contributor gets their own byline in the Interpretative Report and can use their own voice. Consequently, reports on this model employ approaches ranging from the symbolic to the statistical—from highly contextualized interpretations of idiosyncratic artefacts to the kind of analysis of patterned behaviour to which the most hard-core scientific archaeologist would not object. And since there is no party line, contributors may disagree with each other or use the same data to suggest entirely different interpretations. The goal is to have a coherent storyline but one that is not driven by any particular theoretical orientation.

TO POSTERITY AND BEYOND!

‘You don’t have to finish the task yourself, but you must not refrain from working on it altogether,’ said Rabbi Tarfon a couple of thousand years ago (Scherman and Zlotowitz 1984: 556). It is axiomatic among grass roots organizers that one should act locally while thinking globally. We cannot as individuals fix the problems of the world or even those of our own archaeological trade. But we can make improvements at the local level, within our own institutions. The regulations, guidelines, and ethics statements propounded by our governments and professional organizations will help. Ultimately it is up to individual professionals to eschew cynicism and the expectation that ‘they’ will take care of our problems. CRM archaeology gives its practitioners the most remarkable opportunities for nearly unfettered research. The disillusioned new Ph.D. has only to look around to be grateful.
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CHAPTER 17
AGRICULTURE, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION, AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL CURATION IN HISTORIC LANDSCAPES

STEPHEN TROW JANE GRENVILLE

Stephen Trow and Jane Grenville are both specialists in heritage policy relating to the historic environment in the UK. In this chapter, they describe the complex and ever-changing institutional, legislative, and academic framework relating to the management of nature and culture in the English landscape, and they highlight the current debate over future land use, which stems from the competing demands being placed upon it, particularly by agriculture, forestry, nature conservation, and archaeology. They then call upon archaeologists to engage in this debate more effectively, particularly by allying themselves more closely to the green sector than to the development sector, and by expressing their conservation priorities more clearly for non-archaeological audiences.

INTRODUCTION

SINCE the 1980s most of those involved in the curation of the archaeological resource have regarded it as axiomatic that the historic and natural environment sectors should work closely together for their mutual benefit (see Lambrick 1985; Hughes and Rowley 1986). The arena in which the two interests most frequently elide is the countryside, the greater part of which is farmed in some way.

This chapter examines the interaction between the heritage and nature conservation sectors in the context of rural land use, particularly agriculture and forestry, drawing particularly on the situation in England. It considers the institutional, legal, policy, and academic frameworks within which engagement takes place; the implications of policy changes driven by social, economic, and climatic change; and the increasingly radical debate on the future use of land. It addresses current attempts by archaeologists to respond to this agenda, the adequacy of the research base, and future challenges to achieving greater integration.

Its authors are Stephen Trow, Head of National Rural and Environmental Advice at English Heritage, whose role is to promote the historic environment within the wider environmental and rural development debates, and Jane Grenville of the Department of Archaeology, University of York, a former Commissioner of English Heritage and editor of Managing the Historic Rural Landscape (Grenville 1999). (The views expressed are, however, those of the authors and not of English Heritage or the University of York.)

ARCHAEOLOGY, NATURE CONSERVATION, AND THE INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK

It may, perhaps, be naive to expect the neat departmental geometry of government—in either Whitehall or Brussels—to respond adequately to the complex challenges of managing real-world landscapes, with their kaleidoscopic mix of natural and semi-natural, manipulated and designed, built and planted. Nonetheless, despite several decades of recognition by archaeologists and ecologists of the essential seamlessness of nature and culture in the landscape, a dispassionate observer might conclude that the contrasting statutory and institutional frameworks within which the two disciplines work are better suited to obstructing, than promoting, mutual understanding, and joint delivery of objectives.

In England, for example, policy on the cultural and natural aspects of landscape is led by separate specialist agencies, with English Heritage responsible for the archaeological and built heritage and (since 2006) Natural England leading on geology, ecology, rural land management, and the aesthetic and access aspects of landscape. These institutional arrangements are broadly matched by those of Scotland and Wales. Only in Northern Ireland do UK institutions achieve full integration of the policy responsibility for natural and cultural aspects of landscape.

In England, the remits of government ministries do even less to unify the natural and cultural aspects of land. The Department for Food, Environment, and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) is responsible for the natural environment, landscape, agriculture, and forestry; the Department for Culture, Media, and Sport (DCMS) leads on the historic environment; and the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) is responsible for the spatial planning system, with major implications for both heritage and biodiversity.

Domestic obstacles to an integrated vision for the management of nature and culture in the landscape are further compounded at the European level. The European Union (EU) rightly sees the natural environment as a transnational issue on which it has an important leadership role. In contrast, heritage is seen as a culturally sensitive issue with member states left to take the lead, and European-level coordination led by the Council of Europe (CoE). As a result, the comprehensive package of EU legislation and supporting designations intended to protect the natural environment is inadequately counterbalanced by several far-less-effectual CoE conventions on protection of the cultural heritage, with no accompanying system of European-level designation. The unintended consequence of this fundamental difference of approach is to assert an implicit pecking order between the natural and historic environments at the European and national level: a distinction which can be detrimental to cultural interests.

Furthermore, within the European Commission the Directorate General (DG) for Culture appears to see its role as largely urban and festival-oriented. Environment DG’s recognition of the influence of farming on land and biodiversity has led to strong links to Agriculture DG, but similar connections between land-use policy and cultural landscapes have not been recognized by Culture DG. Indeed, the most enlightened recent EU statement on rural cultural landscapes was made not by the Culture Commissioner but by Agriculture Commissioner Franz Fischler, speaking at Cernobbio on 19 October 2001:

We must use our rural development policy to make sure farmers farm in a way which is environmentally friendly and which contributes to the preservation of our landscape. This landscape is as much part of our cultural heritage as our historical cities and towns.

The divergence noted in UK institutional frameworks ultimately derives from the separate evolution of statutes for the protection of the cultural heritage, natural heritage, and landscape. Current heritage legislation comprises a portmanteau collection of venerable ancient monuments law and more recent planning statutes and, from its outset, has reflected an antiquarian tradition focused on buildings and sites, rather than landscapes. In contrast, the foundations of modern ecology and landscape conservation were laid by a single Act (The 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act), within which the key concept for landscape designation was ‘natural beauty’. This emphasis on ‘naturalness’ may have been unintentional at the time (see Swanwick et al. 2006), but the effect has been to foster an abiding and uncritical acceptance of the concept in subsequent government landscape policy and a corresponding neglect of the historic dimension. At best, this is still seen as comprising a series of historic features within the landscape, rather than providing the quintessence of landscape itself. That this misapprehension persists to the present day is exemplified by a recent successful High Court case to exclude a designed landscape from the New Forest National Park which hinged on the ‘relative naturalness’ of landscapes.

While the delayed Heritage Protection Bill would certainly simplify the heritage protection system in England and Wales and improve links to ecological conservation (English Heritage 2006a), it remains essentially site focused rather than landscape oriented, and does not bridge the interdisciplinary gulf in statutory terms. More radical in outlook and potential—though its influence remains uncertain—is the European Landscape (or Florence) Convention, which came into force in the UK in 2007. This instrument recognizes landscapes as ‘a basic component of the European natural and cultural heritage’ and requires states party to protect, manage, and plan for them.

In terms of the education of new generations of archaeologists, the fall from intellectual favour of the positivist and determinist theoretical fashions of the 1960s and 1970s has led a generation of practitioners to reject archaeological explanations that hinge ultimately on climatic, physical, and biological factors and to adopt instead models that privilege a wider plurality of cultural factors. As twenty-first-century humanity squares up to its own powerlessness in the face of rapid climate change, such an exclusive approach may, in turn, be rejected by the academy. A benefit of such an intellectual change might be the increased readiness of archaeologists to work with their colleagues in the environmental sciences.

Along with this postmodern turn, the institutional location of archaeology departments within universities, whilst by no means distracting academics from landscape studies, has tended to place them intellectually far away from their colleagues in environmental science and geography. Of the major archaeology departments, only Reading, Bradford, Exeter, Queens Belfast, and the new department at Aberdeen find themselves brigaded with colleagues in environmental science, and none is close to research into rural economics and sociology. Seventy-five per cent are located within arts and humanities faculties. If such intellectual compartmentalization is ingrained at undergraduate level, it is hardly surprising that it takes time to build interdisciplinary teams within curatorial teams in local government or that non-governmental organizations and charities involved in rural affairs often talk past one another, their eyes fixed firmly on their own narrow sectoral interest.

It is upon this somewhat inhospitable institutional, legislative, and educational terrain that attempts to deliver integrated management of culture, nature, and landscape are founded. This is considered in more detail below.

ARCHAEOLOGY, THE COUNTRYSIDE, AND THE FARMED LANDSCAPE

There can be little debate that the sustainability of species and habitats, the aesthetic qualities of landscapes, and the survival of most archaeological sites in the United Kingdom are inextricably linked to the future use of its land. Furthermore, as 6 per cent of land is urban (varying from 9 per cent in England to 2 per cent in Scotland), it is the trajectory of undeveloped land that will determine the future condition of the majority of archaeological sites and historic landscapes. The following section therefore considers the effectiveness of the archaeological sector’s strategic input to the long-term prospects for today’s countryside, agriculture, and forestry.

According to government figures, 74 per cent of UK land is agricultural (with 19 per cent cultivated or lying fallow and 52 per cent under grass or rough grazing) and woodland covers a further 12 per cent (DEFRA et al. 2005; DEFRA 2007a). It is, therefore, unsurprising that most archaeological sites, including those that are designated, are situated in the countryside. In England, for example, this includes (in terms of area) 67 per cent of scheduled monuments and 75 per cent of World Heritage Sites. In addition, 68 per cent of registered parks and gardens, and 58 per cent of registered battlefields, lie within land currently classified as rural, and villages, hamlets, and the open countryside contain 47 per cent of entries on the statutory lists of historic buildings (English Heritage 2005: 19). Far more than its urban counterpart, the rural resource faces a variety of pressures from land-use processes that lie outside the controls of the Town and Country Planning system. These include agriculture and forestry, but also natural processes such as coastal and wind erosion and vegetation growth (Darvill and Fulton 1998). Equally important, in terms of overall impact, is the absence of a framework for evaluation and mitigation of these pressures. Since the 1980s, UK sites threatened by construction and infrastructure development have increasingly benefited from protective planning policies and mitigation requirements placed on developers. Sites at risk from agriculture, silviculture, or natural attrition have not enjoyed similar levels of protection in policy; nor do they readily benefit from the equivalent of developer-funded mitigation.

The newly compiled Heritage at Risk Register for England demonstrates the relative scale of these impacts, at least for those sites designated as nationally important. The Scheduled Monuments at Risk strand of the register confirms that the principal vulnerability for 35 per cent of scheduled monuments arises from a wide variety of natural processes, for a further 19 per cent it is agriculture, and for 2 per cent it is forestry. In contrast only 2 per cent are considered to be at risk primarily as a result of development (English Heritage 2008: 17-21). While development will undoubtedly pose a proportionately greater risk for undesignated archaeology, it is nevertheless clear that rural land management in general, and agriculture in particular, are of fundamental importance in terms of the overall future state of the archaeological resource. It is to this policy framework which we turn next.

UK AND EU AGRICULTURAL POLICY AND THE ENVIRONMENT

In the UK, it is now generally accepted, by government as well as by environmentalists, that the agricultural intensification promoted by post-war policy—including, from the 1970s, implementation of the European Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)—has resulted in severe environmental degradation. Whilst the UK may have seen equally dramatic episodes of landscape reordering in the past, none was accompanied by the breadth of environmental damage witnessed during the last sixty years, which included widespread loss of semi-natural features, habitats, and species; serious damage to the fundamental resources of soil and water; and severe depletion of archaeological remains and historic landscape features such as hedgerows and walls.

Since the late 1980s, domestic farming policy has tentatively sought to ameliorate the impacts of intensive agriculture on biodiversity through various schemes (‘agri-environment schemes’) designed to incentivize environmentally sensitive farming (currently these are: Environmental Stewardship in England, Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal in Wales, Rural Stewardship Scheme in Scotland, and Countryside Management Scheme in Northern Ireland). In England the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) scheme sought to avoid further agricultural intensification in 22 geographically defined areas covering about 10 per cent of farmland. Subsequently, Countryside Stewardship, which was (in theory) available anywhere, covered a further 5 per cent of farmland. These schemes deliver benefits to archaeology directly, through options designed to manage historic features, and indirectly, by reducing or re-targeting intensive agriculture and reinstating traditional land management regimes. Though delivering significant benefits, these programmes have been modestly resourced in comparison to the continuing EU support for production subsidies and they have struggled to deliver more than limited environmental enclaves within a wider countryside continuing to decline in environmental quality. In recent years, therefore, these programmes have been supplemented by new ‘entry-level’ schemes, intended to bring the majority of farmland into some form of environmental management scheme.

During the same broad period the EU has made various attempts to restructure the CAP and de-escalate support for intensive production. The approach adopted since 1999 has been to redirect CAP funding from a so-called ‘first pillar’, concerned with farm subsidy and income support, to a new ‘second pillar’ concerned with rural regeneration measures and environmental protection and enhancement. The UK has embraced this policy with particular determination, and most environmental organizations, including the heritage sector (see Trow 2002: 7), support this process of progressive transfer of funding as an effective way to promote their agendas. Nevertheless EU Pillar 1 funding still outstrips Pillar 2 funding by a factor of 5 to 1 and, as CAP budgets come under increasing pressure, the challenge for all environmentalists is to make the case for the largest proportion of funding possible to be retained for the purposes of environmental land management (see Wildlife and Countryside Link 2008).

This particular dialogue is, however, only one strand in a wider debate about the future of land that will have potentially profound implications for historic landscapes and the archaeological resource. In the next section, we briefly examine this debate in order to provide context for our further consideration of agriculture, forestry, and nature conservation.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE WIDER LAND-USE DEBATE

Arguably, notwithstanding updating and fine-tuning, UK spatial planning policy remains very largely based on the inheritance of the 1947 Town and Country Planning and the 1949 National Parks and Access to the Countryside Acts, which delivered the Green Belts, National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Sites of Special Scientific Interest, and a general presumption of restrained development in rural areas. Similarly, as noted above, the broad direction of travel in agricultural policy for at least two decades has been away from intensive production towards stewardship of environmental assets. Concerns relating to the environment (both natural and historic) have therefore gained significant purchase on all streams of land-use policy, whether relating to development, agriculture, or forestry.

Recently, however, there have been increasingly strident calls for the core principles of land-use policy to be re-evaluated, stimulated by three main drivers: first, pressure on land, particularly to meet housing demand; secondly, a rapid increase in demand for farm produce; and, thirdly, the implications of climate change and concerns over energy security.

Housing pressure is a particular challenge in the already heavily developed southeast of England. Proposals to build a significant proportion of the government’s projected three million new homes in a region with large areas occupied by National Park, AONB, Green Belt, or floodplain is creating tensions between policy objectives. Nevertheless, from a purely archaeological perspective, this is arguably the least significant of the three drivers in terms of potential impacts. UK housing targets to 2050 require an additional 2 per cent of land. While this may pose challenges in terms of the aesthetic values and historic character of certain landscapes and local impacts on archaeological sites, archaeological planning policy seems set to continue to ensure that damaging impacts are evaluated and mitigated in accordance with current best practice.

The situation in terms of agriculture is less clear-cut. Current policy still appears to favour a more sustainable agriculture, but intensified demand for agricultural produce has encouraged high-level debate about the balance between environmental quality and food security. In the short term, we are witnessing a ‘boom’ in arable production, with ‘set aside’ areas being brought back into production and the possibility of a significant devaluation in the purchasing power of agri-environment budgets. The implications for the sub-surface archaeological resource and for historic landscape features could be serious and there are few controls to exercise in their favour.

Perhaps most significant in terms of the land-use debate are the implications of adapting to and mitigating damaging climate change, which some influential commentators see as potentially capable of overturning long-held policy presumptions. David Miliband, for example, writing in The Times on 12 February 2007 as Secretary of State for the Environment, said: ‘In the context of climate change, environmentalists (and conservationist conservatives) will have to question some of their traditional positions, whether on nuclear power, expanding wind power or the use of agricultural land for biofuels.’ The archaeological implications of some mitigation and adaptation strategies for climate change may be critical. The impacts of biomass crops, for example, are poorly understood but key advisers have suggested that their planting on up to one million hectares may be possible by 2020 (English Heritage 2006b: 3).

Within this wider land-use debate, an issue of particular interest to UK archaeologists is the future of upland areas, with their important cultural landscapes (Darvill 1986). Upland stock farming, already marginal, is becoming increasingly uneconomic. Recent reductions of grazing intensity in areas such as Dartmoor and Bodmin Moor have stimulated serious concern about the impacts of encroaching bracken and scrub in terms of the condition and ‘legibility’ of these historic landscapes and the possibility of increasingly destructive ‘wild fires’. This debate looks set to intensify as some nature conservation bodies press for large-scale ‘re-wilding’ of the uplands. At the same time, an increasing recognition of the importance of managing upland wetlands, for the carbon storage and water/flood management services they deliver, could deliver collateral benefits for the archaeological resources they also support (Riddle 2007).

The current debate on the future use of land is, therefore, both dynamic and intense, with outcomes difficult to predict. In the second half of this chapter we examine the archaeological response to current agricultural and forestry policy and the relationship between archaeology and nature conservation, but readers should bear in mind the possibility of significant shifts in position. It may be no exaggeration to suggest that the policy framework for the countryside during the next decade may experience as much evolution as it has seen in the last half-century.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND FARMING POLICY IN ENGLAND

Archaeologists have recognized the damaging impacts of some farm practices, most particularly arable cultivation, for as long as they have sought to protect archaeological sites (Figure 17.1). For example, the conversion of pasture into arable land at Dyke Hills, Oxfordshire, was one of several causes célèbres which stimulated Sir John Lubbock’s National Monuments Preservation Bill of 1873. These concerns, informed by a series of influential regional plough damage surveys, became a major preoccupation for British professional archaeologists during the 1970s (Barker 1974: 33) culminating in 1980 in the publication, by the Department of the Environment, of the papers from an influential conference The Past under the Plough. This official acknowledgement of the problem secured important recognition of archaeological conservation as a legitimate environmental consideration in the 1986 Agriculture Act and, in turn, as a feature in the first environmental farming schemes in 1987.

During the later 1980s and 1990s, the attention of state archaeology shifted to the somewhat more tractable problems posed by the impacts of development. While this led to the important policy advances enshrined in PPG 16 and developer-funded investigation, the resolve to address agricultural impacts appears to have dissipated, with inadequate input at the strategic and delivery levels allowing cultural heritage concerns to be sidelined in agri-environment delivery. For example, figures from the Scheduled Monuments at Risk project (English Heritage 2006c) confirmed that monuments on farm holdings within the Countryside Stewardship Scheme were at no less risk than those outside the scheme, demonstrating that archaeological site management issues were being effectively ignored. Equally disappointing, perhaps—and for the reasons outlined above regarding the development of university research agendas—is the fact that no long-term research programme was established during the 1980s to monitor the impacts of cultivation on archaeological remains, leaving an information gap which still hinders current heritage policy and advocacy.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 17.1 The impact of intensive cultivation has been a major concern of professional archaeologists for decades. It is graphically illustrated at Arbury Banks, a scheduled monument in Northamptonshire, where ploughing has destroyed overlying medieval ridge and furrow and is levelling the underlying Iron Age fortification. (© English Heritage NMR.)

The publication, in 1998, of the Monuments at Risk Survey (MARS), which quantified the condition of England’s archaeological resource, revived concern about the scale of the damaging impacts of agriculture (including cultivation, drainage, and over-grazing in the uplands) and re-focused attention on the need for action. In response, English Heritage began to direct a far greater proportion of its archaeological budget to the strategic consideration of threats lying beyond the control of the planning system. In 2000, it also established a small team dedicated to rural policy issues, including agriculture, which began to deliver a number of interlinked initiatives including:

• advocacy to secure legislative change;

• enhanced engagement with environmental and agricultural stakeholders, including building archaeological expertise within some;

• improved advice and information for land managers;

• more vigorous promotion of the historic environment within agri-environment policy;

• a sharpened expression of heritage objectives to improve understanding by other sectors;

• and increased research on the impacts of agriculture.

These initiatives are considered in more detail below, but all have had to be delivered within an institutional framework for the environment and countryside which has been extremely volatile. The Foot and Mouth crisis of 2001 resulted in the creation of a new Department for Environment, Food, and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) which has subsequently experienced frequent reorganization and significant contraction. The government’s subsequent review of rural delivery, led by Lord Christopher Haskins, delivered radical changes, including the 2006 merger of the statutory agencies leading on landscape (the Countryside Agency), nature conservation (English Nature), and the delivery environmental farming schemes (The Rural Development Service) to create Natural England. Throughout these changes, English Heritage has sought, with some success, to improve relationships with DEFRA and its agencies, as well as a wide range of rural and environmental NGOs.

One important English Heritage ambition was to pursue a change in the ancient monuments legislation relating to agriculture. The 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act, drafted at the high-water mark of the agri-business boom, allowed dispensations for farming and forestry in the form of ‘Class Consent’ for continued cultivation of scheduled monuments predicated on a now demonstrably erroneous assumption that continued cultivation to the same depth would not be damaging. English Heritage drew attention to this issue in its 2004 press campaign Ripping up History and, with others, pressed the point during the Heritage Protection Review, securing a commitment from DCMS to seek a reform of the system in any revision of heritage legislation.

Another key ambition was to enhance the in-house archaeological expertise in key rural delivery organizations. Lobbying over several years secured the appointment of a dozen archaeologists within the Rural Development Service (now transferred to Natural England) and three more within the Environment Agency. Similarly, as the archaeological advisory capacity in local planning authorities was very heavily skewed towards the development control agenda, English Heritage began a programme of pump-priming funding to create a cadre of Historic Environment Countryside Advisers in key rural local authorities. By 2008, some 17 of these posts had been established, allowing detailed and proactive advice to be offered to landowners complementing the advisory service provided by English Heritage’s Historic Environment Field Advisers (formerly Field Monument Wardens), part of whose role is to liaise with the owners of scheduled monuments. This face-to-face advice has been augmented by generic advisory literature promoted through archaeological and specialist farm advice web services (see www.helm.org.uk/farmadvice); enhanced access for farmers to the National Monuments Record; and the provision for applicants to environmental farming schemes of baseline maps including the locations of archaeological sites. Together, these measures mark a significant advance in the provision of the advice available to farmers and, while the overall complement of specialist rural archaeological advisers remains comparatively small, today’s capacity is a marked increase over the situation in 2000.

We have previously observed that, although the conservation of historic features has been an objective of environmental farming schemes since their inception, limited strategic input by the heritage sector into their continuing development and delivery had seriously restricted the promotion and uptake of historic site management options. From 2000, however, a coordinated effort by the sector, led by English Heritage, ensured a steady increase in expenditure on heritage objectives (English Heritage 2005: 49-52). Similar sectoral input to a formal review of English agri-environment policy and the design of a new scheme also ensured that heritage conservation became one of five core objectives for Environmental Stewardship when it was launched in 2004. Whether this trend will continue is uncertain in the face of competing pressures on scheme budgets and the wider debates about land-use and agricultural policy described above. Success will depend, in part, on whether the heritage sector can deploy a sound research and evidence base to support its aspirations, a topic to which we return below.

ARCHAEOLOGY AND FORESTRY POLICY IN ENGLAND

Forestry currently covers 12 per cent of the UK (twice the area of its towns and cities) and, while current government policy places little emphasis on timber production, for-estation is still encouraged for a variety of environmental, carbon management, regeneration, and recreational reasons. The management of archaeology within woodland therefore provides an interesting counterpoint to the treatment of archaeology on agricultural land.

It is arguable that the attitude of many archaeologists to forestry remains transfixed by the experiences of the 1960s and 1970s when large areas of upland Scotland and northern England were covered in alien and often poorly established coniferous plantations, using highly damaging mechanized techniques including deep ploughing. In contrast, however, across much of southern and eastern England, woodland, often ancient in origin, cloaks areas of good archaeological survival in landscapes otherwise blighted by intensive cultivation. Recognition of this capacity for preservation, previously delayed by the difficulty of archaeological survey in woodland, is now spreading as the potential for rapid remote survey provided by LIDAR (light detecting and ranging) is realized (Crow 2008).

State control of forestry, both through the Forestry Commission’s estate and its regulation of private sector forestry, has ensured a largely positive attitude to archaeology in recent years, particularly as the Commission’s role developed to embrace recreational and environmental benefits. State-funded planting schemes are subject to environmental appraisal which includes archaeological considerations. The Forestry Commission, with in-house archaeological expertise for the last two decades, has sought to manage its archaeological resource in an exemplary fashion and the importance of the historic environment is recognized in the recently issued England Forestry Strategy (DEFRA 2007b).

Some problems remain to be resolved. For example, despite long-term concerns by archaeologists, there has been only limited research on the impact of tree growth on archaeological remains (and, predictably, this has taken place outside the university sector). As a result, archaeological curators remain poorly equipped to advise on the impacts and benefits of forestation and tree clearance proposals. In addition, tensions have arisen where archaeologists have sought to apply to woodland planting schemes field evaluation techniques developed in the development arena. This demonstrates a poor grasp of the impacts of forestation; both its purpose, which today often relates to the delivery of environmental benefits, and its economics, which defer profits for decades after investment.

MAKING THE CASE: THE RESEARCH BASE

Within any environmental programme designed to deliver multiple environmental objectives there will be a requirement to strike a balance in terms of resources. This, in turn, requires sound evidence for need and a clear expression of sectoral priorities. Arguably, archaeology is not well placed in this respect, in marked contrast to the clarity of purpose provided by the nature conservation lobby’s Biodiversity Action Plan and the (at least ostensibly) sophisticated datasets underpinning it.

Equally poorly developed—despite decades of professional concern about cultivation and forestry—is our understanding of the detailed implications of differing land uses, including agricultural or silvicultural processes, on the archaeological resource. The organizations responsible for agriculture and forestry policies were not persuaded of the need to sponsor research when their archaeological impacts were first realized and no long-term research and monitoring programmes (comparable, for example, to the experimental earthwork programme at Overton Down) were established. As a result, the heritage policy-makers and curators of today are little better equipped than those of the 1980s in terms of the evidence they can deploy to support their arguments.

One might reasonably suppose that such research could and should have been proposed, competed for, and undertaken by those in university departments, mirroring the activities of their colleagues in Biology and Environmental Science departments. There seem to be several reasons why the academic arm of the sector has fought shy of such engagement. Initially, before the introduction of an aggressively competitive grant-based system, the impediments were purely intellectual: archaeology in its broader research function was concerned with finding out about the past and particular research questions tended to be answered by the investigation of particular sites and, in some instances, landscapes—but the emphasis was on what happened in the past, not what the implications of future land use might be.

As the nascent subject of Archaeological/Cultural Heritage Management began to take shape in the 1980s, it too seemed reluctant to follow a research path that might produce the kind of instrumentally usefully management information that would help the curatorial wing of the profession. This was partly a result of defensiveness in the face of criticism from colleagues who argued that, as heritage managers were not producing ‘new’ knowledge about the human past, they should not be taken seriously. Heritage management’s reaction to this was to develop in the direction of a theoretical approach, largely concerned with the reception of the past by the general public and the analysis of the political and intellectual evolution of policy development rather than of its impacts and implications for current curatorial regimes. Thus, while much valuable work has been done in this field, it was arguably at the expense of developing an academic response to the challenges of managing archaeology within the contemporary development, agricultural, and forestry sectors—a job left to the curators on the ground.

Both of these intellectual trends—a preference for ‘pure’ as opposed to ‘applied’ research and a heavily theorized heritage management—were reinforced by the introduction by government of a competitive research climate in the 1990s. The Research Assessment Exercise (RAE), first run in 1996, and successive RAEs, certainly militated against applied research, and the subsequent creation of the Arts and Humanities Research Board (latterly transformed into a full research council (AHRC) initially exacerbated this trend. The mood now has reversed, and the AHRC is specifically asking for evidence to show how applications will benefit the wider community and the economy; but the damage is done and academic archaeology will take a long time to change its culture of ‘pure’ research.

Applied or instrumentalist research projects remain, therefore, the exception, rather than the rule, but important steps have been taken in the last few years, albeit led by archaeological curators and contractors, rather than by university departments. Particularly important was the Management of Archaeological Sites in Arable Landscapes project (Lambrick 2002 and Oxford Archaeology 2002) which provided a first strategic examination of the risks posed by cultivation to archaeology and which was funded by DEFRA. This project was followed by several others such as the Scheduled Monuments at Risk pilot project, the Conservation of Scheduled Monuments in Cultivation (COSMIC) project (Trow 2004; Oxford Archaeology 2006; McAvoy and Holyoak 2007) and the ongoing ‘Cranfield Trials’ project (Trow et al. 2007), all of which sought to gain a closer understanding of the processes, risks and opportunities associated with the cultivation of archaeological sites (Figures 17.2a and 17.2b).

CONCLUSION: PATHS TO BETTER ENGAGEMENT

We have already observed that current institutional, statutory, and academic arrangements across most of the UK do not lend themselves to the integrated conservation of archaeology and ecology. That integrated project work does often occur is, therefore, a testimony to the recognition amongst agencies of the need to work practically together and, more particularly, to efforts at the local and personal level, to ensure cooperation. As a result, particularly where the interests of both sectors closely coincide (for example in efforts to conserve wetland environments), there is a good track record of fruitful partnership.
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FIGURES 17.2a and b Recent research by English Heritage, the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, Cranfield University, and Oxford Archaeology is examining the impact of cultivation. Field and laboratory observations include the creation of facsimile earthworks (Figure 17.2a) and their repeated ploughing (Figure 17.2b) to recreate the effects of long-term cultivation. Currently, little comparable work is being initiated by the archaeological academy. (© Oxford Archaeology.)
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It would, however, be a mistake to assume that everything is rosy in the cultural, ecological, and landscape garden. These differing interests do not always coincide comfortably and the potential for dispute is steadily increasing as we grapple with a landscape under intensifying social and economic pressures and as we recognize the inadequacy of the resources available for responding. The continuing decline in many key species and habitats, for example, is turning ecologists away from their previously ‘passive’ approaches to conservation, towards more interventionist methods. These include managed realignment of the coastline, large-scale heathland recreation, re-wetting or creation of wetlands, and the ‘re-wilding’ of upland areas (Figure 17.3). In addition to this, the pressures resulting from a changing climate are increasingly seen by the green sector as a mandate for significant interventions in the landscape. These projects are not always well conceived and, in some cases, ecologists in their new role of ‘developer’ do not always exercise the duty of care to heritage and landscape which is required and accepted by developers proper.

In return, archaeologists also need to consider whether they are engaging as effectively as they might with rural and environmental interests, in a context which requires them to deal with a wider, more complex, and often more influential set of stakeholders than they are used to in an urban environment. This includes statutory agencies, protected landscape organizations, commercial and conservation-focused landowners, and an extensive array of NGOs representing wildlife, farming, landscape, countryside, and agricultural interests, each with a greater or lesser degree of influence. On this crowded stage archaeologists find their role more akin to ‘walk-on’ than to ‘star’ and, when heritage interests are seen to obstruct the delivery of what others see as important environmental benefits, they can also be seen as villain rather than hero.
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FIGURE 17.3 Efforts to conserve species and restore habitats are becoming increasingly interventionist, with impacts on the archaeological resource sometimes equivalent to major developments. A moorland regeneration and black grouse recovery project on the edge of the Yorkshire Dales National Park has, for example, involved ploughing at least 8 km2 in an area with considerable archaeological potential. (© Robert White Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority.)

Although casting themselves in the role of ‘environmentalist’, archaeologists actually devote far more limited professional effort to building links and common thinking with the green sector, than they do to acting as the handmaiden of the development sector. As a result, as we have seen in the context of forestry, they often make simplistic assumptions about the transferability to other land-use processes of a ‘polluter-pays’ funding model itself dependent on the high profitability of the development sector. In future, better partnership between sectors is required in order to develop more proportionate approaches to assessment, damage avoidance, and mitigation.

Archaeologists must also work harder to develop a clearer expression of their conservation priorities for non-archaeological audiences. With records of a million or more sites in our Historic Environment Records and a professional propensity to define everything from a hand axe to a transit van as heritage, should we be surprised if both the agriculture and the ecology lobbies see us as wallowing in cloying relativism, unable or unwilling to take tough decisions on priorities? Do we recognize how opaque this approach makes our concerns seem to policy-makers and how likely this is to relegate them further, as resources are subject to ever-increasing competition? The nature conservation sector recognized this need over a decade ago, developing Biodiversity Action Plans that can be readily understood, adopted, and actioned by a wide range of partners. The task for cultural heritage managers is arguably more complex, but no less compelling if we wish our interests to be fully represented in the fast-moving dialogue on landscape futures.

Two key tools are being developed to address this. The first is the newly published Heritage at Risk Register (English Heritage 2008), which begins the process of providing better indicators, more accessible to policy- and decision-makers outside the heritage sector, with priority being given to aspects of the historic environment—archaeology and designed landscapes—most likely to benefit from environmental farming schemes. In the longer term, it is hoped that these indicators can provide the basis for delivery targets, accepted by and shared with key partner organizations. The second, longer in development but now nearing national coverage and a related increase in its influence, is the programme of Historic Landscape Characterization (Clark et al. 2004; English Heritage 2004-5). This allows the interests of archaeologists to be expressed at the landscape scale for the first time and better matched to those of ecologists.

Equipped with these tools, archaeological curators now need to develop thinking, which has remained focused for too long on the minutiae of change to individual buildings and sites, and engage with change at the macro-scale. This will require archaeologists and ecologists to develop the inevitably painful art of trading off objectives, and a few early exemplars of such an approach, such as the Dartmoor Moorland Vision, can already be identified (Dartmoor National Park Authority 2008).

At the time of writing, archaeologists are presented with a series of challenges if they wish to secure a place in the discourse which will shape the landscape of the twenty-first century and beyond. They are developing the new approaches required, but have yet to deploy them effectively. They are presented with potential mechanisms for enhancing the coordination of different interests in landscape, such as the European Landscape Convention, new heritage planning policy, and the creation of an important new partner in Natural England, but have yet to explore their potential. The prize is on offer to archaeologists: responsibility for success or failure is theirs alone.
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CHAPTER 18
ARCHIVE ARCHAEOLOGY

HEDLEY SWAIN

Hedley Swain is a senior museum professional in the UK. In this chapter, he outlines the key issues relating to the formation, management and use of archaeological fieldwork archives, both in the UK and in the USA, which have historically been underfunded and underutilized as research, educational, and heritage resources. He also calls for archaeologists and museum curators to adopt a more strategic approach to archaeological archives in the future, with particular reference to the example of the Museum of London’s innovative ‘London Archaeological Archive and Research Centre’ (LAARC), where investment in infrastructure and staff combined with economies of scale and partnership working have helped to maximize the value of the archive.

INTRODUCTION

ARCHIVE archaeology is the term now sometimes used to refer to the management and, often more specifically, the use of archaeological archives for research. This chapter will describe the principal debates and challenges around the creation, management, and use of archives and suggest how these might change in the future.

Archaeological archives are the cumulative finds, records, and associated data that result from a piece of archaeological fieldwork, normally but not always excavation. The term has been in common use since at least the 1970s and probably much longer. Other terms are used, for example ‘archaeological assemblage’, ‘site assemblage’, ‘site record’, and ‘site collection’. In North America the term ‘archaeological collection’ is often used as meaning the same as archive in England (see Sullivan and Childs 2003 for a full discussion of US usage). In Scotland and Wales it has been normal procedure to divide paper and computer records from finds and environmental evidence and use the term archive to only refer to the former.

Archives should represent a prime research and heritage asset; and yet historically they have been under-resourced and underused. For many years UK museums have struggled to find the resources to properly store archives, never mind maximize their research and educational value (Swain 1998). This situation has been made worse by the organization of archaeology in the UK where the practitioners are now primarily peripatetic commercial organizations quite separate from the museums that are expected to curate archives. As such professional debate about archives has often been dominated by practicalities and logistics rather than concentrating on their potential contribution to research, education, and public value.

ARCHIVES: THEORY

Fieldwork in many disciplines produces field notes, records, and data that support and give meaning to the samples and specimens collected. What makes archaeological field-work unique is the complexity and importance of the records that make sense of the fieldwork practice, the level of personal interpretation involved, and the fact that in the vast majority of cases, the records are the result of a destructive process and therefore come to be the only evidence for what has been recorded. Archaeological excavation is destructive. Although it is only by undertaking excavation that evidence about the past is obtainable, at the end of the process the site or monument no longer exists. This has led to the concept of ‘preservation by record’ whereby the records made as part of the excavation, with the artefacts and samples recovered (archives), take on a unique importance.

The concept of preservation by record developed in the 1970s as part of the professionalization of archaeology as a discipline and became blurred with the idea of ‘rescue’ archaeology where it was recognized that much archaeology was being destroyed by development processes (house building, road building, gravel extraction, etc.), and that as such it became almost a moral imperative that, as the archaeological process ‘destroyed’ remains, only archaeology threatened by destruction should be excavated. This philosophy has been pursued zealously ever since. It could be argued that as a result resources have been put into excavating ‘threatened’ remains that may not actually be worthy of research, while important research questions have remained unanswered because only the excavation of non-threatened sites would provide answers. Meanwhile the archive has taken on a pseudo-sacred significance that, up to now, has not been warranted in terms of the new knowledge it has revealed.

Although the term ‘preservation by record’ is now losing some of its original sacred connotations it remains a fact that archaeological fieldwork is largely destructive. The archive acts as a proxy for the site destroyed, and is essential if future study and reinterpretation of a site is to be possible.

The concept of preservation by record has also led to a philosophical dogma that there is an imperative that the archive should be a complete and objective record of an excavation that must be then kept forever as a record of what was once there. This search for ‘completeness’ and ‘objective truth’ also underlies much of current archaeological and museum-archaeological theory. It is perhaps now in need of revision. Much archaeological effort and practice in the last thirty years has been put into creating this objective mirror, in record form, of the original site and the ‘slice of history’ that was revealed by its excavation. However, all archaeological interpretation is subjective, open to different interpretations, and still heavily reliant on the individual perceptions of a particular excavator, team of archaeologists, or site director. Postmodern/post-processual archaeology which, in Britain, has dominated archaeological theory for much of this time has had only limited effect on fieldwork and, it would seem, hardly any on archive practice. There therefore needs to be a far more explicit acceptance that archaeological archives are not objective dispassionate records, but the particular interpretation of a particular person. In addition there needs to be a more general acceptance that archaeological strata offer very partial windows into very particular histories.

As the discipline of archaeology ages, the value of archives in telling the story of archaeology’s development is also being realized. In the UK it was Diana Murray (Ferguson and Murray 1997) who first argued for using archives in this way, and for the need to create archives to make records about those involved, not just what they were recording. Archives are being used more and more as historical resources (see for example Lapourtas 1997 for a discussion of Arthur Evans’s excavations and reconstructions at Knossos drawing upon the Evans archives in the Ashmolean Museum). The plans from excavations at Maiden Castle at Dorchester Museum written in Mortimer Wheeler’s own hand have taken on a significance greater than their role simply to record archaeological events. Canterbury Roman Museum actually displays some of the early boxes, packaging, and labelling of its early finds as artefacts in their own right.

ARCHIVES: PRACTICE

Traditionally in England the combined records and finds have been known collectively as archaeological archives and their long-term care and management has been seen as the responsibility of museums. As noted, in Scotland and Wales finds go to local museums while records are held at, respectively, the Royal Commission for Ancient and Historic Monuments (Wales) and the Royal Commission for Ancient and Historic Monuments (Scotland). In North America a mixture of solutions are provided: sometimes museums but also universities and regional archaeological centres. Elsewhere museums or state archaeology services tend to be the normal repository.

‘Ownership’ of archives works at several levels. There are exact legal definitions: in England the law means that archaeological material (unless covered by the Treasure Act) is the property of the landowner, whereas in Scotland it belongs to the Crown. Museums emphasize the need for public access and shared knowledge; however, historically many archaeologists have struggled with the idea that they do not personally own both what they dig up and the resulting records and interpretations. More recently this reluctance for open public ownership has been replicated by commercial organizations wishing to maximize commercial advantage.

Some sites, for example evaluations where no archaeology is found, will contain only a very small amount of material, possibly no finds or environmental samples, and very few of the items listed below in Table 18.1. However, large, complex urban sites will not only include all of the items listed below, but large numbers of each element. It is a frightening list, both in terms of its length and the different types of material present, many of which will require different types of conservation, storage, and curation conditions. Other items could be included. These might include drafts of publication text and original artwork for publication, although there is limited value in archiving these once publication has taken place. Some have also emphasized (Ferguson and Murray 1997; and see above) the importance of the social element of archaeology and how this should be an important part of archives. This might include details of who worked on the site, weather conditions, etc.

The challenge of managing this complex and varied collection of material encompasses not only the need for particular methodologies for particular elements (paper records will be managed differently from photographs, or potsherds, etc.) but that the relationship between all the different elements is maintained. One of the key elements to an archive is to maintain and explain relationships between different types of archaeological evidence. Finds help date and interpret particular strata, elements lose their meaning, and indeed value, if these links are broken—finds become unstratified, layers lose their absolute chronology.

To museums primarily geared up to manage the acquisition of a few individual objects per year caring for archives can be a daunting task. Gaimster (2001: 5) has suggested that curators are ‘too often bogged down by the tyranny of archive management’ to allow them to undertake research. And Merriman (2000) has also argued that too much time is spent by museum archaeologists serving the archaeological process as created by the archaeological community through such activities as archive transfer at the expense of public archaeology. Susan Pearce has been more blunt: ‘The massed weight of archaeological storage boxes demonstrate daily the success of archaeological investigators in convincing museum staff of their claims for institutional immortality’ (Pearce 1997: 48). If archive curation is not to overwhelm the museum and prevent research and public archaeology, systems will need to be in place that both allow for the efficient transfer of archives into the museum, and then allow for its effective curation once it is there.

Efficient transfer of archives from fieldworker to repository and subsequent curation relies on close and clear working relationships between the museum or repository and the archaeologists working in their collecting areas. For all of this, clear published guidance and ideally agreed standards are needed that can be accessed by the archaeologist. These are becoming more common (see for example Museum of London 1998) and common guidance is available from the Archaeological Archives Forum for use in the UK (Brown 2007). Sullivan and Childs (2003: 68, table 5.1) summarizes standards required of repositories in the USA.

Table 18.1 The possible elements of an archaeological archive deposited in a museum



Bulk finds

Ceramic building material (including tiles and bricks)

Pottery sherds

Vessel and window glass

Flint waste

Mass-produced iron

Repetitive and unworked architectural stone

Mass-produced stone items (e.g. querns)

Mass-produced and waste bone, horn, ivory, shell, antler artefacts

Mass-produced wood items

Leather waste and offcuts

Unidentified plaster, wattle and daub

Registered finds

Coins

Tokens

Bronze and other non-ferrous metals

Special iron objects

Architectural stone

Glass objects

Stone tools and weapons

Gemstones

Individual or special bone, horn, ivory, shell, antler artefacts

Wood artefacts

Leather, textile, basketry and rope objects

Painted or decorated plaster

Wattle and daub with architectural features

Decorated tiles

Complete pots

Human remains

Complete skeletons

Bones and groups of bone

Soft tissue

Samples

Kiln or other industrial debris

Wood samples (including for dendrochronology)

Stone, ceramic

Environmental evidence

Animal bones

Fish bones

Beetles

Snails

Environmental samples

Pollen

Soil

Primary context records

Context sheets*

Notebooks*

Site photographs*

Site plans and sections*

Finds and sample indices and lists*

Project Files

Contract files*

Project designs*

Pre-excavation fieldwork archives (field walking, geophysical, aerial photography)*

Research Archives

Archive reports*

Finds reports*

Specialist finds reports*

Draft reports*

Finds and stratigraphic databases*



Note: Those marked with an * could be all, or partly, in digital form. Source: Data from Swain (2007).

These recent initiatives come as the culmination of around thirty years of codifying and managing the post-excavation and archiving process in the UK, for example the Frere Report of 1975 (Department of the Environment 1975), Cunliffe Report of 1983 (Department of the Environment 1983), and Management of Archaeological Projects (known as MAP2, English Heritage 1991). All in their way were as much to do with finding solutions to the growing cost and time of carrying out post-excavation and publication, as they were to do with facilitating the creation of new knowledge. None of them was aimed at dealing with the long-term curation of the archive although all accepted that this was a fundamental part of the process. It was mainly left to the museum and museum archaeology community to think about how the archive produced by fieldwork would be cared for. MAP2 or its concepts remain in use by many; however, English Heritage are currently introducing new project management guidance that will cover all historic environment projects, not just archaeology. This new guidance takes the form of a series of guidance papers under the overall heading Management of Research Projects in the Historic Environment (English Heritage 2006) or MoRPHE.

What does all this mean for how archives are actually managed, and most importantly used? Almost all the discussion over how archaeological data should be analysed and managed has been undertaken by field archaeologists concerned with communicating information to other archaeologists. Although there is an implicit understanding that the finds and records from excavations would reside in museums there was no debate with museum archaeologists and no thought given to the practical implications of this. Museum archaeologists in the meantime failed on the whole to engage with the debate about archaeological data and instead continued to think in terms of storing, displaying, and using objects. And it was storage needs that became the driver of museum engagement with the issue.

THE QUANTITY CHALLENGE

Debates about archaeological archives, which should be focusing on their value and use, are instead dominated by discussion of their sheer quantity and the storage and curation challenge this poses. Although it is often described as a relatively modern phenomenon (see for example Swain 1996), archaeologists have for many years recognized the problems involved with digging up ever more material. As long ago as 1904 archaeologists in Britain were expressing a concern about the ability of museums to store and curate the material resulting from archaeological excavations (Petrie 1904). A number of national surveys (Swain 1998; Perrin 2002) have demonstrated that museums in England are struggling to accommodate the archaeological material being excavated. This situation is far from new but has definitely been made worse by the increase in planning-led excavation in the last thirty years, the peripatetic nature of most archaeological excavation contractors that move from area to area not building links with regional museums, the poor communication networks between museums and archaeologists, and the failure of funding models for archaeology to accommodate the long-term storage and curation needs. This situation means that while development-led archaeology is relatively well funded, and well regulated, there is no enforceable regulation that covers transfer and long-term curation, and no funding source to manage the ever increasing amounts of material being accumulated.

Large amounts of archaeological archives are accumulating with archaeological contractors because no museums are available. But perhaps more worryingly this material, and much material that has been transferred to museums, is not properly accessible because resources are so stretched.

COLLECTING AREAS

The collecting areas for archives have a particular importance. This is because of the way that archaeological archives are generated by fieldwork quite independent of museum coverage and infrastructure. Under the PPG16/PPS5 model in England, and similar commercial systems elsewhere, archaeological fieldwork will take place wherever and whenever a decision is made in advance of development that preservation by record is preferable to preservation in situ (see above). The fieldwork will then generate an archive and that archive will need to be curated in an appropriate regional repository, normally expected to be a museum. However, nothing in this system ensures that such a museum is available. There is no legislation to insist that local authorities provide museum services, and in some parts of the UK no services exist, and some of those that do have not got the capacity, or expertise of staff, to accept and then curate archives. Occasional large excavations in areas otherwise not known for rich archaeology can exacerbate this situation. In the late 1980s a large Romano-British town was discovered and excavated in advance of house building at Heybridge in Essex. No local museum existed that could accept the archive, let alone one with archaeological curatorial expertise. The archive, along with many others, remains in the care of the archaeological contractors who carried out the excavation. In England several attempts have been made to map museum collecting areas for archaeology under the auspices of the Society of Museum Archaeologists and Archaeological Archives Forum. The most recent survey, undertaken in 2006, hopes to provide a definitive map of collecting areas and where provision is needed, or overlaps.

Although it might be hoped that important finds will cross local authority boundaries in order to find a suitable museum home, the expense of curating archives, and the way museums are normally closely linked to specific local authorities covering specific areas, means there is normally a reluctance for museums to take on material from another area. Indeed there have been examples of museums de-accessioning material that they collected historically and which now falls outside their funding area.

This situation is not confined to the UK and will exist wherever the contract, developer-led, archaeology model has been developed independently of a museum system. A similar situation exists in the USA, even though there is not the close linkage between archives and museums (see Sullivan and Childs 2003: 112-13 for discussion about identifying collecting areas in the USA).

DISPOSAL?

One of the issues touched upon again and again in the debate over archive storage and curation is whether museums should be disposing of material, and whether archaeologists should be keeping all that they recover. This is part of a wider debate for museums (see for example National Museums Directors Conference 2003; and Museums Association 2005). However, it has a particular relevance to archives because of their sheer bulk and the mundane nature of so many of the objects.

This is a complex issue that works at both a theoretical level (what is a sample, what is the true value of material, and can that value be predicted for the future?), and a practical level based round the capacity of museum stores, and their ability to buy, equip, and curate new ones. It is therefore essential that any debate about disposal is taken for the greater good of the archaeology, not for short-term financial or logistical reasons.

All archaeologists can probably point to stored archive material that has never been accessed for research or any other purpose. Most would also be able to give examples of breakthroughs in research that were only possible because material had been kept even though its value had not been recognized at the time. Sometimes objects only get identified for what they actually are years after excavation when more complete pieces are found.

As already intimated archaeology and the preservation of archaeological collections are based on two premisses. The first is that archaeological excavation is an unrepeatable experiment and that there is a duty to preserve the results of this experiment ‘by record’. Hinton (1993: 9) has noted preservation by record is ‘a reflection of retention and recording policy already exercised on site, coloured by the research objectives and methods of the day’. Nevertheless archaeologists cling on to the ‘preservation by record’ orthodoxy.

The second premiss is that museums have a duty to preserve their collections forever. Curators must not let collections deteriorate and they must not dispose of them. For archaeology this is made more difficult because museums do not choose what they are expected to collect—they cannot decide how much archaeology comes out of the ground, it is in the hands of others, the cultural resource managers, the developers, the state archaeologists. So theoretically museums are making a commitment to the endless curation of an endless supply of archaeological material.

And yet even though it is essential to preserve and record everything, and then keep everything, the majority of the archaeological profession does not seem to be prepared to find the resources for proper curation; or make use of this resource by continual re-examination and research (see below). The archives from some key sites do get reworked and re-analysed. In Britain the Mesolithic hunting camp at Star Carr, Yorkshire (Clark 1954), is a good example of this. But this is only a tiny drop in the ocean compared with the vast amount of material that is not being actively worked on.

Is there still a strong argument for keeping all the archaeological collections that exist and all the material that comes from new excavations? The question of disposal goes back to those two gospels of archaeology and museums: preservation by record and keeping things forever. This is a subject that is now being addressed in the UK for museum collections in general, and a debate has begun about archaeological material specifically. Similarly in the USA the National Parks Service is currently considering a de-accessioning policy (Terry Childs, pers. comm.). The debate is centred on the fact that we are spending a lot of money curating many museum collections that are hardly ever used. If the profession can for a moment put aside the preservation by record ethos, just what is the evidence that material is worth keeping? A model based on asking what samples are really required for future research should underpin archiving. This idea has been discussed for the USA by Sullivan and Childs (2003: 108-11).

Some categories of archaeological material are highly researched and have the potential to reveal new information in the future as scientific techniques improve and the knowledge base increases. Ironically for the USA in the post-NAGPRA world human remains is one such category. It is also the case that the archives from major sites, type-series, and important objects will always be in demand. Strong assemblages from good contexts on representative sites will also always have an important part to play in research, display, and education.

However, unstratified material, uncontextualized material, residual fragmentary material, mass, mundane, and repetitive bulk finds, and very small assemblages from evaluations, have a very limited research potential. Also, releasing this material from archives allows a more imaginative use for teaching and other uses.

USE: ARCHIVE ARCHAEOLOGY

Of course linked to any discussion about disposal must be an understanding of what is being used and how. In 2003 a three-year ‘Archive Archaeology’ project was set up, funded by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (or HEFCE). It was undertaken by Bristol University, Durham University, and University College London in partnership with the Museum of London’s London Archaeological Archive and Research Centre (LAARC) (see below). The project sought to encourage English universities to take the use of archives seriously as a teaching and research resource for undergraduate and graduate study. The project started with a survey, the results of which are summarized in Table 18.2.

The findings of this survey make predictable if depressing reading. They show clearly the importance put on excavation as an essential archaeological tool but the failure to recognize the archives, collections, and records that result from excavation as an equally important and linked resource. It is easy to make a direct correlation between these findings and the lack of use made of archives and museum collections by archaeologists, and the resulting lack of value these resources are given by the majority of the profession.

As early as 1991 Peter Hinton (1991: 8) was concerned at the apparent underuse of archives at the very time when their importance was being championed. The 1998 Swain survey also suggested that archives were underused (Swain 1998). The report showed that 29 per cent of archive repositories had received no enquiries or visitors at all in the previous year and that usage overall was low and dominated by research for displays. Ironically, if predictably, the survey also showed that the archives that were most in demand were those from excavations that had been most fully published and disseminated. The classic example of this is the archive for the Danebury Iron Age Hillfort, which was excavated between 1969 and 1988 by Barry Cunliffe and very fully published in a series of synthesized discussions and through a series of major monographs (e.g. Cunliffe 1984). The site is internationally known and is often referred to in major overviews of archaeology (e.g. Times Books 1988: 167). The archive is held by Hampshire Museum Service and is regularly used by research projects from around the world (Dave Allen, pers. comm.). It also provides the content for the Museum of The Iron Age, Andover. The site is arguably a victim of its own success, and Professor Cunliffe’s energy, in being taken too readily as a type site for the Iron Age, but must be seen as a model for the speedy post-excavation analysis, dissemination, and full archiving that should be the norm.

Table l8.2 How students at the 24 English universities that teach archaeology use fieldwork, archives, and museums in their teaching
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There are lots of reasons why archives are not being used. And a self-fulfilling cycle of underuse is discernible. Despite what archaeological theory might say about the importance of preservation by record, and museum theory about long-term curation and access, it is clear that most archaeologists do not wish to spend long periods of time researching archives and as such they are not prepared to lobby for, or resource, their proper care and accessibility. All the while that archives are underplayed by the profession and are not well resourced and accessible they will not be used or valued. It follows from this that if the cycle can be broken, and archives become well resourced and accessible, and some archaeologists argue for their value, they might have their potential realized. This experiment has been attempted in its fullest sense in London with the LAARC.

LONDON ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE LAARC

In 1996 the Museum of London publicly stated that it would no longer accept new field-work archives. The Museum had calculated that at that time it was spending around £250,000 per year on storing archaeological material, money that it considered could be better spent elsewhere. It also noted that it had no control over the amount or type of archaeological material that was being generated in London, and that was being funded by developers as part of a market-led process (Swain 1997). Ironically most of the archaeological excavation in London was at that time being undertaken by the Museum’s own archaeological unit the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS).

This situation had become acute in London in the previous thirty years. The unprecedented level of excavation in the historic urban core had resulted in the largest body of archaeological records and finds of its kind. This is an immense research resource making London one of the best-understood historical cities in Europe (Museum of London Archaeology Service 2000). However, it has brought with it huge logistical problems for the Museum of London which had historically taken, and cared for, the archives from excavations in the capital.

In 1998, under new leadership, the value of this resource was recognized and the Museum set out to create the LAARC not only to house the archive but also to ensure it was properly curated and made accessible. The LAARC is housed in the Museum’s Mortimer Wheeler House resource centre, about two miles from the main Museum building and its galleries. It shares the building with the offices of the Museum’s archaeology service and much of the Museum’s social and working history collections. A grant from the Heritage Lottery Fund, and funding from central government, the Getty Grant Program, and many other organizations, archaeological societies, and individuals have funded its creation. Two new large storage areas were created as well as a visitor centre and two study rooms. State-of-the-art roller storage has been installed (Figure 18.1) and a computerized index and access system (the latter available over the web) have been developed. The LAARC project, which included not only building and equipping the new spaces, but also designing the computer systems and undertaking a minimum standards programme on the archive, cost about £2.5 million. Costs for the six-person team who manage the LAARC are found primarily from the Museum’s recurrent costs.

The London archive is by far the largest in Britain. It currently includes about 150,000 individual boxes of finds stored on 10,000 m of shelving, and includes finds and records from about 5,200 individual excavations from throughout Greater London. And of course this figure is growing every year. Therefore about twenty years’ expansion space has been built into the plans. This will be achieved partly through current spare space but also by the rationalization of existing material.
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FIGURE 18.1 State-of-the-art roller storage installed at the LAARC. (Photo: Museum of London.)

The Museum has prepared rigorous standards for the preparation of new archives resulting from excavations (Museum of London 1998) and expects the archives from all excavations in Greater London to be deposited in the LAARC. It has taken a while for the twenty or so archaeological contractors that regularly operate in London to become accustomed to this new disciplined approach, but the will does seem to be there and material is now being deposited at an increased rate.

The Museum has also turned its attention to that material already in its care. This has been generated over about 100 years by many different archaeologists working for many different organizations. Material is not compatible and often not easily accessible. A huge effort is being made to bring all this material up to an acceptable level of care and accessibility. A key part of this work was the Getty-funded Minimum Standards Project. This involved a team of curators and conservators checking through the archive and ensuring that basic records and storage conditions allow for the long-term health of the objects and that they are accessible for research.

Research has been spearheaded by the publication of a London archaeological research framework (McAdam et al. 2002) and a series of partnerships with London’s archaeologists. A key partnership is with the Institute of Archaeology, which now offers an MA degree in London Archaeology, its students doing placements at the LAARC and writing their dissertations on material held there. The HEFCE Archive Archaeology project (see above) was part of this partnership.

Another key part of the London archaeological community is its local societies, and again the Museum is working with these groups to encourage research and use of the LAARC (Figure 18.2). Several societies were actively involved in the planning of the LAARC and even donated funds for its creation. It is hoped that society projects either researching London’s past or helping with collections management in the LAARC will allow local society members to feel actively involved in London’s archaeology—something that has been very difficult in the last ten years as more and more archaeology has been funded commercially by developers. Another initiative is for the LAARC to host a central London Young Archaeologists Club.

The LAARC remains the only centre of its kind in the UK, but is serving as a model for how investment, economies of scale, partnership working, and use of expertise can help to maximize the value of archives.

ARCHIVES IN NORTH AMERICA

This chapter has dealt almost entirely with the very specific circumstances of archives in the UK, and primarily English museums. This is not because it is a purely English issue, but because it is the UK where the development of market-led planning-related archaeology is very advanced, and has highlighted the flaws in the traditional model that sees archives as an essential result of excavation deemed worthy of long-term curation and reuse. Most particularly it is an outcome of the great increase in the archaeological material that has come from well-regulated planning-led contract archaeology. The other part of the world where this system is as well established is the USA. Indeed, in the USA a problem arose with large amounts of archaeological finds and records without a sustainable future before it did in Europe. Many repositories were filling up without resources for curation by the 1970s (Sullivan and Childs 2003: 19). A number of surveys have identified a similar ongoing ‘crisis’ to that in the UK (see Childs 1995; and Sullivan and Childs 2003: 42-3 for a summary). A 1986 government report revealed for example that a large number of excavation archives for sites dug prior to 1975 were lost or destroyed. It also estimated that $50 million would be required to catalogue the backlog of finds held by the National Parks Service (Jameson 2004: 41). In the USA arguments have been made (with similar pros and cons) for regional repositories (Sullivan and Childs 2003: 43).
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FIGURE 18.2 Maximizing the value of archives: work at the LAARC. (Photo: Museum of London.)

Sullivan and Childs (2003) provide an up-to-date and detailed analysis of the archive situation in the USA. They paint a picture very similar to that in the UK although they put a different emphasis on causes and effects. They talk about a crisis in curation of archaeological collections (2003: 1) that has primarily developed out of a failure of archaeologists to accept that curation is not something that is only thought about at the end of the field-work and research process. They note the US Government Accounting Office report Cultural Resources: Problems Protecting and Preserving Federal Archaeological Resources (Government Accounting Office 1987) that stated, ‘repositories were understaffed, overstuffed, and under funded’ (Sullivan and Childs 2003: 25).

There was a move in the USA towards establishing standards for the care of archives in the 1980s due to the great increase in excavations, and this was reinforced by federal legislation (Sullivan and Childs 2003: 32-3). Sullivan and Childs (2003: 34) suggest the solution to the ‘curation crisis’ lies with education and training more curation staff, and better communication and interaction between curators and field archaeologists.

Many archaeological repositories do exist in the USA, often run by major universities, national organizations, private organizations, or through state funding, that do meet the very highest standards of curation and care. Examples include the State Archaeological Repository and Conservation facility for Maryland, and the APVA Preservation Virginia resource at Jamestown. Some of these centres are truly excellent. A further example is the Smithsonian resource centre at Suitland for the National Museum of the American Indian that not only includes excellent curatorial and research facilities but has been built in sympathy with Native American wishes over such things as materials, orientations, colours, and even dedicated spaces for ceremonies.

Elsewhere in the world plenty of examples can be found of archaeological collections poorly stored, underused, and inaccessible. However, so far few other places have sought to confront this situation directly, although debate has begun in Europe. On a global scale there are still far too many examples of foreign university projects that take archives out of their country of origin making them often inaccessible for future research, and obviously unusable within communities. Surveys are needed to discover just how serious the problem is internationally.

Overall the picture painted for the situation in the USA by Sullivan and Childs (2003) and others, although differing in detail, is incredibly similar to the situation in the UK and elsewhere in Europe, suggesting there are problems fundamental to archaeological practice at its core rather than particular circumstances in particular places.

FUTURE

As discussed, up until now, the debate about archaeological archives has been bogged down by process and practicality. There is no immediate evidence that this will go away. Archaeologists lack the imagination. An ongoing debate about how archives are generated, ordered, and transferred to repositories, and then where the resources are found to store them as a ‘preservation by record’ of destroyed sites, is important at an extremely pragmatic level, but it has cloaked a far more interesting debate about the true value of archives. It is of course this debate about value (archaeological, public, research) that should be most important in developing arguments about investment for long-term curation.

Archaeologists are not going to change their spots; archives are not suddenly going to become more important to them, or more deserving of resources. Similarly, museum staff are not going to move archaeological archives up their list of priorities for their diminishing resources. A more radical solution is needed, if only to force the two sides to give the subject their attention.

Museums in all other areas of collecting choose their priorities, match their aspirations against resources, and plan accordingly. Museums currently hold several hundred years of antiquarian archaeological endeavour and about thirty years of ‘professional’ archaeological endeavour. This has been used to undertake excellent interpretations and public programmes and is a treasure trove for research. Future material should only be collected if it materially contributes to that which is already held.

Museums have also, on the whole, moved away from an intrinsic value approach to their collections and practices. Instead, instrumental values that can be measured in terms of public benefit are now the norm. Such values sit uncomfortably with the investment currently being made in keeping huge numbers of pottery sherds. Although this should not be an argument for the mass disposal of archaeological archives it might focus the minds of archaeologists and museum curators more as to ensuring the archive debate is not just focused around long-term storage. It must also be about public value in the present, and a holistic and sustainable approach to archive management. Here the example of the LAARC is encouraging. The increase in joined-up thinking by archaeological organizations concerning archives is to be applauded, as is the growing number of guidelines and standards. But neither has made a major impact. A more strategic approach by archaeologists to collecting less, and ensuring the accessibility of what they do keep, and a more strategic approach by museums authorities to provide LAARC-type resource centres for material of real value, would appear to remain the only logical way forward.
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PART IV
WORKING AT ARCHAEOLOGY WITH THE PUBLIC

PRINCIPLES, PRACTICES, AND DEBATES




ARCHAEOLOGISTS AS PROFESSIONAL PUBLIC SERVANTS




CHAPTER 19
ARCHAEOLOGY AS A PROFESSION

TIMOTHY DARVILL

Timothy Darvill is a leading figure in archaeological resource management in the UK, who works both as a consultant and as an academic archaeologist. In this wide-ranging chapter, he defines the key characteristics of professionalism, outlines how the discipline of archaeology has become a global profession—particularly since the 1970s—and explores what that means for the organization of archaeology in different parts of the world today. At the same time, he sheds light on the complexity of the archaeological profession, emphasizes the importance of good communication within and around it, and spells out why archaeologists will need to belong to a professional organization in the future.

TRAVELLING the muddy roads of mid-sixteenth-century England in his quest for antiquities John Leland (1506–52) could hardly have foreseen that his calling would one day become a recognized profession with practitioners spread throughout the world and a global turnover equivalent to hundreds of millions of pounds. Yet like many more recent archaeologists Leland came to his subject through a circuitous route. After a spell at university in Oxford and Paris, he took Holy Orders before becoming librarian to Henry VIII and then a royal chaplain. In 1533, at the age of 27, he became England’s first and only King’s Antiquary. His first task was to diligently search the libraries of monasteries and colleges for information about remains of the past, a job he completed before visiting all parts of the kingdom between 1540 and 1546 to see these wonders for himself (Chandler 1993). Similar things were going on elsewhere in Europe and beyond at much the same time as aspects of the ancient past became formative in shaping a modern future. In France, for example, Nicolas Fabri de Peiresc (1580–1637) emphasized how knowledge of antiquities should be a shared resource (Schnapp 1996:136). In Germany Nicolaus Marschalk (1460–1525) investigated megalithic monuments, while in Sweden Johannes Bureus (1568–1652) was appointed Riksantikvariatby King Gustavus Adolphus II and from 1599 regularly organized archaeological surveys (Schnapp 1996:142, 159).

The traditions of fieldwork, observation, analysis, and recording that these pioneers of antiquarian studies established across the Old World during the European Renaissance provided the bedrock on which modern archaeology was founded. For the most part the work of these scholars was essentially ‘public’ in the sense that it was undertaken at the behest of the state through the ruling powers and supported with funding from the public purse. Some of the enquiries were published in ways appropriate to their time, although Leland’s Itinerary, completed as a manuscript before he died insane at the age of 46, languished almost forgotten in the Bodleian Library in Oxford until 1710 (Hearne 1710).

The development of archaeology as a discipline, both in terms of its theoretical and philosophical foundations, and its methodological and practical frameworks, has been told many times and from a number of perspectives (e.g. Willey and Sabloff 1974; Daniel 1975; Klindt-Jensen 1975; Schnapp 1996; Trigger 2006). Far less attention has been devoted to the organization and professionalization of the discipline, although Henry Cleere has done more than anyone to promote wider understanding of archaeological resource management practices in different parts of the world (1984a, 1989). A few accounts of how archaeological resource management is organized, and the issues being faced, in particular countries are available, among them the United Kingdom (Hunter and Ralston 2006), the Netherlands (Willems et al. 1997), and the United States (King 2002), while discussions of ideological, philosophical, and cultural diversity in archaeological practice provide a wider context (e.g. Meskell 1998; Hall 2000; McManamon and Hatton 2000). In the last decade attempts have been made to document the nature and extent of the archaeological labour market in Britain (Aitchison and Edwards 2003, 2008) and other European countries (Aitchison 2008) and these provide a snapshot of the scale of the industry. In this brief review consideration is first directed towards how archaeology in the Western world has become professionalized and what constitutes the archaeological profession. Subsequently, attention focuses on the situation in Europe, North America, Australasia, and the rest of the world. As will become clear, archaeology is a global profession that shares many underlying tenets and ideals, although its application and deployment often has more regional aims and local characteristics.

THE PROFESSIONALIZATION OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Although archaeology can reasonably claim to be concerned with the oldest remains of the human condition, it should not be confused with being the oldest profession in the world. Glyn Daniel suggested that the work of Sir Richard Colt Hoare in Wiltshire around AD1802 marked the start of professional archaeology in Britain (1967: 56), but this is a rather extreme position. Enlightenment about the past, and satisfaction in a job well done, might indeed be said to underpin the emotional attachment of archaeologists to their work, but the key to understanding professionalization in archaeology embraces wider issues. At the very heart of professionalism are the notions of shared values and standards; common approaches to routine practices and the acceptance of experimental work; the mutual recognition of skills and experience; and participation in structured education, training, and professional development programmes. These all require good communication both within the band of people who define themselves as professional archaeologists, and with the wider world in which archaeology has a place.

Looked at rather simply, a ‘profession’ is a vocation or calling that usually involves applying some branch of advanced learning or science for the general social good. ‘Professionalism’ refers to the way individuals exercise and display accepted qualities, competences, skill, and experience of a particular subject or practice, whether they earn their living through it or not. A ‘professional’ is someone who belongs to a recognized profession, which is usually their main paid occupation and provides their living, who has the skills and experience in carrying out the work, and who adheres to its established methods and standards. ‘Professionalization’ is the process by which a subject or discipline makes itself a profession. And a ‘professional’ organization is the body or institution that represents the collective interests of the members of a profession to the wider world. Throughout these definitions, interest focuses on people and the activities that their work involves, rather than the material they have to deal with or the rewards they receive for doing it. Throughout the world, the regulation of conduct as opposed to remuneration is an important feature of associations relating to intellectually based occupations (Cotgrove 1972: 145); in the case of archaeology this revolves around the need to resolve an urgent yet fundamental conflict between what we keep and what we destroy—as Thomas King put it: ‘On the one hand we want to keep our “informants”, the sites we study, “alive”—intact so they can be studied further and continue to inform us. On the other hand, if we do not excavate and hence destroy them, such sites cannot inform us’ (1983:143).

Expressed in such stark terms it is perhaps not surprising that resolution was painful. Asked how archaeology became professionalized in the United States, Hester Davis, at the time recently retired as State Archaeologist for Arkansas, replied with characteristic honesty that ‘in my experience [it happened] with lots of kicking and screaming on the part of some folks, that’s how it was done. Well, maybe not screaming but a few raised voices at SAA business meetings, and certainly by dragging a lot of reluctant archaeologists out of their offices, classrooms, and square holes into the real world’ (2001: 20). Establishing a robust, sustainable, and coherent profession, together with its associated cultural apparatus, certainly involved anxiety, frustration, criticism, and a little outright hostility on both sides of the Atlantic among those involved. As the debate gained momentum there were both internal and external forces at work, but archaeologists are not alone in having experienced the process and sociologists specializing in the field have established useful models to understand how professional associations develop. Harold Wilensky, a American sociologist writing in the 1960s, usefully identified four main stages to professionalization (Wilensky 1970) which can easily be seen played out in the way things developed in Britain a decade later (Cleere 1984b; Rowley 1986) and in other parts of the world too (Davis 1982; Willems 1998).

The first stage is for people, often of necessity drawn from other occupations, to start doing full-time the things that need doing. In archaeology both in Europe and the USA this can be seen in the increase in the number of full-time excavators and surveyors necessitated by the pressure of post-war urban and rural development.

Second is the identification of a need for training, and the establishment of acceptable training programmes. The proliferation of university departments specializing in archaeology, an increasing student population studying archaeology, and the recognition of a range of appropriate qualifications are often signs that this second stage has been reached.

Third is that those pushing for prescribed training, and usually the first ones to go through it, combine to form a professional association, which then goes through a period of soul-searching as to whether the occupation is a profession, what the professional tasks are, and how to raise the quality of recruits. Alongside such soul-searching three other debates take centre stage:

• the self-conscious definition of the core tasks of the profession;

• a contest between the old guard who learned the job the hard way and are committed to local establishments on the one hand, and the newcomers who took the prescribed courses and are committed to practising the work wherever it takes them on the other; and

• a bout of hard competition with neighbouring occupations to establish exclusive competence.

These things are all very familiar in archaeology, and are still continuing, to judge by the proliferation of new standards and guidelines for archaeological operations, ongoing debates over territoriality, and the relationships between the practice of archaeology and the activities of those working in museums, conservation, and archaeological illustration for example.

The fourth and final stage in the process of professionalization, for the most part still to come in archaeology, attempts to win the support of the law for the protection of work areas and the sustaining codes of ethics. Such matters as accreditation, licensing, certification, and compliance statements are major weapons in the battle for professional authority, although inevitably they come rather late in the overall professionalization process.

Archaeology then has not undergone anything very different from the trauma encountered by many other professions as they emerge fully-fledged into a socially conscious world equipped with well-codified and widely accepted technical and ethical standards of procedure and performance. No single time or event can be identified as the moment when archaeology became a profession, not least because professionalization is a slow incremental process. Indeed, it seems likely that archaeology still has some way to go before it can stand alongside related fields such as spatial planning, architecture, and civil engineering, and there maybe lessons to be learnt from those that have gone before. But what of the issues rather than the process? What does it mean to be part of a professionalized profession?

There is no satisfactory definition of what being a professional really is. Cotgrove (1972) identified one common denominator that seems to unite all occupations that can be described as professions: they involve the application of an extensive body of knowledge and theory to some practical and socially recognized purpose. Good examples include law, engineering, teaching, and medicine. In archaeology, the linkage between theory and practice is widely recognized (e.g. Hodder 1992, 1999; Barrett 1995), yet the debate about being professional has tended to focus on matters of technique and procedure rather than purpose, role, and organization. Thus to non-archaeologists working in the development industry, for example, it seems odd that archaeologists do their own labouring and manual work in sometimes quite appalling conditions, whereas in their own fields professionals do the designing, planning, managing, and monitoring while workmen and tradesmen do the graft.

In Britain, post-processual approaches have recently started to be applied beyond academia in the world of developer-funded archaeology, and with interesting results (e.g. Framework Archaeology 2006). More than anything else this trend underlines the fact that knowledge creation is central to the project now recognized as archaeology, and makes it increasingly clear that numerous different kinds of knowledge exist and need to be properly recognized and given due prominence (Darvill 2007). Indeed, as Taylor has argued (1995), the application of simple evolutionary models to understand the history of archaeology whereby enthusiastic amateurs are supplanted by trained professionals is wholly inadequate because the ideology of professionalism is not single, unitary, and monolithic but interestingly self-divided, ambiguous, and tied to quite different acceptable fields of discourse.

One key issue inextricably bound up with professionalization in archaeology is the matter of role specialization. As archaeology has expanded so the capacity for individuals to engage with every aspect of the discipline has decreased. Greater role specialization within archaeology, and the emergence of organizations with closely defined remits, has led to the recognition and definition of individuals and organizations with more or less clearly defined role sets and, in consequence, interests in the creation and consumption of particular kinds of knowledge:

Curators: organizations and individuals wholly or partly concerned with the long-term preservation, protection, conservation and management of archaeological remains, through the application of statutory or non-statutory powers and defined publicly accountable responsibilities. At the national level curators are identified with archaeological officers or superintendents in government departments and agencies. At a local and regional level curators are mainly identified with the archaeological officers associated with administrative areas (e.g. county, state, district, borough, city, National Park, unitary authority, etc.). As such this role represents a logical extension of the conventional duties of a museum curator as someone who looks after (i.e. curates) a defined collection or body of material by including other aspects of the broader historic environment.

Contractors: archaeological organizations and individuals that provide contracting services in archaeological fieldwork, analysis, research, and reporting. These are mainly constituted as commercial companies and/or charitable trusts; some have defined operating areas while others are free to work anywhere.

Consultants: individuals or organizations who provide archaeological advice, act as agents or representatives for others, and/or who work as intermediaries in commissioning and monitoring archaeological work on behalf of clients.

University-based archaeologists: groups of academics engaged in teaching, research, and scholarship and consultancy/enterprise activities based in archaeology departments within higher or further education institutions.

Museum-based archaeologists: curators, keepers, researchers, conservators, and technicians of various sorts looking after, reporting, and presenting and interpreting to the public, collections of archaeological material and related research.

Independent archaeologists: individuals, local societies, or other bodies that voluntarily indulge a personal, collective, or institutional hobbyist or research interest in archaeology, which is driven by their own aspirations and curiosity.

These categories, although rather porous at the edges, nonetheless provide a useful way of mapping the profession and understanding the archaeological landscape in terms of who is doing what. As already noted, at the core of any profession is the set of shared values and norms which underpin the way things are done. These give meaning to being a professional, and they fall into two groups: one general to all professionals, the other specific to archaeology.

General professional norms have been discussed at some length by Wilensky (1970: 486), but three can be mentioned as being especially relevant to archaeology. First is what is called the ‘general service norm’: the devotion to a client’s or employer’s interests more than to personal or commercial profit. Linked to this is the belief that professions offer superior opportunities for service, and that clients and employers are usually vulnerable, in trouble, or ignorant about how to help themselves out of the situation they are in. As a result, much professional work has of necessity to be impersonal, objective, distanced, and impartial.

Second is a concern for the maintenance of professional standards of work by honouring technical competence and formal qualifications, avoiding criticism of colleagues in public, condemning unqualified practitioners, and avoiding too much or too little work if it lowers standards.

Third is being aware of the limited competence of one’s own speciality within the profession, honouring the claims of other specialists, and being prepared to refer clients to more competent colleagues.

To some, these principles are seen as thorn bushes on which others prick themselves, but in fact they provide a framework to inform and underpin what is done. They do not define a single approach that archaeologists must follow, but rather represent signposts to a series of variously parallel and interconnecting pathways. Just as doctors must treat those with self-inflicted injuries as well as victims of accidents, and barristers must variously act for the prosecution and the defence, so in archaeology an archaeologist must both expect, and feel able, to work in a wide range of situations and if necessary challenge the hegemonic appropriation of a community’s heritage. This opportunity to explore the many facets of archaeological theory and practice, either in sequence or in parallel, is one of the most exciting aspects of archaeological work today. The place of archaeology in society provides a context for the systematic exploration of arguments and points of view no matter whether this happens in the form of an academic debate about a point of history (or prehistory), a planning inquiry about the impact of a proposed development, or the preparation of a research proposal (Darvill 2007).

A mark of professionalism is the ability to master all the arguments, hone them, polish them up, and then deploy them within the framework of shared values and norms to achieve a satisfactory result. Of course the crux here is the framework of shared values and norms that are typically encapsulated as a canon of ethical principles, and enunciated as Codes of Practice or Codes of Conduct. Following various public outings of rather dubious scientific research in various parts of the world Sir Keith Peers proposed a Universal Ethical Code for Scientists (RCUK 2007), the three headline principles of which are:

• Rigour, honesty, and integrity;

• Respect for life, the law, and the public good;

• Responsible communication, listening, and informing.

These present little challenge for archaeologists to follow as there has been much debate about a range of ethical issues as they relate explicitly to the behaviour of archaeologists and their articulation with the material remains of the past (Green 1984; Vitelli 1996; Lynott and Wylie 2002; Karlsson 2004; Scarre and Scarre 2006; Aitchison 2007). Out of these debates it is possible to discern a dozen specific topics around which ethical principles have been developed and widely accepted, and which in some cases spill over into well-established positions enshrined in both national and international law. These include:

• Stewardship

• Treatment and display of human remains

• Accountability

• Commercialization/commodification

• Looting/the antiquities trade/responsibilities during times of conflict or war

• Relationships with Indigenous populations

• Public education and outreach

• Intellectual property

• Public reporting and publication

• The role of research excavations

• Records and preservation

• Training and resources.

Adherence to codes of practice and professional ethics are not the only distinguishing features of a professional operation. Professionalism is also measured in terms of competence and experience. Anyone can learn a job, usually in a relatively short time, but it is characteristic of professions that there is more to the work than mindlessly applying theory and skills. Professional knowledge, like all knowledge, is to some extent tacit; it is this which gives established professions something of their aura of mystery: an expert may be defined in this sense as a person who knows so much that they can communicate only a small part of it (Wilensky 1970:493).

Personal membership of a professional body is one thing, but should these bodies also register organizations? The goal here is integration, greater professional jurisdiction, and increased adherence to the previously enunciated ethical standards and codes of practice. The challenge to achieving this comes from the fact that within organizations, and archaeological organizations are no exception, there are clashes of interest between employees brought about by a divergence in what sociologists call role orientation. Back in the late 1960s Wilensky (1970: 495) recognized three types of role orientation:

Committed professionals: people that are highly identified with the profession; they are orientated towards colleague groups; they want to give competent objective technical service of which outside colleagues would approve; and they accent full use of their skills.

Careerists: people that are highly identified with the incumbent leadership in an organization; they are orientated towards movement within the workplace hierarchy; they have no ideological commitments or dilemma-producing non-organizational goals; they have little professional identification; they mainly want the chance for social mobility; and they recognize rewards only as money, promotion, and security.

Missionaries: people that are orientated towards some abstract concept of a social movement; they often identify themselves with outside political or religious-political groups; and they see an organization as a vehicle for social change fitting private goals derived from past or present participation in broader social movements.

These are still useful categories and it is no doubt easy enough to recognize examples of all three among friends, colleagues, and acquaintances; and perhaps mixed orientations exist too. Any profession can accommodate a certain number of different types, and is enriched by their presence, but the process of professionalization is slowed if high proportions of individuals with role orientations as careerists or missionaries are present. Partly to overcome such issues attention has more recently shifted towards a focus on organizational structure. As well as fairly conventional hierarchically arranged functions structures, experiments have been made with matrix structures, and flat centralized entrepreneurial structures (Handy 1985), and, most recently, with reference to the sort of research-based organizations that include archaeological bodies, systems that recognize the possibilities of permeable boundaries between institutions that can manage the interface between competition and collaboration on several levels and in different forms (Gibbons et al. 1994). Not surprisingly, on a global scale, the professionalization of archaeology has progressed at different rates in different areas according to how the roles of individual archaeologists are defined and how the organizations for which they work are structured and organized. Parts of Europe and North America have been at the forefront in creating a self-contained and sustainable professional presence, but other areas are not far behind.

PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY IN EUROPE

Amongst the states forming the European Union there is great variety in the balance between state-run and commercial archaeology, but the matter of professional recognition is taken very seriously in all countries. The Maastricht Treaty (EU 1992) calls for increased vocational training policies among EU member states (Article 127), but even before Maastricht there were moves to open Europe up for professionals through the mutual recognition by all states of the professional qualifications of someone who qualified elsewhere in the EU. Some progress has been made with this kind of harmonization, but it is not always easy and new barriers are periodically invented. Broadly speaking, there are three ways in which the activities of professional bodies are regulated within the European Union (DTI 1992):

• Professions regulated by law or public authority, for example barristers, actuaries, doctors;

• Professions regulated by a professional body incorporated by a Charter of some kind, for example civil engineers, architects, planners, accountants;

• Self-regulated professions without legal recognition, for example gas-fitters, estate agents.

At present archaeology falls into the third category, although it has aspirations for more secure recognition in the future. In consequence, almost anyone can call themselves an archaeologist if they so choose, and there is no easy definition of what an archaeologist is or does. Holding a recognized qualification and being a member of a recognized archaeological organization is therefore of great importance, and in recent years there has been considerable transnational movement of archaeological staff, especially at the level of site workers. Academic and amenity societies of various kinds abound in Europe, some of which offer levels of professional recognition.

On a Europe-wide scale the European Association of Archaeologists established in 1994 is largely an organization of private individuals, but it has adopted a Code of Practice in order to make explicit the ethical principles to which any European archaeologist and EAA member should adhere (EAA 2007). By the end of 2008 there were over 1,100 members from 41 countries worldwide working in many sub-discipline areas such as prehistory, classical, medieval, and later archaeology, amongst them academics, aerial archaeologists, environmental archaeologists, field archaeologists, heritage managers, historians, museum curators, researchers, scientists, teachers, conservators, underwater archaeologists, and students of archaeology. In 1999, the EAA was granted consultative status with the Council of Europe, which in 2003 was upgraded to participatory status thereby providing access to some of the key decision-making forums for heritage matters within the European Union.

The oldest professional body for archaeologists in Europe is the Institute for Field Archaeologists (IFA), established in 1982, but which in September 2008 changed its name to the more broad-ranging Institute for Archaeologists. The origins and early history of the Institute have been well documented (Cleere 1984b; Rowley 1986) and provide an interesting sidelight on the development of archaeology more generally through the last quarter of the twentieth century. By June 2008 the Institute had 2,623 members of whom 40 per cent were full Members with proven experience in the development and delivery of appropriate work, 23 per cent were Associates, 15 per cent were Practitioners, and the rest were Honorary members, Students, and Affiliates (IFA 2008a, 2008b). The majority of members live and work in the UK, although a small proportion is based in other parts of the world. Applications for membership are considered by peer review, taking into account education, training, and experience in terms of appropriate technical and ethical competence. Corporate members of the Institute may identify themselves by the abbreviation MIfA, AIfA, or PIfA after their name according to their category of membership.

The number of people working in archaeology in the UK has risen significantly since the early 1970s (Figure 19.1). A survey to profile the profession in 2007–8 revealed an estimated archaeological workforce of 6,865, a 20 per cent increase on estimates for 2002–3 and a 55 per cent increase on the scale of activity ten years earlier in 1997–8 (Aitchison and Edwards 2008:11). Over the same period membership of the IfA has also been rising steadily so that about one third of archaeologists working in the UK are members of their professional body (Figure 19.1). Broken down by employer, the survey found that most archaeologists worked in the private sector, 10 per cent for national government agencies, 17 per cent for local government departments, 15 per cent for universities, and the rest for other kinds of organization (Figure 19.2). And by the kind of work people did, 57 per cent were involved with field investigation and research services, 27 per cent provided curatorial advice, 5 per cent were involved with museum or visitor services, and 12 per cent were involved with education and academic research. Whether this pattern of growth can be sustained into the second decade of the twenty-first century remains to be seen. The global economic downturn prompted by a ‘credit crunch’ in the banking and financial sector starting in late 2008 had an immediate debilitating effect on the property development and construction industry which quickly spread to connected services such as planning and archaeology. Some estimates suggested that in Britain the archaeological workforce could be halved by 2010 if conditions continued.

The overarching mission of the IfA is to ‘advance the practice of archaeology and allied disciplines by promoting professional standards and ethics for conserving, managing, understanding, and promoting enjoyment of heritage’ (IFA 2008a: 8). To support this anyone joining the If A must agree to abide by the Code of Conduct (IFA 2008a) which sets out archaeologically specific norms and standards, each of which is developed into a set of rules. The Principles are that:
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FIGURE 19.1 Trends in the employment of archaeologists in the UK 1930–2008 and in the membership of the Institute of Field Archaeologists 1986–2008. (Data from Aitchison and Edwards 2008: table 1 and annual reports of the IFA.)
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FIGURE 19.2 Pie-chart showing the distribution of archaeologists by main employer type in the UK in 2007–8. (Data from Aitchison and Edwards 2008:12.)

1. The archaeologist shall adhere to the highest standards of ethical and responsible behaviour in the conduct of archaeological affairs.

2. The archaeologist has a responsibility for the conservation of the archaeological heritage.

3. The archaeologist shall conduct his or her work in such a way that reliable information about the past may be acquired, and shall ensure that the results are properly recorded.

4. The archaeologist has responsibility for making available the results of archaeological work with reasonable dispatch.

5. The archaeologist shall recognize the aspirations of employees, colleagues, and helpers with regard to all matters relating to employment, including career development, health and safety, terms and conditions of employment, and equality of opportunity.

Further by-laws include a Code of approved practice for the regulation of contractual arrangements infield archaeology, disciplinary procedures, and a set of Standards and Guidance covering such operations as: desk-based assessments; field evaluations; excavation; watching briefs; the investigation and recording of standing buildings or structures; the collection, documentation, conservation, and research of archaeological materials; nautical archaeological recording and reconstruction; and stewardship of the historic environment. Guidance is of course just what it says, although it is widely adhered to. By contrast the Disciplinary Regulations provide a robust route for the thorough investigation of complaints and grievances, and in a handful of cases where a complaint has been upheld members have been cautioned or suspended. The IfA also has a scheme for the registration of archaeological organizations and there were 61 such RAOs by June 2008.

Elsewhere in Europe there is a wide variety of independent professional bodies, learned societies, interest groups, and trade associations, some based in particular countries and others more thematic in their focus. One of the oldest is the Society of Antiquaries of London. It was founded in 1707 and granted a Royal Charter in 1751 with a mission to pursue the encouragement, advancement, and furtherance of the study and knowledge of the antiquities and history of this and other countries. It currently has a peer-elected worldwide fellowship of nearly 3,000 individuals (Evans 1956; Barker 2007). Rather younger is the Museums Association set up by a small group of British museums in 1889 to look after the interests of museums and galleries (Lewis 1989); it has become a model for similar bodies worldwide. And more recent still, the Association of Archaeological Illustrators and Surveyors was formed in 1978 to promote good standards and personal development within the profession through its membership procedures, publications, and conferences (AAI&S 2008). Also important on a European scale is the Europae Archaeologiae Consillium established in 1999 as a discussion forum for the directors of the organizations charged by law with the management of the archaeological heritage in European states (Willems 2000). By 2008 this organization had a membership drawn from 92 separate agencies in 21 states (Olivier 2008). One area for special attention by this group is the implementation of the European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage, better known as the ‘Valletta Treaty’ or ‘Malta Convention’, opened for signature in Valletta in January 1992 (CoE 1992; Willems 2007).

The Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland was founded in 2001 as the professional organization representing archaeologists working throughout Ireland, building on the work of its predecessor the Irish Association of Professional Archaeologists. The IAI has its own Codes of Conduct which members are expected to follow (IAI 2008). A survey of the professional archaeology in the Irish Republic in 2007–8 (McDermott and La Piscopia 2008) found a workforce of about 1,700 archaeologists in summer 2008, of whom about 88 per cent worked in the private sector mainly in contract archaeology (Figure 19.3).
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FIGURE 19.3 Pie-chart showing the distribution of archaeologists by main employer type in the Republic of Ireland in 2007–8. (Data from McDermott and La Piscopia 2008: table 14.)

Elsewhere in Europe coverage of professional associations is patchy. The Asociación Profesional de Arqueólogos de Galicia was founded in 1995 with specific reference to archaeologists working in north-west Spain (APAG 2008). In central Europe the Association of Hungarian Archaeologists had a membership of 323 individuals in 2008, about 75 per cent of the workforce (Magyar 2008), many of whom are engaged in contract archaeology. In the Netherlands the Nederlandse Vereniging van Archeologen was founded in 2001 in order to provide a professional context for the development of guidelines, standards, and specifications for commercial archaeology (Willems 1998: 303; NVVA 2008). Since then it has designed a national register of archaeologists in which professional archaeologists sign an ethical code of conduct and are registered according to education, training, and experience (Waugh 2008a) (Figure 19.4). By summer 2008 there were about 760 archaeologists working in the Netherlands, or whom about 61 per cent work in the private sector (Waugh 2008b: 29).
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FIGURE 19.4 Pie-chart showing the distribution of archaeologists by main employer type in the Netherlands in 2007–8. (Data from Waugh 2008b: table 14.)

PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY IN NORTH AMERICA

The early history of professionalization in North American goes back a long way and has been admirably summarized from a variety of perspectives by Davis (2001), and McGimsey (2001), Thompson (2001), all of which converge in recognizing the role of public archaeology as a driving force. The Airlie House sessions of 1974 (McGimsey and Davis 1977) focused on six issues of particular concern at the time: archaeology and the law; cultural resource management; guidelines for preparing and evaluating reports; communicating archaeology; archaeology and Native Americans; and the certification and accreditation of archaeologists. This led to the formation in 1976 of the Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) which was succeeded in 1998 by the rather stronger and more broadly based Register of Professional Archaeologists (ROPA). As their website notes: ‘Archaeology is a profession, and the privilege of professional practice requires professional morality and professional responsibility, as well as professional competence, on the part of each practitioner’ (ROPA 2008).

There are many similarities in the way that professional archaeology developed in North America and Europe, and many of the ethical issues and practical arrangements are much the same. One big difference, and something that has attracted a lot of attention in North America, is the place of Indigenous populations. In particular, the way that archaeologists deal with the material culture and human remains of these communities during investigations is important, not to mention ongoing relationships with contemporary Native Americans and the desire to work together on matters of common interest (Dongoske et al. 2002). Compliance with the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act that came into force in November 1990 (colloquially known as NAGPRA) is one substantial element of work nowadays carried out within the sphere of public archaeology. In the period between 1990 and 1999 no less than 353 individual cases of cultural affiliation were considered under this legislation, 107 by federal agencies and 246 by museums (Roberts 2002). Notwithstanding these and other related differences, the landscape of professional archaeology in North America has many of the same role sets as in Europe, and there are similarities too in the kinds of professional institutions.

The Register of Professional Archaeologists is a listing of archaeologists who have agreed to abide by an explicit code of conduct and standards of research performance, who hold a graduate degree in archaeology, anthropology, art history, classics, history, or another germane discipline, and who have substantial practical experience. Registration is voluntary, but it recognizes an individual’s personal responsibility to be held accountable for their professional behaviour. Registered professionals may identify themselves by displaying a registration certificate or by the abbreviation RPA after their names. The ROPA Code of Conduct emphasizes this matter of responsibilities, and identifying and expanding them in relation to: the Public; Colleagues, Employees, and Students; and Employers and Clients. There are also additional by-laws and the Standards of Research Performance.

The American Cultural Resources Association is the largest not-for-profit trade association in North America, supporting the business needs of what has become a very diverse cultural resource management industry. In 2008 the Association had about 140 members drawn from diverse areas across the cultural resource industry, including historic preservation, history, archaeology, architectural history, historical architecture, and landscape architecture (ACRA 2008). Right across North America there are also a number of amenity societies that promote professional attitudes, have codes of conduct or ethical principles, and who sponsor the Register of Professional Archaeologists. Amongst them are the Society of American Archaeology founded in 1934 with more than 7,000 members, and the Archaeological Institute of America founded in 1879 with in excess of 11,000 members around the world. Outside the United States, the Canadian Archaeological Association, founded in 1968, also has a well-established set of Principles of Ethical Conduct and a Statement of Principles for Ethical Conduct Pertaining to Aboriginal Peoples (CAA 2008).

PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY IN AUSTRALASIA

Relationships between Indigenous people and archaeology are also a major strand running through archaeological practice, and the associated codes of practice and ethical principles, in Australasia. The Burra Charter (AICOMOS 1999) sums up key dimensions of these approaches very well. For example it recognizes intangible aspects of cultural significance, including those embodied in the use of heritage places, associations with a place, and the meanings that places have for people. Moreover, it recognizes the need to involve people in the decision-making process, particularly those that have strong associations with a place; these might be as patrons of the corner store, as workers in a factory, or as community guardians of places of special value, whether of Indigenous or European origin.

The Australian Archaeological Association Inc. is the largest archaeological organization in the region, representing a diverse membership of professionals, students, and others with an interest in archaeology. It aims to promote the advancement of archaeology; to provide an organization for the discussion and dissemination of archaeological information and ideas; to convene meetings at regular intervals; to publicize the need for the study and conservation of archaeological sites and collections; and to publicize the work of the Association. Its Code of Ethics (AAA 2008) focuses on three areas: principles relating to the archaeological record; principles relating to Indigenous archaeology; and principles relating to conduct of individuals and the Association.

Across the Tasman Sea, the New Zealand Archaeological Association is an incorporated society with a membership spanning students, amateurs, professionals, and institutions involved or interested in archaeology. Their objectives are to promote and foster research into the archaeology of New Zealand. The Association is active in lobbying government and local government for the protection of New Zealand’s cultural heritage and runs a national Site Recording Scheme which contains the records for over 50,000 archaeological sites. Two Codes of Ethics are promoted. The general code includes the principles set out by the Society for American Archaeology, while expanding attention to the Indigenous populations by noting that (NZAA 2008):

• Members recognize that they have obligations to any group whose cultural background is the subject of investigation;

• Members recognize that, in Aotearoa (New Zealand), archaeologists have a particular obligation to recognize the rights of the tangatawhenua (‘people of the land’). Both in Aotearoa and elsewhere, they have obligations to the indigenous peoples and shall abide by the following:

a. To acknowledge the importance of the indigenous cultural heritage, including sites, places, objects, artefacts, and human remains, to the survival of indigenous cultures;

b. To acknowledge the importance of protecting the indigenous cultural heritage for the well-being of indigenous people;

c. To acknowledge the special importance of ancestral human remains, and sites containing and/or associated with such remains, to the indigenous people;

d. To acknowledge that the important relationship between indigenous peoples and their cultural heritage exists irrespective of legal ownership;

e. To acknowledge and recognize indigenous methodologies for interpreting, curating, managing and protecting the indigenous cultural heritage;

f. To encourage the establishment of equitable partnerships and relationships with the indigenous peoples whose cultural sites are being investigated or managed.

There is also a professional code which elaborates three principles relating to responsibilities to the public; an archaeologist’s responsibilities to his or her colleagues; and responsibilities to employers and clients. For the seventy or so practising archaeologists in New Zealand there is also a set of standards of research performance, practice assistance documents, and memoranda of understandings covering the ownership of survey information and the ownership of found items (NZAA 2008).

PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE REST OF THE WORLD

Outside those parts of the globe dominated by Western Christian philosophies and work ethics, archaeology is generally less easily recognizable as a coherent profession, although in some former European colonies such as India the influence of earlier academic traditions and practical applications can still be seen. Certainly there are archaeologists working in museums, universities, and government agencies of various kinds, some of whom hold qualifications from universities in Europe, North America, or Australasia, and aspire to uphold ethical positions and ideals such as those summarized above. But the universal application of Eurocentric heritage philosophies and attendant approaches can be problematic and, in a postcolonial world, nations seek to develop fresh approaches that are sensitive to local viewpoints. It has to be recognized that particular belief systems and ways of looking at the world carry with them implications for archaeological practice and that in turn these impact on professional ethics. Qian (2007), for example, has shown how the development of the ‘China Principles’ in relation to the conservation of heritage sites in China took account of local approaches while remaining consonant with international charters such as the Burra Charter established in Australia (AICOMOS 1999) and the Venice Charter originating in Europe (ICOMOS1964). One particular area of tension is between the Western idea of repairing the old as it is, and the Asian approach to conservation which advocates the extensive replacement of old materials with new because keeping structures in good repair is an important way of showing respect to the ancestors, gods, and heroes to which sites or buildings are dedicated (Qian 2007:257). Karlström (2005) takes this further in the context of Buddhist thinking where notions of the impermanence of matter imply that the decay of the material world is inevitable and necessary for the continuation of life and rebirth. She notes how preservation in Buddhist ideology is a contradiction in terms (1995: 339) and calls for imagination and sensitivity when practising heritage management in South-East Asia.

CONCLUSION

Archaeology is a young profession and there is still some way to go in the natural development of professionalism across the discipline and across the globe. The job territory is not yet fully mapped in many regions of the world, relationships with other nearby disciplines are inadequately defined, and legal protection of the title some way off. Impetus for the development of a new professionalism was in large measure a result of a quantitative increase in the amount of archaeological work going on and a perceived need for its regulation. Much of the future development of the profession will probably hinge on the spread of specialization in archaeological work, responses to cultural diversity, pressures born of economic circumstances, and reactions to insights gained through the adoption of global perspectives. It is unlikely, however, that archaeology will ever be a truly global profession because there will inevitably be culturally and politically determined constraints on practice and interpretation. Nonetheless, distinctive role sets can already be recognized with the so-called big ‘C’s—curators, contractors, and consultants—numerically dominant in the workforce across the Western world. As archaeological work diversifies, the range of interests represented by archaeologists increases, and the need for professional jurisdiction strengthens. Perhaps more than anything else, being a member of a professional organization means more now than it has ever done in the past because of the very real opportunities available to help shape the future of archaeology as a socially relevant endeavour, and, through good communications, to develop stronger links with other sectors of society.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

In preparing this review I am most grateful to Matthew Spriggs, Charles Niquette, Mike Polk, Willem Willems, Fritz Lüth, Karen Waugh, and Chris Gerrard for their guidance on the rapidly changing face of professional archaeology in parts of world that they know well.

REFERENCES

AAA (Australian Archaeological Association) (2008). Code of Ethics. Online publication available at http://www.australianarchaeology.com/ethics

AAI&S (Association of Archaeological Illustrators and Surveyors) (2008). About the AAI&S. Online publication available at http://www.aais.org.uk/about.html

ACRA (American Cultural Resources Association) (2008). Mission. Online publication available at http://www.acra-crm.org/

AICOMOS (Australia International Council on Monuments and Sites) (r999). Burra Charter. Online publication available at http://australia.icomos.org/wp-content/uploads/BURRA_CHARTER.pdf

Aitchison, K. (2007). ‘Ethical Issues in European Professional Archaeology’, Public Archaeology, 6.2: 116–23.

—— (2008). ‘Discovering the Archaeologists of Europe’, The Archaeologist, 68: 8.

—— and Edwards, R. (2003). Archaeology Labour Market Intelligence: Profiling the Profession 2002–03. Bradford: CHNTO and Institute of Field Archaeologists.

————(2008). Archaeology Labour Market Intelligence: Profiling the Profession 2007–08. Reading: Institute of Field Archaeologists.

APAG (Asociación Profesional de Arqueólogos de Galicia) (2008). Qué es la A.P.A.G.? Online publication available at http://reocities.com/rainforest/1185/present.htm

Barker, G. (2007). ‘Changing Roles and Agendas: The Society of Antiquaries and the Professionalization of Archaeology, 1950–2000’, Archaeologia, 111: 383–414.

Barrett, J. C. (1995). Some Challenges in Contemporary Archaeology. Oxford: Oxbow Books Lecture Series 2.

CAA (Canadian Archaeological Association) (2008). Principles of Ethical Conduct. Online publication available at http://www.canadianarchaeology.com/conduct.lasso

Chandler, J. (1993). John Leland’s Itinerary: Travels in Tudor England. Stroud: Sutton.

Cleere, H. (1984a). Approaches to the Archaeological Heritage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

—— (1984b).’The Origins of the Institute—1’, Field Archaeologist, 2: 13-14.

—— (ed.) (r989). Archaeological Heritage Management in the Modern World, One World Archaeology 9. London: Unwin-Hyman.

CoE (Council of Europe) (1992). European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage. Strasbourg: Council of Europe European Treaty Series 143, available online at http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/Html/143.htm

Cotgrove, S. (1972). The Science of Society. London: George Allen and Unwin.

Daniel, G. (1967). The Origins and Growth of Archaeology Harmondsworth: Penguin Books. (1975). A Hundred and Fifty Years of Archaeology. 2nd edn. London: Duckworth.

Darvill, T. (2007). ‘Research Frameworks for World Heritage Sites and the Conceptualization of Archaeological Knowledge’, World Archaeology, 39.3: 436–57.

Davis, H. A. (1982). ‘Professionalism in Archaeology’, American Antiquity, 47.1:158–63.

—— (2001). ‘Warts and All’, SAA Archaeological Record, 1.1: 20–1.

Dongoske, K. E., Aldenderfer, M., and Doehner, K. (eds.) (2002). Working Together: Native Americans and Archaeologists. Washington, DC: Society for American Archaeology.

DTI (Department of Trade and Industry) (1992). The Single Market: Europe Open for the Professions. 2nd edn. London: DTI.

EAA (European Association of Archaeologists) (2007). Code of Practice. Online publication at http://www.e-a-a.org/codeprac.htm

EU (European Union) (1992). Treaty on European Union. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities.

Evans, J. (1956). A History of the Society of Antiquaries. London: Society of Antiquaries.

Framework Archaeology (2006). Landscape Evolution in the Middle Thames Valley: Heathrow Terminal 5 Excavations, i: Perry Oaks. Oxford: Framework Archaeology Monograph 1.

Gibbon, M., Limoges, C., Nowotny, H., Schwartzman, S., Scott, P., and Trow, M. (1994). The New Production of Knowledge: The Dynamics of Science and Research in Contemporary Societies. London: Sage.

Green, E. L. (ed.) (1984). Ethics and Values in Archaeology. New York: The Free Press.

Hall, M. (2000). Archaeology and the Modern World: Colonial Transcripts in South Africa and the Chesapeake. London: Routledge.

Handy, C. B. (1985). Understanding Organizations. 3rd edn. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books.

Hearne, T. (1710). The Itineraries of John Leland, Antiquary. 7 vols. Oxford.

Hodder, I. (1992). Theory and Practice in Archaeology. London: Routledge.

—— (1999). The Archaeological Process: An Introduction. Oxford: Blackwell.

Hunter, J., and Ralston, I. (eds.) (2006). Archaeological Resource Management in the UK: An Introduction. 2nd edn. Stroud: Sutton Publishing.

IAI (Institute of Archaeologists of Ireland) (2008). Code of Professional Conduct. Online publication available at http://iai.ie/publications/CodeProfessional1-0.pdf

ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and Sites) (1964). The Venice Charter. Online publication available at http://www.icomos.org/docs/venice_charter.html

IFA (Institute for Field Archaeologists) (2008a). Institute of Field Archaeologists Yearbook and Directory 2008. Reading: Institute of Field Archaeologists.

—— (2008b). Annual Report 2008. Reading: Institute for Field Archaeologists.

Karlsson, H. (ed.) (2004). Swedish Archaeologists on Ethics. Lindome: Bricoleur Press.

Karlström, A. (2005). ‘Spiritual Materiality: Heritage Preservation in a Buddhist World?’, Journal of Social Archaeology, 5.3: 338–55.

King, T. F. (1983). ‘Professional Responsibility in Public Archaeology’, Annual Review of Anthropology, 12:143–64.

—— (2002). Thinking about Cultural Resource Management. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Klindt-Jensen, O. (1975). A History of Scandinavian Archaeology. London: Thames & Hudson.

Lewis, G. (1989). For Instruction and Recreation: A Centenary History of the Museums Association. London: Quiller Press.

Lynott, M. J., and Wylie, A. (eds.) (2002). Ethics in American Archaeology. 2nd edn. Washington, DC: Society for American Archaeology.

McDermott, C., and La Piscopia, P. (2008). Discovering the Archaeologists of Europe: Ireland. Dublin: University College Dublin, available at http://www.discovering-archaeologists.eu/national_reports/DISCO_national_Ireland_Final_Web.pdf

McGimsey III, C. R. (2001). ‘It was the Best of Times, and it was the Worst of Times’, SAA Archaeological Record, 1.1:17–19.

—— and Davis, H. A. (eds.) (1977). The Management of Archaeological Resources: The Airlie House Report. Washington, DC: Society of American Archaeologists.

McManamon, P., and Hatton, A. (eds.) (2000). Cultural Resource Management in Contemporary Society, One World Archaeology 33. London: Routledge.

Magyar, Z. (2008). ‘Archaeology and Archaeologists in Hungary’, The Archaeologist, 68: 26–7.

Meskell, L. (ed.) (1998). Archaeology under Fire. London: Routledge.

NVVA (Nederlandse Vereniging van Archeologen) (2008). Nederlandse Vereniging van Archeologen. Online publication available at http://www.nvva.info/index.php

NZAA (New Zealand Archaeological Association) (2008). Professional Resources. Online publication available at http://www.nzarchaeology.org/profes.htm

Olivier, A. (2008). ‘Europae Archaeologiae Consilium, The Archaeologist, 68:19.

Qian, F. (2007). ‘China’s Burra Charter: The Formation and Implications of the China Principles’, International Journal of Heritage Studies, 13.3: 255–64.

RCUK (Research Councils United Kingdom) (2007). Universal Ethical Code for Scientists. Online publication available at http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file41318.pdf

Roberts, J. C. (2002). ‘A Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act Census: Examining the Status and Trends of Culturally Affiliating Native American Human Remains and Associated Funerary Objects between 1990 and 1999’, in D. F. Craib (ed.), Topics in Cultural Resource Law. Washington, DC: Society for American Archaeology.

ROPA (Register of Professional Archaeologists) (2008). Code. Online publication available at http://www.rpanet.org/

Rowley, T. (1986). “The Origins of the Institute—2’, Field Archaeologist, 6: 75–6.

Scarre, C., and Scarre, G. (eds.) (2006). The Ethics of Archaeology: Philosophical Perspectives on Archaeological Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schnapp, A. (1996). The Discovery of the Past: The Origins of Archaeology, trans. I. Kinnes and G. Vandell. London: British Museum Press. (First published Paris, 1993.)

Taylor, B. (1995). ‘Professionals and the Knowledge of Archaeology’, British Journal of Sociology, 46.3: 499–508.

Thompson, R. H. (2001). ‘The First Professionals in American Archaeology’, SAA Archaeological Record, 1.1:15–16.

Trigger, B. (2006). A History of Archaeological Thought. 2nd edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Vitelli, K. (ed.) (1996). Archaeological Ethics. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira.

Waugh, K. E. (2008a). ‘Professional Archaeology in the Netherlands’, The Archaeologist, 68: 34–5.

—— (2008b). Discovering the Archaeologists of Europe: The Netherlands Archaeology Labour Market Intelligence Survey: 2007–8. Amsterdam: Vestigia Report V595. Available at: http://www.discovering-archaeologists.eu/national_reports/DISCO_national_Netherlands_English_final.pdf

Willems, W. (1998). ‘Archaeological Heritage Management in Europe’, European Journal of Archaeology, 1.3: 293–312.

—— (ed.) (2000). Challenges for European Archaeology. Zoetermeer: Europae Archaeologiae Consillium. Available at: https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/dspace/bitstream/1887/9859/1/1_953_002.pdf

—— (2007). “The Work of Making Malta: The Council of Europe’s Archaeology and Planning Committee 1998–1996’, Journal of European Archaeology, 1.01: 57–71.

—— Kars, H., and Hallewas, D. P. (eds.) (1997). Archaeological Heritage Management in the Netherlands: 50 Years of State Service for Archaeological Investigations. Amersfoort: Rijksdienstvoor het Oudheidkundig Bodemonderzoek.

Wilensky, H. L. (1970). “The Professionalization of Everyone?’, in O. Grunsky and G. A. Miller (eds.), The Sociology of Organizations. New York: The Free Press, 483–501.

Willey, G., and Sabloff, J. A. (1974). A History of American Archaeology. London: Thames and Hudson.


CHAPTER 20
PUBLIC BENEFITS OF PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY

BARBARA J. LITTLE

Barbara J. Little has been a dominant voice in historical archaeology and public archaeology for some years, through her publications (informed by her work in both policy and academic contexts), her leadership in various professional societies, and her work with the US National Park Service. She is particularly interested in the ways in which archaeological places and collections are valued, recognized, and interpreted. Her publications have explored, among other things, community engagements (Little and Shackel 2007), site significance and public involvement in evaluation and assessment (Mathers et al. 2005b), relevance of the past (Little 2007a), as well as the topic of this chapter, the public benefits of archaeology (explored in more detail by a variety of authors in Little 2002).

PUBLIC archaeology today means something far broader than archaeology that is completed to comply with legal and regulatory requirements or paid for by public funds. It is broader than archaeologists going public to share research results. Public archaeology also includes archaeologists’ collaborations with and within communities and activities in support of education, civic renewal, peace, and justice.

Professional archaeologists practise at least three main categories of public archaeology: (1) cultural resource management (CRM) or cultural heritage management (CHM) under public law; (2) outreach and education with the intention to prevent looting and vandalism of archaeological places and to combat the illicit international trade in antiquities; and (3) archaeology that aims to help communities or individuals in some way or to solve societal problems. These three categories are not neatly bounded; they can overlap and, in some cases, a single project may contribute to all three categories. Although the categories have developed somewhat differently, they are often related. For example, over the past several decades, the increase of looting has prompted professional outreach to combat antiquities trading. Such outreach, however, is not limited to supporting the preservation of sites and repatriation of artefacts. It has expanded to provide outreach and education designed to help people to appreciate diversity in the past and present and thereby to practise living more tolerantly in a multicultural society. In turn, such efforts may contribute to an archaeology supportive of justice.

What is beneficial about archaeology? The benefits may be economic, as archaeological sites and museum exhibits attract paying tourists and support local labour. They may be spiritual, as descendant communities identify sites and objects as essential for connections to the ancestors. They may be educational, as students of any age learn teamwork, critical thinking, and a perspective on their own lives within the time and space of human life. The benefits of archaeology are logically and emotionally connected to the values with which we imbue archaeological sites and objects. We might ask whether sites and collections might be beneficial because they build patriotism or support the status quo. Perhaps they are beneficial because they can challenge and subvert deeply embedded ideological biases such as the racism and sexism of modern societies. Long-running battles over history in public schools suggest that there are strong feelings about social and political agendas being served by the choice of whose history is taught (see Jeppson, Chapter 30 this volume). Similar strong feelings can be provoked by suggesting different ways of teaching and learning from the archaeological past.

Archaeology plays a large part in the growing worldwide heritage movement, which recognizes a broadening array of tangible places, including landscapes and very recent archaeological sites, as well as diverse stakeholders. Heritage has been a growing industry for quite some time and has received increasing attention and recognition worldwide since heightened media attention to such events as the destruction of the Bamiyan Buddhas by the iconoclastic Taliban government in Afghanistan in March 2001, the publicized wartime looting and destruction of Iraq’s National Museum, and the continued looting and destruction of sites around the world (e.g. Renfrew 2000; Mathers et al. 2005b). Such destruction reverberates in the globalized world, where heritage has potential international significance. Diaspora sites may hold special interest, for example, to people in originating countries and in other diasporic communities. Awareness of site destruction highlights the importance of the laws and practice which regulate a balance between preservation and destruction. The public management of archaeology for the public benefit becomes increasingly important as well.

PUBLIC BENEFITS OF PUBLICLY FUNDED ARCHAEOLOGY

Assessing the values and significance of archaeological places is at the core of ‘public benefit’ mandated by cultural heritage management laws in many countries (e.g. Mathers et al. 2005b). In many cases, the public benefit is linked most explicitly with the information value of sites and the central role of professional scholarship in providing that benefit. As an international example, which echoes the thinking in many national laws, the United Nations’ International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) approved the ‘Charter for the Protection and Management of the Archaeological Heritage’ in 1990. The introductory language to this charter includes a clear statement affirming that knowledge constitutes the primary value of archaeology: ‘The archaeological heritage constitutes the basic record of past human activities. Its protection and proper management is therefore essential to enable archaeological and other scholars to study and interpret it on behalf of and for the benefit of present and future generations’ (ICOMOS 1990).

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) ultimately created the CRM industry in the United States, although it built on previous laws including the Antiquities Act of 1906 and the Historic Sites Act of 1935. Congress passed NHPA in response to concerns about the adverse impacts of federal development projects such as urban renewal and highway construction on archaeological sites and historic structures. NHPA established national policy and programmes for preservation by requiring agencies to consider historic properties during development. NHPA created the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), considering the nation’s list of places with national, state, or local significance ‘worthy of preservation’. The NRHP created a process by which archaeologists or others must evaluate archaeological places according to a set of criteria in order to judge their worthiness for preservation or data recovery as opposed to unmitigated destruction.

The purpose of NHPA sets out part of the benefit envisioned by Congress (16 USC 470 et seq.): ‘The spirit and direction of the Nation are founded upon and reflected in its historic heritage … the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a living part of our community life and development in order to give a sense of orientation to the American people.’ Such language speaks to a public benefit far more encompassing than ‘information potential’ alone can provide. However, of the four significance criteria for eligibility on the National Register of Historic Places, criterion ‘d’ has most often been used to justify the significance of archaeology. The criteria state (36 CFR 60.4):

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and (a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or (b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or (c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or (d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In short, Congress codified public recognition that a variety of historical places, including archaeological ones, ought to be preserved for the public’s benefit.

This recognition has resulted in some important ancillary benefits as the process has unfolded: archaeologists have been calling on their colleagues to revitalize discussion about how archaeologists and other cultural resource professionals ‘conceive of, define, and assign value to archaeological places’ (Mathers et al. 2005b; see also Hardesty and Little 2009). These discussions, between archaeologists and numerous publics who claim a stake in archaeological practice and interpretation, have created venues for all players to think more broadly about how to assess value, expanding consideration of the values, and hence benefits, of archaeology beyond information (e.g. GCI 2000). Kate Clark argues that analysis of value or significance is basic to every aspect of cultural heritage management: ‘It is vital that archaeologists become more aware of value-led planning as a powerful tool for sustaining cultural heritage in the long term. If we are to pass sites on to future generations, we need to recognize that management involves multiple values, different perspectives to our own, and genuine engagement with stakeholders and their concerns’ (Clark 2005: 328). Clark is particularly interested in the ways that the Burra Charter is being applied. The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter, 1999, is a charter adopted by the Australian national committee of ICOMOS. This Charter for the ‘Conservation of Places of Cultural Significance’ is clear about involving people in the decision-making process. Part of the preamble reads,

Places of cultural significance enrich people’s lives, often providing a deep and inspirational sense of connection to community and landscape, to the past, and to lived experiences. They are historical records that are important as tangible expressions of Australian identity and experience. Places of cultural significance reflect the diversity of our communities, telling us about who we are and the past that has formed us and the Australian landscape. They are irreplaceable and precious.

Principles similar to the Burra Charter have been adopted in New Zealand, Scotland, and China, and have been influential in the United Kingdom as a basis for funding decisions under the Heritage Lottery Fund (Clark 2005).

It would be difficult to overstate the importance of public law and associated regulations in making these conversations happen, and in influencing the practice and benefits of public archaeology. Two other brief examples from the United States illustrate some ways in which archaeologists have found themselves unable to avoid the position of working with others. One of the most important provisions of the Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 was to remove shipwrecks from the Federal Admiralty Court, which tended to treat shipwrecks as commodities lost in the sea in need of salvage. The Act allows states to claim and manage shipwrecks for multiple uses, including preservation, public access, and recreation (Aubry 1997). Archaeologists, therefore, must recognize the legitimacy of multiple uses and sharing access to sites.

On a larger scale with far-reaching effects, Native Americans’ desire to preserve ancestral places has clashed with archaeological interests for generations. For example, Watkins (2000) traces the increase in Native American protests against archaeologists to the publication in 1969 of Vine Deloria’s Custer Died for your Sins: An Indian Manifesto. Twenty years of protest, pressure, and lobbying eventually led to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). Congress passed NAGPRA in 1990 to provide for the repatriation of Native American, Native Hawaiian, and Native Alaskan human remains and objects of cultural patrimony from federal lands, which are held by federal agencies or museums that receive federal funds. Archaeology in the USA has changed deeply since the passage of NAGPRA (e.g. Swidler et al. 1997; Dongoske et al. 2000; Watkins 2000 and Chapter 33 this volume). Archaeologists are continuing to figure out ways to work effectively with Native American and other descendants as well as local communities, creating efforts that are changing the kinds of benefits archaeology has the potential to support.

PUBLIC BENEFITS AND SAVING THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE

Anyone reading the literature on public archaeology will find that much of archaeologists’ interest in public outreach stems from the need to protect and preserve archaeological resources. The benefits of preserving sites often are couched in terms of benefit to archaeology through the creation of a public interested in and supportive of archaeology. Article 2 on ‘Integrated Protection Policies’ of the 1990 ICOMOS charter on the archaeological heritage, cited above, includes the statement:

Active participation by the general public must form part of policies for the protection of the archaeological heritage. This is essential where the heritage of indigenous peoples is involved. Participation must be based upon access to the knowledge necessary for decision-making. The provision of information to the general public is therefore an important element in integrated protection.

Article 6 on ‘Maintenance and Conservation’ includes the statement:

Local commitment and participation should be actively sought and encouraged as a means of promoting the maintenance of the archaeological heritage. This principle is especially important when dealing with the heritage of indigenous peoples or local cultural groups. In some cases, it may be appropriate to entrust responsibility for the protection of management of sites and monuments to indigenous peoples.

In some circles, it has become fashionable for archaeologists to criticize the discipline and each other for their supposed limited self-interest in fighting for the protection of archaeological sites (e.g. Holtorf 2005). Paula Lazrus (2006: 271) challenges the notion that a concept of globally shared cultural heritage is solely Western: ‘On the contrary, many of the individuals who are most resistant to this concept are from Western countries that have, in consequence, been among the most reluctant to join other nations in preserving the cultural expressions of previous generations.’ Looting and destroying archaeological sites and other cultural remains is troublesome, not only to archaeologists but also to descendant and local communities (e.g. Vitelli 1996; Vitelli and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006).

For further discussion of site protection and the prevention of looting and trafficking see, for example, Meyer (1973); Schmidt and McIntosh (1996); Renfrew (2000). Messenger (1999); Brodie et al. (2001, 2006); Brodie and Tubb (2002). Also see Carman (2005) on ownership and the website for Saving Antiquities for Everyone (SAFE) (http://www.savingantiquities.org/).

In the case of illegal artefact trafficking, ethical systems collide. Archaeologists might define it as a clash between business for profit and knowledge for the public good. Or perhaps it is a clash between aristocratic values of privileged personal ownership and democratic notions of common heritage. An elite sense of entitlement allows certain segments of the population to buy and thereby potentially destroy others’ history or sense of nation. Professional archaeologists resist the all-encompassing rule of the market: we contend that there is value to archaeology—artefacts, sites, knowledge, the whole archaeological process—and that value is not about the monetary value of things. That willingness to stand against the powerful cultural tide of commercialism alone makes archaeology somewhat culturally subversive in the twenty-first century. I believe it can be culturally subversive in a most beneficial way. Post-Cold War Western society can be fairly characterized as a bottom-line society where nothing but money seems to matter in mainstream culture, where the market rules, and where a kind of market fundamentalism is pursued with religious fervour (see Soros 1998). And, as archaeologists can insist that there is an alternative, better way to think about value, we are somewhat in line with others who want to work towards a society and a culture that benefit more people and support a more just and fair way of being in the world, a point to which I’ll return later.

The importance of preserving heritage is reinforced in international conventions such as the ICOMOS charters referred to above as well as national statutes. In the United States, when it became clear the Antiquities Act of 1906 was insufficient for prosecuting looting on public land, Congress passed the Archaeological Resources Protection Act in 1979. The 1988 amendments to ARPA strengthened law enforcement and explicitly added agency responsibility for public education, again with the purpose of combating looting. The amendment provides authority to federal programmes to create a wide variety of educational programmes in and out of the classroom. Robert Hicks (2006) proposes an anti-looting educational programme that compares the methods of archaeology with the methods required to investigate a looting crime. He describes educational programmes for children, which tend to speak broadly about the need for stewardship. Critically assessing a booklet for children, he observes (2006: 141): ‘The Iowa program may typify educational materials in most states by placing pothunting among many destructive activities and in not making too explicit the connection that pothunting may be looting, and therefore criminal, and looters may be subject to arrest and trial.’ Hicks builds on the idea of educational role-play programmes such as that described by Schermer (1992) intended to teach students how archaeological management decisions are made. He suggests role-play exercises modelled after a criminal investigation into the looting of an archaeological site (2006: 144). ‘Discussion questions are intended to stimulate participants to consider how archaeology and crime scene processing follow similar methods for different ends, the distinctions between archaeology and relic hunting, and how best to conserve or become a responsible steward for archaeological resources.’

Public outreach efforts are not simply concerned with campaigns to inform people of the legal consequences of looting on public land, although that component often is important. The goals overlap into a sense of public archaeology as a social force for teaching about multiculturalism and appreciation for other people’s histories. Indeed, such education programmes can be good examples of explicit public benefits of archaeology (e.g. Smardz and Smith 2000; Moe 2002). Archaeology can provide relevant and useful information to educators, often as lesson plans or curriculum guides and support materials.

Education efforts aimed at preventing site destruction have expanded to be of benefit beyond the protection of archaeological heritage. Archaeologists will often cite the larger value of archaeology to justify the saving of sites and argue for anti-looting efforts. Educators, however, are less likely to take it upon themselves to defend archaeology itself. If educators are intentional about it, archaeology can teach some of the essential skills for coping with an increasingly complex world. Educator Fay Metcalf has worked to bring archaeology into the classroom because she sees it as a way to help challenge and dismantle many of the myths and lies believed by so many children and adults. The process by which archaeologists create knowledge is of particular interest to her (Metcalf 2002:175):

Going ‘beyond the facts’ to see contradictions and paradoxes, and still coming up with generalizations, are what archaeologists do every day. Archaeologists are the synthesizers, putting things together, combining and recombining. Consequently, archaeologists are great role models for students who will have to puzzle out how to make decisions in the twenty-first century.

Many of the efforts to get archaeology into the classroom aim to teach children not only logic and critical thinking skills, but also about other cultures and other times and thereby to understand current diversity better. ‘Visiting’ other times and other cultures through archaeology shows students that some parts of others’ experiences are similar to their own, while other parts are very different. Such learning can open one’s eyes to diversity in the present. Lazrus (2006: 281) explains why the protection of archaeological heritage is not an issue confined to archaeologists, but has implications for the broadest of public benefit:

Our different nations draw on cultural trajectories that can be traced back to the dawn of urbanization. There is often a failure to acknowledge that modern societies have roots reaching across modern political boundaries to bind people with vastly different worldviews. This is especially applicable, as already mentioned, where ethnic and religious groups are custodians and stewards of a past to which they feel no connection. Archaeologists must help people see this integrated and changing web of relations in order to promote the preservation of the fragile and increasingly threatened remains of our past and to build a more cohesive and understanding future. Lazrus’s statement illustrates the connections between impassioned attempts to save the fabric of the archaeological heritage and motivations to make archaeology serve broad social needs.

INTENTIONALLY BENEFICIAL ARCHAEOLOGY

Generations of archaeologists have felt strongly the need for the work to be useful, not only to justify continued funding, but also to act as responsible scholars. Richard Ford’s (1973) article ‘Archaeology Serving Humanity’, published in one of the volumes that helped to define processual archaeology, makes it clear that the quest to be publicly beneficial is not a recent invention. Communities as well as academics think archaeology matters. For example, citizens of Alexandria, Virginia, ‘have been engaged in the preservation, study and public interpretation of archaeological sites since 1961’ (Cressey 1987: 1). In 1975, the city established the first municipal Archaeological Commission in the United States. Soon thereafter, the Commission hired a city archaeologist who works within city government at the direction of this public commission. Such archaeologists working in municipal governments balance the needs and interests of descendants, volunteers, history enthusiasts, developers, historic preservationists, and their own research and professional interests.

As CRM practitioners in the United States struggled to define the field as it was first developing, some archaeologists sought relevance by proposing nationally significant research topics and suggesting that public funding be selectively allocated according to topics of wide public benefit. For New Mexico’s public lands under the control of the Forest Service, for example, Tom King and Fred Plog proposed three topics: the rise and fall of civilization, environmental change, and abandonment/depopulation (King and Plog 1983). They summarized their reasoning for believing that these questions will have demonstrable public payoff: ‘The first does because its study can enable us to better understand our own society and its future. The second enables us to predict future environmental conditions in the area. The third should elucidate a past event—the depopulation of the area in the 12th through 14th centuries—that could recur in the future’ (King and Plog 1983:5).

The idea of setting national research goals retains some appeal. William Lees and Julia King, for example, call for ‘priorities for our national historic preservation program and as guidelines for all publicly funded archaeology’ (Lees and King 2007: 59). The implication is that such priorities would be set at a federal level. In light of such calls, however, I judge it important to raise the caution that a democratic system requires independence and that central authority—especially governmental authority—about ideas and significance or worthiness is not something that I would recommend for the independent future of archaeology (Little 2007b).

Public benefits do not require a national research agenda; being beneficial does, however, require explicit effort by archaeologists. In a recent issue of The SAA Archaeological Record, ethnobotanist and archaeologist Paul Minnis initiated a dialogue about ‘The Skeptic’s Question’ because he is concerned that archaeologists do not know how to make the case for what we do (Minnis et al. 2006). The sceptic, in this case, is the person who asks, essentially, why spend public money—that is, tax dollars—on archaeology instead of spending the money for more obviously important things such as schools, medical research, or reducing poverty? In addition to Minnis, six other archaeologists—including myself—addressed why archaeology is relevant today. Our responses range from ecological conservation and the diversification of crops, to the encouragement of long-term perspectives on public decision-making, to tourism, to promoting heritage and identity, to battling racism. (For discussion of contributions of archaeology to ecological conservation see for example, Marquardt 1994; Minnis 1999, 2008; Redman 1999; Redman et al. 2004; Sabloff 2006, 2008; and contributors to McGovern 2007.)

A further answer to the sceptic’s question concerns justice. Restorative justice is one of the themes expressed in Archaeology as a Tool of Civic Engagement (Little and Shackel 2007). The goal of the book (Little 2007c: 1) is to:

… encourage archaeologists to think about effective ways to participate in the civic renewal movement. The goals of this somewhat loosely defined, yet quite real, movement include community building, the creation of social capital, and active citizen engagement in community and civic life. Although archaeology per se is not usually seen as an explicit part of this movement, there is a role for the discipline to play, particularly as archaeological projects increasingly involve the communities in which they occur and the descendants of the peoples whose lives are the subject of study.

In connecting archaeology to contemporary issues, an engaged archaeology involves looking beyond the discipline itself for ways in which archaeology can contribute to society. Such engaged work fits into the tradition of community archaeology, a form of public archaeology that, though defined somewhat differently in the USA and Europe, includes the recognition that archaeologists need to recognize different responsibilities to communities, and to understand that communities change as well. Although some professional archaeologists have long recognized legitimate interests of Native Americans and worked with tribes, such widespread recognition was forced by the passage of NAGPRA in 1990 (see especially Swidler et al. 1997; Watkins 2000). Civil Rights movements in the 1950s and 1960s included the American Indian Movement (AIM) and the genesis of Native critiques of archaeology eventually leading to NAGPRA. Civil Rights movements also inspired social history and archaeology to create more diverse and inclusive history than the post-Second World War ‘consensus history’ focused on white, western European men. African-American archaeology in particular has grown and its purpose expanded to take an explicitly anti-racist approach shared by an increasing number of community-based archaeologists.

While acknowledging that community-based and community-controlled projects have been conducted over the course of decades, Yvonne Marshall could say in her introduction to a recent issue of World Archaeology that community archaeology was a relatively new development (Marshall 2002). Marshall is referring to public archaeology in which there is community involvement in all parts of a project as a phenomenon that has reached a critical mass. Indeed, there are community archaeology projects all over the world and an increasing number specifically identifying community building and social capital. (In addition to the contributors in Marshall’s volume, see, for example, the following, including the individual contributions to edited volumes: Leone et al. 1987; Klesert and Downer 1990; Anyon and Ferguson 1995; LaRoche and Blakey 1997; McDavid 1997; Nicholas and Andrews 1997; Swidler et al. 1997; Dongoske et al. 2000; Hodder 2000; Baram et al. 2001; Muckle 2002; Derry and Malloy 2003; Nassaney 2004; Shackel and Chambers 2004; Hantman 2005; LaRoche 2005; Mortensen 2005; Shackel 2005; Uunila 2005; Williams and Pope c.2005; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2006, 2008; Sandlin and Bey 2006; Little and Shackel 2007; Voss and Williams 2008; and Stottman 2010.)

In some cases, archaeology may help bridge even violently polarized communities. Israeli, Palestinian, and other archaeologists have been working towards archaeology as common ground. Sandra Scham and Adel Yahya (2003) describe a project based on reflexivity and dialogue between archaeologists in warring nations. Their project aimed to examine common heritage of Israelis and Palestinians. Funded by the US Department of State through the 1998 Wye River Accords, the project sponsored at least one meeting hosted at Çatalhöyük in Turkey. Building on such dialogues are agreements supporting the peace process, including an agreement on the disposition of archaeological collections following the future establishment of a Palestinian state. This remarkable achievement lays out the principles of repatriation of artefacts and control of archaeological sites in a region where the past is an extremely volatile topic (Bohannon 2008; Sullivan and North-Hager 2008). Such intentional efforts to explore how archaeology might be used to bridge divides are important, as archaeology and other tangible manifestations of heritage are politicized all over the globe.

(As part of such ongoing efforts, the World Archaeological Congress organized an InterCongress to be held in the Palestinian city of Ramallah to explore the question of structural violence. The call for papers posed these questions: ‘As anthropologists, archaeologists, cultural heritage professionals, and concerned local community members, we ask what role archaeological and cultural heritage research has in overcoming these “in-built” obstacles. Must we engage against structural violence outside of archaeological practice, or can archaeological practice confront and impact the ravages of structural violence?’ WAC is an organization that was founded with the idea that archaeology has a role and a responsibility in the wider society. (http://www.worldar-chaeologicalcongress.org/site/home.php). At the time of writing (October 2008), the Inter-Congress in Ramallah, originally scheduled for autumn of 2008, was postponed to the summer of 2009.)

Carol McDavid and Patrice Jeppson (2007) ask how archaeological work may intersect with the goals of the global justice movement that aims to find another way, a ‘just third way’ (http://www.globaljusticemovement.org/ see also the website of Archaeologists for Global Justice: http://www.sheffield.ac.uk/archaeology/ global-justice.html). This ‘just third way’ is meant to be something other than capitalism or socialism that will move humanity forward. Growing numbers of individuals and groups are pursuing a vision of creating such deep cultural change. Archaeology intersects with the broad movement and can benefit it and the things for which it stands. Helaine Silverman and D. Fairchild Ruggles (2007: 17) describe how the authors in Cultural Heritage and Human Rights ‘see a direct linkage between human rights and cultural heritage at the local scale, which, in turn, ultimately contributes, in the aggregate, to fulfilment of the global [justice] goal’. Part of the work that archaeology can do is to demonstrate inclusion by including everyone in the past. As the Global Justice Movement seeks to pull together across causes and across the globe, archaeology can add ‘across time’. We then make an argument for the future and not for the past as we provide evidence for the continuum, for survival against the odds, and for hope.

We also can provide alternative genealogies as we expose origin myths. Archaeology could explore the genealogy of market fundamentalism, by which I mean that blind idolatry of what is imagined as a free market, and reveal alternative realities that have worked, could have worked, do work, and can work. (As I finalized this chapter in October 2008 the United States and global financial markets were in a deepening crisis; the free market may have lost some of its lustre.) One of the ways archaeologists could do that is to engage with questions about what the economy is for, just as we are engaging with the question of what archaeology is for. Archaeology could be of great public benefit by taking on an investigation of modern world trends and changes in quality of life and meeting of basic needs. We will need to take twentieth-century sites seriously for this. Archaeology could take a long-term look at the way the economy serves and does not serve us. How fair are economic systems? What do the wealth gaps look like and how are lives along that wealth spectrum experienced? What does poverty look like? How is it experienced? Those alternative realities might form the basis for new narratives that the Global Justice Movement will need to create and offer if it is to adhere to its high-minded principles (Little 2009a).

Archaeology can examine the deep history of contemporary issues such as migration and treatment of foreigners; poverty, hunger, and subsistence; military power; and urban decay. Archaeologists can draw upon our discoveries and approaches to come up with new narratives to help improve present and future environmental and social conditions and to respond intelligently to climate change. Innocent Pikirayi (2009) raises the challenge to archaeologists to serve the United Nation’s Millennium Development Goals: eradication of extreme poverty and hunger, achieving universal primary education, promoting gender equity and empowering women, reducing child mortality, improving maternal health, combating HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases, ensuring environmental sustainability, and developing a global partnership for development. I believe that archaeologists can speak to these goals, not only to point out the ways that we are shaped by history, but also to show that there are other possibilities for our joint future.

FURTHER THOUGHTS

Some of the most important contributions of the ‘post-processual’ approach to archaeology that started in the early 1980s have been to reveal, critique, and rehabilitate the roles archaeology plays in contemporary society. Such thinking has opened up new sets of possibilities, even while building on the optimism of the earlier ‘new’ archaeology. Committed processual archaeologists also are fully embracing the possibilities, as Jeremy Sabloff’s (2008) Archaeology Matters: Action Archaeology in the Modern World illustrates. Archaeologists have acknowledged many publics and many benefits to our work (e.g. Little 2002; McManamon 1991) and are increasingly talking and writing about the responsibility to benefit various publics. Ethical discussions, as well as the formal statements of the major professional organizations, indicate archaeologists’ responsibility to the public (e.g. Lynott and Wylie 2000; Zimmerman et al. 2003; Vitelli and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006).

Sarah Colley (2007) surveyed her students at the University of Sydney to assess their thoughts about the public benefits of archaeology. She found that they readily understood the benefits of knowledge gained through archaeology but not the benefits of the process itself. The latter sort of benefit has been emerging far more recently and is often local and community based, as cited above. Sometimes, as in the process Scham and Yayha (2003) describe between Israelis and Palestinians, benefit may accrue from dialogue about archaeology and heritage, let alone any actual archaeology.

Archaeology plays a role in the major issues of our time: political action, national identity, the structure of the military-industrial-academic complex, government control of heritage, gender, race, class, justice, peace, ecological crises, and, surely, much more. The good news for the public benefits of public archaeology is that there is a groundswell of effort far too large to capture in an overview such as this one.

Practising scholars too numerous to mention but including Dean Saitta (e.g. 2007) and Randall McGuire (e.g. 2008) have been building on Christopher Tilley’s (1989) argument that archaeology is political action. Pursing justice through the de-colonization of archaeology and anti-racist, anti-sexist work is part of such political action (e.g. Smith and Wobst 2005; Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2007; Shackel 2007).

Heritage informs the creation of new national identities in post-dictatorship, post-totalitarian societies (e.g. Meskell 1998; Funari 2005). Sergiu Musteata (2008: 84) explains, ‘Heritage preservation is an extremely important topic in post-totalitarian societies, since the historical and cultural values of the local inhabitants have been subject not only to the pressures of time, but also of political regimes that have developed an extremely rigid state ideology concerning our national values.’ In some cases archaeology documents the failure of modernity in modern nation states (e.g. Gonzalez-Ruibal 2006).

Archaeology raises consciousness and awareness and encourages different ways of seeing the world, thinking about it, and acting in it. It has the potential of reconfiguring the often-paralysing boundaries between scientific, humanistic, artistic, and spiritual world views. Katherine Dowdall and Ottis Parrish (2003), for example, describe a project in which they experienced breaking of barriers between the scientific, sacred, and personal. Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2004) promote an ethical framework to reconcile scientific and humanistic aspects of the Native American past. Re-imaging the lens of gender is another crucial contribution (e.g. Joyce 2008); race and white privilege another (e.g. Franklin 1997; LaRoche and Blakey 1997; McDavid and Babson 1997; Mullins 1999, 2008; Orser 1998, 2007; Epperson 2004; McDavid 2007).

In sum, there are a myriad public benefits that may emerge from the practice of public archaeology. There is, however, no panacea to be found in archaeology, nor will archaeology necessarily behave in the ways in which archaeologists intend. As Yvonne Marshall recognizes (2002: 218), ‘community archaeology can be extremely time consuming, deeply frustrating, humbling and challenging in unanticipated ways—but it is also rewarding in ways that transcend narrow academic accolades.’ Archaeology can challenge the ways we learn history and, by extension, the worth of particular groups. I close with a reiteration of an optimistic statement (Little 2002: 16): ‘The study of archaeology has the potential to teach about the contingency of all human endeavour. As we expand our view of the past to include the struggles, successes, and failures of all peoples from all times and situations, our wisdom—and compassion—ought also to expand.’
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CHAPTER 21
ENHANCING PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY THROUGH COMMUNITY SERVICE LEARNING

MICHAEL SHAKIR NASSANEY

Michael Shakir Nassaney, Professor of Anthropology at Western Michigan University, received his Ph.D. from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. He has been involving community groups in Michigan archaeology since 1996 as Director of the WMU archaeological field school. Founded in 1976, it is one of the longest running programmes in the Midwest. Nassaney is Principal Investigator of the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project, an interdisciplinary programme in community service learning that examines the history and archaeology of the fur trade and colonialism at an eighteenth-century trading post in Niles, Michigan. Nassaney is serving his second three-year term as Secretary of the Society for Historical Archaeology, the world’s largest group of archaeologists interested in the study of the recent past (AD 1400-present). Among his many publications in archaeological theory and method is the recently co-edited volume Archaeology and Community Service Learning (2009, Society for Historical Archaeology and University Press of Florida).

INTRODUCTION

SINCE the 1960s, American archaeologists have witnessed the impact of influential preservation legislation, expansive growth in non-academic employment opportunities, and efforts to re-examine the relationship of their discipline to its constituents beyond the academy. These developments, along with changing social, political, and economic conditions in higher education and society at large, have led archaeologists to reconsider how they practise public archaeology, reproduce the profession, and inculcate core values among their initiates (Bender and Smith 2000; Nassaney and Levine 2009). Public accountability and visibility have never been greater, thanks in part to archaeology’s effectiveness in shedding light on the importance of heritage resources and their role in the contemporary world (Lipe 2000: 17). Moreover, some practitioners have wholeheartedly embraced the call to direct ‘their attention toward public understanding of what they do’ (McGimsey and Davis 1977: 91). Yet the curriculum in higher education has shifted only gradually, despite pleas for the profession to take seriously the new demands engendered by a public archaeology that engages various stakeholders with potentially shared and conflicting interests. There is clearly a need for pedagogical reform (Nassaney 2009).

Some public archaeologists are turning to community service learning (CSL) as a model to resolve the perceived learning crisis in the field and to redress the limitations of archaeological pedagogy and practice (Baugher 2007; Nassaney 2004; Nassaney and Levine 2009). The service-learning approach emphasizes the context of knowledge claims and aims to provide students with opportunities to learn by engaging with real-world settings while providing a community service. Archaeologists have a history of working with communities, but only recently has that work been framed as service. The purpose of this chapter is to examine the application of CSL in archaeology and to assess its contributions and challenges for archaeological practice and pedagogy. I argue that CSL in archaeology is a logical outgrowth of developments associated with a critical public archaeology; this approach can serve as a model to inculcate the new practices that contemporary public archaeology demands. Examples drawn from various projects in the United States showcase how the CSL approach encourages students who practise archaeology to become civically engaged, capable of confronting real-world problems, and empowered to see themselves as catalysts for change.

HISTORICIZING PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY

As the editors of this volume note (Skeates et al., Introduction), ‘public archaeology’ exhibits variability and fluidity in its uses as a term and its parameters as a field of study. In the Americanist tradition, public archaeology is most closely associated with archaeology conducted for the public good as mandated by preservation legislation passed in the twentieth century, particularly in the 1960s and 1970s. The term was seldom (if ever?) used before the early 1970s when McGimsey (1972; see also McGimsey and Davis 1977) codified a public archaeology designed to manage the archaeological record in the public interest. Federal legislation required that the archaeological record be investigated with taxpayers’ dollars if it was threatened by public construction projects that had a potentially adverse impact. The collective response—known variously as cultural resource management (CRM), ‘contract’, ‘compliance-driven’, or public archaeology—led to the growth of an entire industry aimed at identifying, evaluating, and mitigating adverse impacts to sites associated with our national patrimony. Archaeologists practising CRM aimed to eradicate the ‘difference between traditional archaeological research and so-called “contract” research’ and insisted ‘that all archaeological activity, however funded, must be conducted and evaluated in light of sound scientific principles and with a concern for appropriate conservation of the total resource base’ (McGimsey and Davis 1977: 26). In essence, archaeology serves a public good by protecting, investigating, and recording sites that are significant in our collective history before the material evidence and contextual relationships are destroyed. One result of the emergence of ‘public archaeology’, as conceived within this early framework, is the recognition that archaeologists are accountable to the public—those who directly or indirectly pay our salaries (McGimsey 1972; Watkins et al. 1995).

Other consequences of the compliance with legislation have been new employment opportunities in archaeology and a complete restructuring of the labour pool (Paynter 1983; Zeder 1997; Schuldenrein and Altschul 2000). Whereas the majority of jobs were to be found in academia and museums prior to 1970, these positions constitute a small minority open to practising archaeologists today. Most practitioners in the United States are employed by government agencies or in the field of cultural resource management, where they are working to conserve the archaeological record for future generations as part of our national heritage. This contrasts with earlier work driven by research questions that were seldom developed explicitly in the public interest.

Changes in the demands on archaeologists have led some to reconsider their practice and pedagogy (Bender and Smith 2000). This reflection coincided with a concern to make archaeology relevant by producing information that mattered beyond the academy (Ford 1973; Fritz 1973) and the recognition that archaeological practice and interpretations are embedded in social and political structures and serve to create and reproduce those structures, thereby underscoring archaeology’s importance for contemporary groups (Gero et al. 1983). Of course, archaeology is not and never was politically neutral; it always has ideological consequences as well as practical applications. Archaeology often serves to reproduce the status quo, whereby people in power can use archaeological interpretations to legitimize socio-political relations. However, marginalized groups with a vested interest in archaeological interpretations have increasingly demanded that their voices be heard. In 1971, members of the American Indian Movement in Minneapolis-St Paul disrupted an archaeological excavation to protest the digging of an Indian site without regard for Indians (McGimsey and Davis 1977: 90). The political dimensions of archaeology became fully realized with the passage of NAGPRA in 1990 and accelerated through well-publicized projects such as the African Burial Ground excavations in New York City (Powell et al. 1993; LaRoche and Blakey 1997). By popularizing archaeology through mass media and revealing its role in political action, archaeologists invited the public to become engaged in the discipline in ways they had not imagined, with unintended consequences and broad ramifications.

One lesson to be learned from the history of public archaeology is that the public is genuinely interested in the results of archaeological investigations. While archaeologists may be the stewards of the past, they are not its only stakeholders. Yet, the public was not really involved in archaeological research until the 1990s, with few exceptions generally limited to avocational practice. Work was often conducted in relative secrecy to protect the archaeological record—a sensitive, often ephemeral, and non-renewable resource. Information generated from investigations, including field schools, was limited in distribution to scholarly venues like conference papers, theses, and dissertations, or, worse yet, became part of the ‘grey’ literature. Seldom did the public—including landowners and descendant communities—learn or benefit from the study and its findings; the sensitivity of site location information and the perceived problems of looting made archaeologists reluctant to invite the public to see where they were working and what they were doing. Finally, the researcher usually determined the research questions chosen for study and the sites selected for excavation. It is no wonder that the public remained uninvolved, even if they were interested. A wide gulf separated the public’s perceptions of archaeological work from actual practice, as indicated by the popular image of Indiana Jones (see DeBoer 1999).

Though this may be a caricature of archaeological practice, in reality archaeology is never conducted in a vacuum since it affects many people including taxpayers, landowners, and descendant communities (Wood and Powell 1993). Archaeologists are not the only stakeholders with an interest in the interpretation of the archaeological record. Archaeological remains are elements of our national patrimony that should only be investigated in the public interest. Moreover, archaeology is never politically neutral because it serves to create, reproduce, or transform the status quo. Thus, it would seem that archaeology should indeed have a service component. Furthermore, archaeology has many applied dimensions that deal with real-world concerns and offers the potential to build bridges beyond the academy (Downum and Price 1999; Little and Shackel 2007). In the political-economic climate of the late twentieth century, which was marked by declining governmental support for education and social services, some archaeologists saw service learning as a way to engage students with the wider public in teaching, learning, and practising archaeology.

HISTORICIZING COMMUNITY SERVICE LEARNING

The roots of CSL lie in the American land grant colleges of the nineteenth century (Liu 1999; see also Baugher 2009). The contemporary expression of the movement emerged in the 1960s as a way for politically engaged professors to involve their students in contemporary social activities (Hyatt 2001: 8). CSL has expanded in the United States in an effort to close the gap between what was being taught and the knowledge that students needed to succeed in a world predicated on practice and interrelationships. Its growing popularity is due in no small part to President George W. Bush’s call after 11 September 2001 for all Americans to serve their local communities to cultivate a culture of service, citizenship, and moral responsibility (Hofman and Rosing 2007: ix). Critics of this politically conservative policy note that it seeks to reduce government responsibility for the young, the elderly, the infirm, and the impoverished by shifting care to charitable organizations, individual citizens, and institutions of higher learning (Hofman and Rosing 2007: ix-x). Nevertheless, the rate of community service or volunteerism associated with coursework increased in the early twenty-first century (Huber 2004: 108) as administrators encouraged and facilitated workshops and seminars to develop service-learning curricula at small private liberal arts colleges and large state universities throughout the country (see Keene and Colligan 2004: 13; Levine and Delle 2009; Mendoza 2009; Thacker 2009).

While practitioners differ over the definitions, goals, methods, and outcomes of service learning (Crews 2002: vii-ix), I view it as ‘an educational activity, program, or curriculum that seeks to promote student learning through experiences associated with … community service’ (Schine 1997: iv). Service-learning students:

1. provide service to a community by meeting real community needs and benefiting from community assets;

2. participate actively in their own education and are empowered to see themselves as agents of change committed to civic participation (Miller 1997; Eyler and Giles 1999: 9,131; Howard 2003: 3); and

3. engage in reflection on the nature of the service and the learning (Shumer 2003:149).

Academic interest in service learning comes at a time when critics of higher education generally ‘noted a gap between traditional curricular content and society’s needs for new competencies for workers and citizens’ (Eyler and Giles 1999: 12–13). Philosophically different motivations and ideologies lie at the root of this concern. Some argue that today’s world is experiencing a decline in social capital manifest in increasing numbers of Americans who are ‘bowling alone’ (Putnam 2000). They claim that a new kind of citizenry is needed if we ever hope to work towards producing a more democratic and less authoritarian society. Education through service learning is proposed as a remedy for these civic problems.

Both private and public institutions of higher learning, albeit perhaps for different reasons, are encouraging increased opportunities for students to engage with a social world beyond their immediate circle of friends and associates, to discover their connections with the wider community to which their well-being is linked (Little 2007: 144; Levine and Delle 2009). Higher education is being called on to play a stronger role in bolstering students’ moral and civic development to combat a perceived deterioration and loss of America’s civic culture and restore connections with family, friends, neighbours, and our democratic structures (Putnam 2000; Huber 2004: 107). For private colleges, the aim is to make the liberal arts experience relevant so students can become active citizens involved in the struggle to reintroduce democracy into the United States in an increasingly stratified and insulated world of economic privilege. Public universities also aspire to counter the atomizing forces of virtual communities that potentially isolate students from each other, their professors, and the population beyond the walls of the academy.

The popularity of CSL may be seen as symptomatic of a broader set of political-economic conditions (Huber 2004: 108). In an effort to contextualize the current emphasis on volunteerism and service learning, Hyatt (2001: 6) grounds them in ‘a new set of assumptions about the role of government’ in which higher education is increasingly implicated in the task of producing neo-liberal citizens who will become accustomed to accept less state intervention and regulation. Government downsizings, reduction in social welfare programmes, and privatization of public resources have contributed to the promotion of volunteerism and the need for individual responsibility (Hyatt 2001; Hofman and Rosing 2007). While not all community groups are able or willing to engage with archaeologists, as described below, the discipline is an interactive practice that takes place among living people in a real world that harbours opportunities, obstacles, and exigencies with benefits to multiple constituents. Although CSL is by no means a panacea for all the ills of archaeology or higher education, it represents one pathway to retool teaching and learning in an applied context to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.

PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY AND CSL

Some archaeologists are responding to the practical and political circumstances surrounding higher education in general and their field’s pedagogy in particular by transforming and expanding the scope of learning opportunities for their students (Baugher and Frantz 1998; Baugher 2000, 2007; Bender and Smith 2000; Fagan 2002; Hamilakis 2004; Nassaney 2004; Levine et al. 2005; Shackel and Mortensen 2006; Smith 2006; Weisman 2006; Nassaney and Levine 2009). A range of different practices and pedagogies have been proposed, some of which underscore the importance of engagement and public accountability—the hallmarks of a public archaeology that encompasses both the active inclusion of the general public in archaeological research as well as the presentation of archaeological results to the public by every available means (McGimsey 2003). Yet in reality much of public archaeology in the 1970s and 1980s had been reduced to compliance-driven work, which explains why until recently civic engagement and public service were so scant in a field that pledged a commitment to the public good. Moving beyond the rhetoric of public archaeology and the experiential benefits of formal field schools, archaeologists are increasingly engaging the public and their students alike by embracing the epistemology of service learning.

There would seem to be a natural affinity between archaeology and service learning, because archaeological training has long been taught experientially and archaeology professes to offer a public service. Furthermore, service-learning practitioners emphasize research problems that emanate from the community, the learning experiences of students who are committed to civic engagement, and the opportunity for the community to collaborate fully in the teaching and the research. Ideally, the practice integrates learning, service, and research. While CSL may harbour potential pitfalls that must be avoided, I contend that service learning is essential to training students to be the archaeologists that are needed in the twenty-first century, making it all the more valuable in the academy today.

The pedagogy of CSL serves to unite archaeology’s practical applications and real-world concerns with a broad array of constituents who are interested in what we do (Little 2002; this volume). The discipline has responded with numerous initiatives that take public concerns into account and incorporate community input into the design and implementation of a project (e.g. Derry and Malloy 2003; Jameson and Baugher 2007). Such community-based archaeology projects have all the hallmarks of participatory action research (see McGhee, this volume), in which archaeologists: collaborate with community groups as equal partners in project design, data collection, and analysis; disseminate project outcomes particularly at local levels; and deconstruct the hierarchical researcher-subject relation. Under these conditions, the field offers the potential to build bridges beyond the academy and strengthen town-gown relationships, making archaeological practice right at home with service learning.

CONTRIBUTIONS AND CHALLENGES OF COMMUNITY SERVICE LEARNING IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Examples from my own work and other relevant case studies in the field serve to illustrate some of the contributions and challenges engendered by CSL practice in archaeology. In autumn 1992 I was hired in the Department of Anthropology at Western Michigan University (WMU) to teach courses in archaeological theory and method and the archaeology of complex societies in eastern North America. I was not asked to develop a programme in service learning (in fact, I had never even heard of service learning), though I was charged with teaching students how to do archaeology by putting theory into practice. My most recent research had focused on the emergence of social inequality in pre-contact Native American cultures of central Arkansas, so I decided to involve the 1994 WMU archaeological field school in continuing this work. Before I left for the field and after I returned I began receiving enquiries from individuals, community groups, and government agencies in south-west Michigan as to whether I would be interested in helping them solve their archaeological problems. I soon realized that I could teach students archaeology right in my own backyard and I could tailor these projects to my research interests. In addition, there was the potential for financial support for students and report preparation to disseminate information within the discipline and beyond. Community and governmental organizations were willing to provide funding to match the resource commitment of the university.

Since 1996 I have directed or co-directed numerous field schools and projects that involve experiential learning with a strong service-learning component. I began to think of this work as service learning when I started talking with service-learning practitioners who described what their approach entailed. I think that the research and teaching that I conduct is different from a conventional field school or public archaeology programme because it emphasizes research problems that emanate from a segment of the community and a learning experience for students who are committed to assist in solving the community’s problems. Students are prepared through an introductory course in archaeology and an orientation that emphasizes the theories, methods, and goals of the project; our relationship with the community sponsor or partner; and discussions of critical theory and the historical contingency of archaeological interpretations. As students gain more experience, they are able to assume greater responsibility for the project. Although I design the research strategy in consultation with the sponsor, students are integrated into all aspects of the project, including public education and outreach, providing them with a basis for experiential learning that includes community partners.

SERVICE LEARNING AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

In all of the CSL projects I have initiated, students have had the opportunity to provide community service by meeting real community needs and have benefited from community assets. Our most enduring partnership began in 1998 when we were invited by a local preservation group, Support the Fort, Inc. (STF), to locate the material remains of Fort St Joseph, an eighteenth-century mission-garrison-trading post complex along the St Joseph River near Niles, MI. We have since collaborated with the city of Niles and the Fort St Joseph Museum to conduct excavations through our annual university field school and week-long summer camps for community members of all ages. We also have an active public outreach programme in which we invite the public to view the site and learn about the importance of archaeology to understanding local history, the fur trade, and colonialism in the western Great Lakes. Our initial survey to find the fort in 1998 included WMU students and STF volunteers. We recovered a variety of eighteenth-century artefacts and animal bones from an area that seemed to coincide with the limited documentation on the site. We subsequently returned to the site for six field seasons since 2002 to investigate the site more closely. We have found definitive evidence of eighteenth-century buildings and undisturbed artefact deposits confirming the location of the fort and the integrity of its remains (Figure 21.1) (Nassaney et al. 2003).

Service-learning projects, much like compliance-driven archaeology, often begin when a group, agency, or individual with a need for archaeological service is identified. There are numerous factors that can motivate a community group or organization to seek a partnership with an archaeologist and the archaeologist’s students. Whatever the motivation, public-private collaborations typically enhance programmes through symbiosis because all communities have assets that can complement academic expertise. For example, in Niles students benefit from museum collections and personnel, as well as volunteers with extensive knowledge of local history and a willingness to share their life experiences. Our partnership with the Battle Creek Historical Society was designed to raise awareness of the home of the city’s first schoolteacher (Nassaney 2004). Students conducted the background research and worked closely with an archivist who introduced them to the documents to uncover the hidden history of this place. Students also interpreted the site excavations to the public during an open house that included school groups (Figure 21.2). Archaeological investigations can also assist in the protection of sites by fostering community ownership and stewardship. Excavations at Fort St Joseph regularly involve elementary and secondary school teachers, middle and high school students, and continuing education adults (Figure 21.3) (Nostrant and Nassaney 2006; Cook et al. 2008). We trained several community members who now assist with site monitoring.
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FIGURE 21.1 Nathaniel Eastlick, a Western Michigan University student in the 2010 archaeological field school, discusses a building foundation at Fort St Joseph with the middle school summer campers. (Photo taken by Jessica Hughes. Courtesy of the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project.)
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FIGURE 21.2 Visitors came to the 1996 open house at the Shepard site in Battle Creek, Michigan, to interact with students and learn what archaeology can reveal about the city’s first schoolteacher. (Photo: Michael Shakir Nassaney.)

Although not everyone is waiting for universities to arrive with resources to solve their social problems, archaeologists can assist some marginalized or disenfranchised community groups to unravel untold histories and gain recognition that has heretofore been denied them. In the Connecticut River Valley in Massachusetts, Native peoples are using archaeology to demonstrate their struggles and persistence on the landscape long after the dominant society claimed they had vanished (Chilton and Hart 2009). Likewise, investigations of an archaeological site may be conducted for commemorative purposes. At the site of the Ludlow Coalfield Wars in Colorado, local union coal miners who identified with the plight of the fallen victims of the 1913–14 atrocities supported excavations to memorialize them (Reckner, Duke, et al. 2009). The archaeological record is often at odds with written records that served to justify the appropriation of resources and other social injustices as part of the colonialist project. For example, the ways in which Fort St Joseph is remembered today differ from the early twentieth century when emphasis was placed on the civilizing influences of the French on the region’s wilderness, which reinforced the prevailing ideology that accorded with manifest destiny (Nassaney 2008). Similarly, archaeology can contribute to writing an activist or vindicatory history for social justice and reconciliation by exposing the silences that historical documents contain (Mullins 2008; LaRoche and Blakey 1997;
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FIGURE 21.3 Summer campers learn by working alongside university students who reinforce their newly acquired technical knowledge by serving as teachers. (Photo taken by Jessica Hughes. Courtesy of the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project.)
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FIGURE 21.4 Western Michigan University graduate student Amanda Campbell (at right) discusses a documentary source on the Underground Railroad with two engrossed members of the descendant community. (Photo courtesy of the Ramptown Project, Western Michigan University.)

Little 2007: 149; Mullins 2008; Baram 2009). Such a history is useful in contemporary struggles as people call on the past for instruction and inspiration (Little 2004: 282). In Cass County, Michigan, my students worked with an African-American community to identify the sites of escaped captives from the American South who used the Underground Railroad to seek freedom in the North (Figure 21.4) (Campbell and Nassaney 2005). The nineteenth-century sites that we identified validated the community’s oral histories and underscored a legacy of resistance that contemporary African Americans share with their predecessors. This connection between past and present is an immense source of community pride.

CONNECTING FORMAL LEARNING WITH THE REAL WORLD

Students engaged in CSL participate actively in their own education by discovering how formal learning connects with real-world experiences. This is often accomplished by working cooperatively (vs. individually), addressing genuine problems in complex settings (vs. isolation), and gaining contextualized (vs. abstract) knowledge (Eyler and Giles 1999: 9). For students working in the community, this engagement often speaks directly to the issue of archaeological relevance. The projects mentioned above were motivated by archaeological problems that emanated from various communities wherein assets also lie. They provided opportunities for students to learn about archaeology that the community cared about; these concerns were much less esoteric than some of the research questions I had dreamed up. Moreover, by addressing real-world questions that emanate from the community we guarantee an audience for our results that is receptive to public outreach. Ideally, archaeologists should strive to include ‘proactive participation of the affected community from the earliest phases of the project, so that the resultant course of action addresses both the scientific and socio-cultural concerns of all interested parties’ (Crist 2002: 110). However, archaeologists have traditionally been authorities, at least in regard to the archaeological record. As such, a hierarchical relation often exists that makes it difficult to establish the conditions of true collaboration (Keene and Colligan 2004: 10).

One way to temper our hubris and level the playing field is to remember that invariably our partners and often the public authorize our work. Hence, they have the right to know what we are doing and what we are learning and we have the responsibility to make that information accessible. Communicating our findings to the public is itself a learning experience (Chilton and Hart 2009; Levine and Delle 2009). This proved to be particularly gratifying for one WMU student who wrote: ‘relationships with the community challenged me to think in less abstract terms about the research. Communicating to non-specialists made me understand how our work can impact the public.’ It is worth noting that the process of learning what the community wants from archaeology is never ending as we broaden our public reach and encounter new circumstances, including some of our own doing (see Reckner, Duke, et al. 2009).

Ideally, community service is conducted within a research framework in which students are active collaborators (Thacker 2009). Students must be prepared for the engagement, though no amount of preparation can help them to anticipate all of the situations that can arise in the course of the work. Collaborative research inevitably raises important ethical issues pertaining to representation, ownership, preservation, and stewardship. For example, students are challenged to think about why sites are threatened, how sites can be protected, and whose stories get preserved in the process (Baram 2009). The collaborative nature of service learning fundamentally alters the traditional teacher-student relationship. Emphasis is shifted from teaching to learning, and sources of learning that lie beyond the teacher are recognized, including non-academics like archivists, museum personnel, local historians, librarians, farmers, religious practitioners, politicians, municipal workers, business owners, landowners, tenants, labourers, senior citizens, and other interested community members. Students are encouraged to learn from each other and from the communities with which they interact. In this context, students are both teachers and learners and what they teach and learn often extends beyond archaeology. In conjunction with the WMU archaeological field school we have offered week-long field schools to middle and high school students, K-12 (elementary and secondary school) teachers, and adults of all ages (see Figure 21.3) (Nostrant and Nassaney 2006). Providing university students with an opportunity to work closely with less experienced students (by pairing them up with 14-year-olds or senior citizens) in conjunction with their own training blurs the lines between learning and teaching in a positive way.

Many students are able to learn the material better when they have to teach it, because students develop confidence by being knowledgeable about a subject (Levine and Delle 2009). They might be encouraged to select some aspect of the project for independent research and to consult archival sources, meet with community members, conduct interviews, and examine museum specimens as deemed appropriate. This allows them to gain expertise on a subject and it reinforces the idea that knowledge lies in more sources than the professor. They become more actively engaged in their own education, particularly as they solve problems that they inevitably encounter.

Independent (albeit closely supervised) work allows for personal growth as students confront and overcome various challenges that they face. Students grow emotionally, socially, and intellectually when they have to negotiate the exigencies of life outside the classroom through their interactions with racially and economically diverse schoolchildren, reticent landowners, inexperienced elementary school teachers, local politicians, consultants with discordant goals and interests, and classmates with divergent backgrounds.

The sites of encounter for CSL students outside the university classroom are variable and can include local museums, historical societies, open excavations, elementary schools, churches, or public spaces like cemeteries, for example. The presentation of archaeology in these venues and the public reactions that ensue provide students with deeper understandings of the significance of their work for the wider community. What may have appeared as arcane knowledge in the classroom becomes transformed when students realize that people care about history. Students also gain a sense of fulfilment and excitement when positive community responses indicate that archaeology is useful and the effort is appreciated. One anonymous WMU student wrote in his journal:

I am so proud to have been a part of the 2007 WMU field school open house. In the two-day event I found out so much about myself. The open house was a big confidence builder in my job performance, and knowledge of the project. Working alongside so many smart people you sometimes get lost in the crowd, but during the open house people were coming to you wanting answers about what you were doing and the history of the fort. Archaeology is not just about digging holes. One of the biggest parts of our jobs as archaeologists is public awareness and how important the community is to our job. Without the support from a variety of people this dig would never have taken place. We owe the city of Niles so much.

Through CSL, students see the past as connected to the present (Baram 2009; Reckner, Duke, et al. 2009). In the process of working in the community students are often interrogated by people who are genuinely concerned with the story and how it gets told and so they are much more likely to see how history is linked to lived experiences. Students in the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project are really made aware of the importance of their work for the present when they encounter hundreds of visitors at our annual open house (Figure 21.5). One student reflected by writing: ‘more than anything, I learned that archaeology is not some elitist discipline subject only to the whims of academic professionals, hidden away in the recesses of the college library. Rather, it is a profession closely linked with public support, and local residents are curious about its discoveries.’

Of course, archaeology is also a political endeavour and different community groups may contest the past or even the right to investigate it. While we generally enjoy support for our work in Niles, a handful of local residents have tried to stop the fieldwork because continued activity will potentially transform the local landscape and the fabric of the community. A future reconstruction or interpretative centre will change the viewscape for neighbours and potentially attract large numbers of visitors whose impact remains unknown. Members of the local archaeology advisory committee have also raised this concern, demonstrating their sensitivity to a wide array of issues associated with site investigation, interpretation, and promotion and their effects. Marketing heritage has its own challenges and consequences and not all community groups should be expected to be supportive of involvement in archaeology (Rowan and Baram 2004). This raises ethical questions about who owns the past and the right to interpret it. It is important to take all perspectives into account so as to avoid alienating potential allies. Even among supporters, there may be differences of opinion as to how the story gets told. As interest in the project increases, with larger numbers of potentially competing groups, the process becomes even more complex. Exposing students to these (sometimes sensitive) issues is part of the learning experience. As they consider different perspectives students may even come to take sides and begin to identify with particular constituencies, leading them to think about ways to promote certain political agendas and develop ideas about what works and what does not (Figure 21.6).
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FIGURE 21.5 Western Michigan University student Lauren Carter shares information with the public about recent finds during the 2009 Fort St Joseph archaeology open house. (Photo taken by Tori Hawley. Courtesy of the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project.)

Archaeologists can also reveal themselves to the community as real people who have vested interests in the outcome of their work, thereby placing objectivity on trial. In addition, the social diversity that anthropologists identify can be used to encourage a sense of tolerance that can help students to recognize their common humanity with people different from themselves (Eyler and Giles 1999: 24). As Little (2007:159, 169)
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FIGURE 21.6 Faculty, staff, and students mingle with members of Support the Fort, Inc. and the Fort St Joseph Archaeology Advisory Committee at a social gathering during the 2010 field season. Such events provide frequent opportunities for information exchange and strengthen the relationship between various stakeholders. (Photo taken by Jessica Hughes. Courtesy of the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project.)

notes, ‘historical archaeology and other heritage professions can help to provide the conceptual spaces’ to foster bridges across social divides. On the one hand, students may see others in the community as vastly different from themselves, and yet share a common interest in the past; both young and old, professional and novice, were excited about finding and seeing centuries-old artefacts at Fort St Joseph and imagining what they can tell us about the past. Students may also see the people in history as similar to themselves; for instance, they may see parallels between frontier fur traders and their own efforts to establish a household in a new location away from family and friends. Or they may identify with the disenfranchised if they are working and struggling to pay their tuition. Students of economic means may begin to question the basis for disparities in wealth that they may be confronting for the first time and see their positions of privilege in a new light. Conversations like these are also good starting points and profitable directions for discussing and reflecting power differentials that service-learning practitioners should actively encourage and facilitate (Camacho 2004: 32).

CRITICAL REFLECTION

An important part of the learning experience takes the form of critical reflection in formal and informal settings. There is ample opportunity to employ reflexivity by turning our gaze back on ourselves and positioning ourselves in the project through discussion, journal writing, and public interaction. In a postmodern world, students should be encouraged to consider how the archaeologist is embedded in the process of enquiry, investigation, and interpretation. Many CSL projects were initiated from or built upon personal relationships and many of the stories assign a central role to the archaeologist (e.g. Mendoza 2009; Reckner, Duke, et al. 2009). As Keene and Colligan (2004: 7) note, ‘the rich and textured narratives … are not incidental to the research; often they are the data’. One’s involvement may sometimes seem like destiny. For example, Mendoza (2009) explained his role in preserving one of the early California missions as the result of a chance meeting with the incoming pastor of San Juan Bautista that developed into a personal relationship. After listening to a homily dominated by repeated reference to and pleas for the historic preservation of the Old Mission, Mendoza soon found himself engaged with what became a multi-year archaeology-based community service-learning project conducting archaeological investigations, preserving archives, and cataloguing Indian baskets and Mission-era colonial artefacts.

Through critical reflection, students involved in service learning often come to realize that they have a different stake in the research outcome. They know that there are no easy answers and that alternative interpretations have real implications for different publics. Furthermore, once they recognize that there are indeed multiple publics with conflicting visions, the issue of defining what is service becomes much murkier. Students begin to personalize their own roles in an ongoing social dynamic and problematize social change in more complex and meaningful ways. Who is the community anyway? What are the interests of different folk and where do they converge or diverge and why? How does this make me reconsider how I thought the world worked?

Many students gain an appreciation for diversity from collaboration and encounter with the complexity of the real world. For example, cooperative learning and reflection expose differences in abilities and learning styles as well as interactions with others who vary by age, ethnicity, and religious background. These circumstances provide the opportunity to actively challenge stereotypes of various sorts through open discussion. It is incumbent on CSL practitioners to avoid actions that may reinforce stereotypes, which would do more harm than good (Nassaney 2004: 94; see Eby 1998). This is certainly one of the potential pitfalls of any service project, as we learned during our survey in rural Cass County. Several students commented on the plight of the elderly who resided in the community centre where we were allowed to use the bathroom facilities. While this could have been an opportunity to discuss the devalued role of elders in a youth-centred society, in this case our primary project focus was on the survey, not the elderly individuals living in this group home. We therefore missed the chance to incorporate one of the basic tenets of service learning—active reflection. Unfortunately, this omission served, albeit unintentionally, to legitimize some of the students’ pre-existing derogatory ideas about senior citizens. More engaged integration and exposure to this population, perhaps through personal interviews, would probably have revealed their humanity and provided students with the opportunity to see the elderly as more like their grandparents. Even though those sorts of interviews were outside the scope of this particular project, we learned more about the role that critical reflection can have in service-learning projects, because we were not able to engage in it on this occasion.

Efforts should be made to provide students with opportunities to interact with various stakeholders and employ venues to disseminate information and receive feedback whenever possible. Public lectures, lesson plans, pamphlets, exhibits, or reports presenting the results of the study to a wide audience are important steps in that process, as are informal discussions during lunch, at French market, or when locals stop by to visit (Figure 21.7) (Little 2007: 144; Baram 2009; Reckner, Duke, et al. 2009). We have produced three documentary videos of the archaeology at Fort St Joseph for public and academic distribution. One is devoted exclusively to student reflections on the nature of the service and the learning. While these are available for sale, many have been distributed at minimal cost or free of charge at various community events to promote the project, increase its public visibility, and recruit students. We have also designed exhibits for local museums and libraries to gain further exposure in an effort to increase knowledge and support. Students are often given the opportunity to talk about their work to school groups and other community groups such as service organizations, historical societies, preservationists, and avocational archaeologists. We are beginning to assess the impact of our activities on the community through questionnaires and outside evaluators and use that feedback to modify our programme.

Presentations, videos, exhibits, and other media are important components of public education and outreach, which are in turn essential elements of service-learning projects. Students can get involved through CSL-oriented courses, independent study courses, or
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FIGURE 21.7 Each year students representing the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project participate in the Niles French Market where they provide community members with up-to-date information on the dig, educate them about archaeology, and promote various public education and outreach activities like the summer camps, public lectures, and open house—the culminating event of our field season. (Photo taken by Tori Hawley. Courtesy of the Fort St Joseph Archaeological Project.)

an annual paid internship geared towards public education and outreach through the Fort St Joseph Museum (see Weisman 2006: 27). Interns have developed curriculum guides, designed informational brochures and exhibits, worked with elementary school students, and organized a working luncheon to elicit ideas from the community about the future of fort archaeology. In all of these activities, students work closely with various constituencies to integrate service, learning, and archaeological research.

CAUTIONARY CONSIDERATIONS

The application of service learning in archaeology is not without its challenges, though the benefits and opportunities far outweigh the risks and difficulties. Past service-learning research literature often emphasized the achievements of the approach in meeting its goals in respect to student learning and community impact (see Eyler et al. 1997; Miller 1997). Its positive spin was arguably an effort to legitimize the approach among administrators and faculty supporters. But many practitioners in archaeology incorporate a healthy dose of reflexivity and self-critique in their analyses that highlight successes as well as failures in the spirit of full disclosure (e.g. Chilton and Hart 2009; Reckner, Duke, et al. 2009). Moreover, much can be learned through CSL from the struggles to integrate learning, service, and research and the mistakes made while working with multiple constituencies who often have different value systems and protocols (see above). Service-learning practitioners are among the first to admit that learning is an ongoing process for everyone involved and progress towards stated goals must be continually evaluated. Adjustments in approach are often necessary and always appropriate.

Perhaps the most difficult challenge for archaeologists to overcome when adopting CSL is the willingness to relinquish power with community partners. Archaeology comes from a long tradition that maintains separation between scholars and the people with and for whom we work, be they field hands in WPA projects, descendant populations, living history re-enactors, or local groups including landowners (Keene and Colligan 2004: 12). Fortunately, the literature suggests that this relationship is beginning to change. A delicate balance must be reached between one’s authority as an archaeologist and the needs, concerns, and expertise of the community (see Little 2007: 167). I have learned that when I request advice from a community partner, it often will be offered and there is usually the expectation that I consider it seriously, if not actually implement it. The accomplishments and long-term partnership forged between the city of Niles, the Fort St Joseph Museum, local community members, and WMU led me to instigate the formation of a local advisory group of concerned citizens to act as a sounding board for our archaeological course of action, which the City Council appointed in 2007 (see Figure 21.6). The committee has adopted a set of by-laws and provides oversight of the financial, educational, and archaeological aspects of the project. Once the committee was established, I immediately became ambivalent about its role since I had become accustomed to making decisions about the archaeology. While I recognize that the committee can provide essential support and represents a range of perspectives, working within a CSL framework will require that I share power with these community partners. Because every member at the table ‘deserves a right to speak for themselves, in their own voice, and that each voice should be accepted as authentic and legitimate’ (Thomas 2002: 142), I must take into account multiple viewpoints when designing and implementing the research. Of course, not all perspectives and opinions are equally credible; some will be in contradiction and others should be contested (see Kohl 2004: 297–8). The challenge will be to form a consensus, or at least some agreement, among fifteen potentially disparate visions on the future of an archaeological site. In the process, and as difficult as it may be, we will all be learning a great deal from each other.

Collaboration will also require efforts to retool the current training structure in which knowledge emanates in a top-down manner from teacher to student (or archaeologist to partner). Despite efforts to bring students in on an equal footing with other participants, students stand in a different relationship to the partners from the principal investigator, for example, who has developed and nurtured the cooperative endeavour. Furthermore, students will generally have relatively short-term goals and will always lack the perspective of participants who have a longer involvement in the project. The challenge is to integrate students in meaningful, non-trivial ways and provide the opportunity for them to make real contributions. Archaeologists also face challenges in involving community partners who may have little idea of what archaeologists do. Making classes or workshops available for local community members can assist in building bridges across various constituencies. At the University of Vermont, students worked with the Jericho Center Cemetery Association to develop a walking tour booklet and database for the cemetery under their care in conjunction with a course called ‘Cemeteries as Social Documents’ (McLaughlin 2009). Two board members who were enrolled in the course provided students with a better understanding of the value of their efforts in informing the public about the town’s history and the importance of preserving its cemeteries.

Although the community groups that archaeologists often work with are self-selected, there still may be some resistance to fully embracing the university as a partner. Mendoza (2009) describes the ways local sceptics scrutinized him and challenged his credentials to conduct the work. Likewise, both students and faculty may have some preconceived notions about their community partners and the populations that they serve. It is incumbent on CSL practitioners to avoid actions that may reinforce (rather than challenge) stereotypes, which would do more harm than good (Nassaney 2004: 94; see Eby 1998). This is certainly one of the potential pitfalls of any service project.

At a higher structural level, CSL practitioners must avoid being patronizing or designing their work as a form of charity rather than the collaborative service that it is meant to be. Charity may contribute to the very conditions that caused injustice and serve to reproduce the relationships we are attempting to dismantle (Morton 1995; Huber 2004: 110). Because overtly challenging the dynamics of power carries some risk, it is often easier to fall back into old behaviours that undermine the CSL mission. Efforts to establish long-term relationships of trust and a willingness to engage in truly reciprocal relations can help obviate the structural imbalances that are potentially present in all collaborations. Brief exposures, while seemingly beneficial in the short term, can have negative consequences that undermine the service-learning effort (see Eby 1998). Elsewhere (Nassaney 2004: 96) I have discussed the dangers of limited engagement in which practitioners are ‘merely using the community as a laboratory rather than working with the community on a mutually beneficial project’. In the worst-case scenario, archaeologists ‘swoop into a community, find out its wants/needs, collect the data, and carry the information back to the laboratory for theses and research aimed at tenure and promotion’. There is no substitute for a long-term commitment that builds personal relations of trust.

Some claim that the level of engagement that I am advocating will dissuade most junior faculty from engaging in the CSL enterprise; time commitments ‘and the fact that the fruits of their labor often go unrecognized in their home departments and institutions’ are obstacles to untenured faculty (Hofman and Rosing 2007: ix). Moreover, the historically entrenched divide between research and applied work and the academic rewards for theoretical purity have accorded CSL relatively low prestige (Huber 2004: 108; Keene and Colligan 2004: 12). I contend that these are outdated ideas that are inconsistent with the contemporary needs of students, the political-economic conditions of the academy, and a public archaeology that values education and outreach. Archaeology conducted in accordance with CSL practice should not be considered less important than so-called ‘pure research’ or ‘theoretical archaeology’. When one considers the broad audiences that CSL reaches and the potential contribution of CSL to students, faculty, communities, the profession, and academia, it is clear that we need to design a new reward system for tenure and promotion that recognizes the integration of service, teaching/learning, and research—the pillars of academic life. CSL should be accorded greater, not lesser, prestige than purely academic research because it requires practitioners to envision a practical dimension to their research that will benefit community service and student learning. These values are consistent with the role that higher education should play in civic engagement in the twenty-first century. CSL is clearly an avenue that increasing numbers of public archaeologists will follow if they choose to meet the changing needs of contemporary archaeological practice.

CONCLUSIONS

Public archaeology in the United States has developed from a concern with protecting, investigating, and recording sites that are significant in our collective history to genuine public involvement in the discipline that goes beyond salvage archaeology and avocational weekend fieldwork. The politicization of archaeology and efforts to publicize it beyond the discipline in popular culture are taking an effect; people who previously had little exposure to archaeology actually think that archaeologists can provide economic, political, social, and legal assistance. The changes in the discipline manifest in community-based, engaged archaeology are arguably as profound as the transformations brought about by preservation legislation in the 1970s or the paradigmatic shifts associated with processualism and post-processualism in the late twentieth century. The desire to create a truly ‘public’ archaeology has moved in different directions from those preservationists of the 1970s envisioned and simultaneously exceeded most of their dreams.

While paradigmatic shifts that require rethinking archaeological theory and method are often quickly implemented into curricular design, academics have been slower to reform archaeological pedagogy to reflect the new social, political, and economic concerns of contemporary practice. Efforts to get the public interested in archaeology have been extremely successful; less attention has been placed on training the next generation of students to operate in this new milieu. CSL is a pedagogical approach that can be applied to teaching and learning archaeology that will provide students with the skills needed to conduct public archaeology in the twenty-first century.

My first encounter with a collaborative archaeology project came in 1983 when I directed the excavation of a seventeenth-century Native American burial ground, complete with active Native involvement well before the acronym NAGPRA had been whispered by any archaeologists I knew. Though I was not completely receptive to community input and considered aspects of it to be an imposition that I tried to avoid, I have come to appreciate the wisdom of the co-principal investigators who entered into this collaborative experiment. As a student, I have learned considerably from my experiences with various stakeholders and over the past quarter-century I have repeatedly reflected on my relationships with non-archaeologists. My training in public archaeology (University of Arkansas) and critical archaeology (University of Massachusetts-Amherst), and recognition of the public’s fascination with what I’ve unearthed and the stories these finds inspire, have led me to a new appreciation of the opportunities and benefits that partnerships provide for students, the public, the profession, higher education, and my intellectual growth.

CSL can be a useful pathway for public archaeology well into the future. The directions it takes and the degree to which the discipline embraces it will be up to the many practitioners who seek to rectify the disconnection between what they teach and what they think their students ought to know. It should be equally clear that there is not likely to be a cookbook approach to service-learning applications; the diversity of approaches that archaeologists have used, experimented with, and will devise in the future are surely among the strengths of this pedagogy (see Baugher 2009). CSL is also highly adaptable to diverse political, economic, social, and cultural contexts of archaeology, potentially encompassing sites of all time periods and appealing to audiences of various backgrounds in different parts of the world. The reform in archaeological pedagogy and practice through CSL will keep the discipline of archaeology cognizant of its anthropological roots and allow it to contribute theoretically, methodologically, and substantively to the social sciences while serving to expand the current scope of service learning.

Evaluations of service-learning applications in archaeology are in their infancy and rigorous assessments will be sorely needed (see contributions to Nassaney and Levine 2009). While I do not think that CSL will help students cut straighter profile walls or recover a more representative sample of small finds, it will introduce students to an archaeology that is sensitive to the needs of the public and descendant communities, place them in real-world settings, charge them with making decisions under proper supervision, deliver practical results, and teach them to be critical thinkers and show compassion for the human condition, while encouraging them to link theory with practice. In the end, these are valuable lessons that extend beyond merely training students to become archaeologists; we can help them to become more civically prepared to participate in a democratic society. What a lofty achievement for public archaeology, which began as a field to rescue potsherds from the blade of a bulldozer.
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PUBLIC INTERPRETATION AND PRESENTATION




CHAPTER 22
PUBLICIZING ARCHAEOLOGY IN BRITAIN IN THE LATE TWENTIETH CENTURY

A PERSONAL VIEW

MICK ASTON

Mick Aston has been actively publicizing archaeology in the United Kingdom throughout his career, starting off as a museum-based archaeological field officer and ending up both as a university professor and as a television personality. We invited him to reflect upon his archaeological activities and experiences involving the public, and to write about them in an autobiographical way. In response, he offers a personal thesis as to why so many people are fascinated by the past, and by archaeology in particular, and, thinking of the need to maintain political support and public funding for archaeology, he criticizes archaeologists—university-based ones in particular—for often failing to fulfil their obligations to reciprocate by educating the public about their activities and findings.

INTRODUCTION

THE one common theme running through the five decades of my archaeological career is involvement with the public. For all this time I have been involved in publicizing archaeology in the widest sense. I have used every means at my disposal to tell people about the subject, trying to inform, enthuse, educate, and excite them about the subject of archaeology. My activities have ranged from teaching and lecturing (adults and mature students, lecturing to the general public, conducting formal extra-mural and continuing education courses and study days), to managing a major research project at Shapwick, Somerset (which involved villagers, schoolchildren, and students of all ages), to working in a county museum (Oxfordshire) and a county planning department (Somerset). I have also been instrumental in developing and taking part in the Time Team programmes for Channel 4 over the last sixteen years, with over 200 programmes being made during that time (Figure 22.1). In this essay I intend to discuss the phases of my career and their role in publicizing archaeology in Britain together with my thoughts about such activities on reflection. I hope there is some wisdom here which might be useful to others.

I have always been interested in the past and I suppose this came from my parents, particularly my father, who, while not formally educated, was nevertheless well informed, and, like a lot of working-class people, wanted to know more. I was taken round ancient monuments, archaeological sites, and historic buildings as a child, in particular, prehistoric monuments such as burial chambers and stone circles, but also to what might be called practical working sites like water- and windmills. There was little room in my father’s interest for abbeys or even castles, but stately homes and country houses were relevant, not because of the importance or influence of the landed gentry who lived there, but because of the superior craftsmanship evident there. I had a very left-wing upbringing with a lot of discussion of politics and everyday news. From my mid-teenage years, and under the influence of my geography teachers, I began to develop an interest in archaeology, in particular field archaeology and settlement sites. I was most encouraged by a teacher in the secondary modern school near the grammar school I attended. Early on, I had a camera and took colour slides (which I still do) and I used them to give short family slide shows about what I had seen and learned. It seemed, and still seems to me, instructive to tell people about what you are discovering. I can’t help teaching and other people can’t help wanting to know about what is being found out about historic places or areas.

There is no doubt in my mind that most people are interested in the past, and in archaeology in particular. I have long pondered why this should be so and, of course, a great deal has been written about this (e.g. Stone 1989; Lowenthal 1998; Ramos and Duganne 2000). However, I do not want to get involved in the academic debates but rather give my personal view based on my experiences.

When it comes to archaeology, I am sure that much of the original interest comes from finding things, particularly if they are buried or hidden. There seems to be, for many people, tremendous excitement and interest in finding things that are buried, things that are different and foreign to their own experience of the world. This extends even to common finds such as the stems of clay tobacco pipes and pieces of broken eighteenth- or nineteenth-century pottery. The fact that the material is broken does not matter and certainly does not dampen interest, but the very act of recovering it from the soil seems to fascinate many people. Of course, much older objects are sometimes recovered and great age also seems to confer interest on items. For some people, rare materials like gold and silver, with a monetary value (or financial reward), can provide enormous additional interest. This partly explains the growth in treasure hunting and the use of metal-detectors. But even these people usually claim their main motivation is an interest in history. Archaeologists perhaps underestimate the role of finding things as a potential stimulus to the development of an interest in the subject. From an academic viewpoint, finding things is not thought to be an acceptable reason for practising archaeology and this has led to a sort of intellectual snobbery. The academic archaeologist frowns upon finding things as a reason for pursuing an interest in archaeology, an attitude which is not helpful in exciting public interest, particularly that of children. With many people, interest develops intellectually beyond the actual thrill of finding things into broader aspects of the subject. But who, among those who excavate, can deny the thrill of each exciting find?

[image: Image]

FIGURE 22.1 Location of Time Team three-day format programmes made in Britain between 1993 and 2008 (Series 1–16)—172 programmes. This does not include programmes made outside the British Isles.

Where does this interest in finding buried things come from? I tend to think it is innate in humans—perhaps it comes from digging up roots and tubers for food. Certainly children are fascinated by what they can find in the soil and many people keep this fascination into adulthood. It extends to geology and a fascination with different types of rocks, the crystals and gems in them, and in particular, of course, looking for fossils. Many geologists began their interest and career in the subject with a childhood fascination with fossils. We should probably not be surprised and certainly not be discomforted if interest in archaeology begins with finding things in the soil.

Holes dug in the ground also fascinate people. Many building sites now provide viewing platforms, or viewing holes in the surrounding fences, so that people can see what is going on. Certainly building work around our own homes, which produces unexpected wall foundations, pits, or even skeletons, can generate great interest. Monumental structures that turn up in modern development projects, especially if they are stone built and of Roman or medieval date, have long interested people, and the finding of skeletons and cemeteries has always produced macabre excitement.

Archaeology, at its most basic, has provided explanations for the things people find and a context and date for the structures and features that are dug up. It is very difficult to give people a concept of the time depth we deal with as historians and archaeologists. As in astronomy, the time scales can be mind-boggling. Most people can relate to parents, grandparents, and (possibly) great-grandparents, enabling them to reach back a hundred years or so, but going beyond that can be difficult. Monuments built hundreds or thousands of years ago can seem very remote indeed. Frequently people try to identify, either with how similar to us people were in the past, or, conversely, how very different, puzzling, and incomprehensible they and their actions were.

Archaeological studies also help to explain enigmatic field monuments, such as megalithic monuments and standing Roman and medieval ruins. Archaeology attempts to examine, explain, and clarify three aspects. First the relict monuments scattered about, which have no relation to contemporary life; secondly the structures that turn up in the ground (which were unsuspected in many cases); and thirdly the finds which are found in the soil, again often very different from things used in modern culture. Archaeology builds on what have always been fascinating aspects for the public and tries to explain what they see and find, in a systematic way. How this is done can enthuse, entertain, educate, and intrigue the public. Making all these aspects available to the public involves publicizing archaeology in all its forms and activities.

I should perhaps at this stage state my own personal thesis. The general public is by and large interested in the past, whether it be history, genealogy, visits to National Trust and English Heritage properties, or archaeology. As archaeologists we should make our activities and findings available to the public because they are interested. We should publicize what we do. Some archaeologists pursue their subject with little or no regard to the interest of the public. They satisfy their own intellectual aspirations, but few others, other than fellow academic archaeologists for example, gain much from their investigations, research, or publications.

It might be relevant at this point to look at the analogy of brain surgery to archaeology which has been flagged up as a reason for archaeology to be the preserve of professional archaeologists (e.g. Kennedy 2003). Major excavations are very complicated undertakings which have to be carried out professionally by specialists in the same way that complicated surgery has to be done by surgeons. Members of the public do not have the expertise to become involved in brain surgery. In a similar fashion, there are aspects of archaeology which are too complicated for involvement without extensive expertise. For some archaeologists, this attitude excludes the public from any involvement in practical archaeology. However, just as the public are capable of applying plasters and are involved in basic first aid, they can also be involved in some of the less complicated practical aspects of archaeology. To take the analogy further, we spend a great deal of time educating the public on general health in order to minimize their health problems and reduce the amount of time and costs incurred in illness that can easily be avoided. Gone are the days when doctors and consultants believed that patients had no business knowing anything about their medical condition! Surely this should also apply to archaeology. A public with a greater knowledge of archaeology would benefit the subject as a whole.

But there is a further aspect. Because archaeology is not an essential aspect of modern life, in the way that housing, education, and medicine are, for example, it only has any worth for the public if they are kept informed about its activities and if they continue to find it of interest, fascination, and value. Ultimately, if archaeology is to continue being practised, the public must find it interesting and this will only happen if archaeologists inform the public of what they are doing.

This is particularly important if we want to see archaeology obtain more resources and figure more in political considerations. Politicians (both local and national) generally only respond to pressure from the public—they listen to the concerns and interests of the public. If they see public concern for archaeology then resources will be made available, for example, for museums. Unless (or until) archaeology is made a statutory obligation on local authorities (like healthcare, education, police, or social services) it will always be vulnerable to government changes or lack of funding by local authorities. But because statutory provision of archaeological services is never likely to be made mandatory, archaeology must cultivate public interest and concern, so that despite political interest and resources or lack of them, archaeological activity continues.

So for archaeology to survive as an aspect of modern life, archaeologists must continue to interest the general public. Feeding the curiosity of the general public is, in the end, the only way that adequate resources and legislation are likely to be made available, thereby enabling us to continue to learn and gain new knowledge about the past. But we should communicate our archaeology to the general public anyway as very many people have more than a passing interest in the subject. The organization of archaeology in Britain has improved enormously in the last thirty years. There is much that works well and much we can be pleased with. However it is all very vulnerable to the changing whims and priorities of local and national politicians.

Below, I look at my career in archaeology, in local-authority archaeology, in extramural teaching, and in making television programmes, with especial reference to how we can further develop the essential aspect of disseminating knowledge of our activities to the general public.

PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY IN OXFORDSHIRE AND SOMERSET

My first full-time paid employment was as a field officer at the Oxford City and County Museum, at Woodstock in Oxfordshire (1970–4). This was a new museum founded in the 1960s specifically for the history and archaeology of Oxford city and Oxfordshire, i.e. in contrast to the university with its famous Ashmolean Museum. As such, it had a young staff: the second Director, Richard Foster (also appointed in 1970), was only in his thirties. The first Director, Jean Cook, had lots of new ideas. One of these was that there would be a field department, most of the activities of which would be outside the museum—conducting fieldwork and small excavations, and compiling what became one of the first Sites and Monuments Records in the country (now known as HERs—Historic Environment Records). Within this department I was required to liaise with outside local groups, carry out fieldwork, and help organize a study group which met in the museum every Tuesday evening to update records and complete forms for the Sites and Monuments Record. Also, following Trevor Rowley’s appointment as the first staff tutor in archaeology in the Extra-Mural Department of Oxford University in 1969, I was heavily involved in extra-mural teaching in Oxfordshire at such centres as Witney, Wallingford, Abingdon, and elsewhere.

When I moved to Somerset in 1974, to become the first archaeologist in the County Planning Department, I took many of these ideas, methods, and aspirations with me. The county planning officer, Mr Denton-Cox, was quite clear why he wanted an archaeologist on his staff. When part of the medieval monastery at Keynsham was cut through by a bypass road, a public outcry ensued. He wanted a record of sites to alert his planning officers to the existence of such archaeological remains. So I was confronted with two main problems; compiling a Sites and Monuments Record for the county of Somerset (post-1974 boundaries) and educating the planning officers and elected councillors to the existence and importance of archaeological and historical sites. For the former I again recruited the help of local archaeological societies, many of whom had carried out fieldwork in their areas. As for the latter, apart from talking to planners in the County and District Council offices, I took county councillors on field trips to show them archaeological sites in the county. I knew I could only advise them if they knew what I was talking about; I treated these field trips as if the councillors were extra-mural students.

County archaeologists have a relatively high public profile (in relation to archaeologists in the past, and indeed in relation to many in universities or units) and I felt that I needed to be a one-man crusader if the archaeology of the county was to be properly treated. I visited large numbers of sites on the ground and flew over and photographed many others, all to augment the developing Sites and Monuments Record. The number of deserted medieval settlements, for example (an interest of mine), increased from around 15 in 1971 to over 300 by 1976 as more and more areas of earthworks were located. I visited all the archaeological groups in Somerset (around twenty in 1976) and many other groups, such as Women’s Institutes and Rotary Clubs, talking about the richness of Somerset’s archaeological heritage and my role to protect and manage it. I tried not to miss any opportunity to talk to any group that would listen. As Somerset fell within the extra-mural teaching area of Bristol University, I taught large numbers of courses all over the county, and because I lived in Taunton, and west Somerset was a long way from Bristol, I tended to carry out the classes in archaeology in the west of the county.

ADULT EDUCATION: EXTRA-MURAL TEACHING IN OXFORD, BRISTOL, AND ELSEWHERE

Whatever ‘job’ I have had, I have always been involved in public education, through extra-mural, external studies, lifelong learning (the terminology keeps changing but the general aims and themes are the same). Even before my first full-time employment, I had conducted numerous extra-mural classes in the Midlands for Birmingham University Extra-Mural department. My first job, in Oxfordshire, included teaching adult classes in the county, and I spent many evenings giving talks to local groups, and showing groups around the museum.

But, at that time, everyone involved professionally in archaeology was also involved in extra-mural teaching in classes all over the country. In Oxfordshire, archaeologists working in Oxford, Abingdon, on the M40 motorway project, and for the Upper Thames Archaeology Committee all taught in their spare time. It was what we did; no one ever questioned it. You were involved in archaeological projects, you informed the public about them; the main vehicle was the extra-mural class or day school, so you took part in them and explained what you were doing. You helped organize and supervise projects and recruited people to help. And, of course, you got paid for it; I put down the deposit on my first house near Burford from extra-mural teaching earnings in 1972! By the time I left Oxfordshire in 1974 I had taught for the extra-mural departments of Birmingham, Bristol, Oxford, and Leicester, and given dozens of talks to all sorts of local groups.

One day I decided life was too comfortable as county archaeologist in Somerset so I gave up my full-time, pensionable, superannuable job and took the post of a temporary (three years) tutor in Local Studies in the External Studies Department at Oxford University. I took over the role from Trevor Rowley, who was on sabbatical leave, but I was only there a year before I was appointed as staff tutor in archaeology in the extramural department of Bristol University and returned to the West Country.

As staff tutor in archaeology at the University of Bristol I ran up to 80 courses a year from 1979–80 to 1994–5, including ten-meeting evening and daytime courses, day-schools on weekdays and at weekends, and summer schools and residential courses across the south-west in Bristol, Bath, Dorset, Gloucestershire, Wiltshire, and Somerset. I also organized and taught on courses for the visually impaired for ten years following the Year of the Disabled in 1981. In addition to this I have always given up to thirty unpaid lectures per year to local groups, societies, and organizations. From 1995, the two-year part-time certificate courses were developed into a part-time degree with the first students graduating in February 2005.

From 1981 Margaret Thatcher’s government began to cut the subsidies for extra-mural courses for the general public, including those in archaeology. These changes in funding meant that part-time courses could only be conducted by universities if they resulted in a qualification. This made them very expensive for part-time or retired students, many of whom already had at least one degree and were pursuing courses for reasons of interest. Soon, if you have a degree already and wish to take another in a different subject, the fees will be extortionate, beyond what people would pay for pure interest.

These changes have resulted in the virtual extinction of part-time non-credit-bearing courses in archaeology. I have never understood what was so wrong with members of the public learning for learning’s sake. Many adult students already have degrees and only pursue the subject for interest’s sake. Clearly part-time degrees are a desirable addition but these could have been added to the existing provision. General public education, in whatever subject, undoubtedly has a positive knock-on effect across the whole community in all areas. Perhaps the time has come for archaeologists to return to conducting courses for local groups and societies without direct university involvement. This already seems to be happening in the south-west with courses being put on and paid for by county societies in Cornwall, Devon, and Somerset following the demise of extra-mural departments in Bristol and Exeter universities.

MEDIA INVOLVEMENT: TIME TEAM AND TELEVISION

Around the time that I started working at Woodstock, the local radio station, Radio Oxford, began broadcasting. At the museum we prepared ‘motor trails’ to help visitors to the county, pointing out interesting sites, earthworks, buildings, and churches. I made short radio programmes based on these, which were broadcast each week. Perhaps, prophetically, this was the beginning of my media career.

The story of the origins of Time Team has been told several times in print (Aston 2000: 26–31; Taylor 1998: 8–15). From my point of view, the media, radio, or television has always been an extension of extra-mural classes. If instead of thirty people in a draughty village hall, you can inform 3 million viewers in a television audience, with a lot more resources to demonstrate how it all works, then this is a much more effective method of enthusing the public. Tim Taylor (the Series Producer) and I had a similar vision of what a programme might involve: to follow an archaeology project from initial discussion to final summary, showing the public how and when decisions were taken, and how the work was carried out.

Tim Taylor’s background was in teaching—he had been a secondary school teacher—so for us both the teaching/learning aspect was very important. Commissioning editors at Channel 4 Television, of course, were interested in the entertainment value of the series as well, though it is worth recording that the Time Team programmes have always been broadcast as part of their educational output. The programme format has a strong teaching component where the participants explain what they are doing and why, and periodically assess progress and revise strategies.

By the time the series began in 1993–4, the world of archaeology had changed quite dramatically from what it had been in the 1950s and 1960s. Many archaeologists were employed to carry out evaluation excavations in advance of development. Their world was one of desktop assessments, geophysical and other surveys, and keyhole excavations using trenches and test pits. Their aim was frequently simple—was there any archaeology on the site, what was its condition and extent, and to what period did it belong? A Time Team programme films a project with essentially the same aims and process. The programme maker, Videotext, is the ‘developer’; the ‘development’ is the filmed excavation; the archaeological members of Time Team act as the ‘contracted unit’; and the film is the ‘outcome’. The final (grey literature) report, produced by Wessex Archaeology (rather than the film), attempts to answer basic questions about the site. But we have a lot of concentrated resources, so instead of a protracted week, fortnight, or month of work, the fieldwork is completed in three days.

Over the last nineteen years we have refined (and defined) the relationship between the archaeology and the film-making process considerably. We get requests to make programmes from many quarters: staff in agencies such as English Heritage, Cadw (Wales), and Historic Scotland; county and district archaeologists; members of the public; and local societies. These are looked at and assessed by numerous people from the series producer and editor, the presenter (Tony Robinson), myself, and others. Almost any suggestion would make a good archaeological project, so as part of my role as consultant and adviser, I raise likely archaeological problems and pitfalls. Other factors, ownership of site, access, hotels, likely public interest, are considered by the programme makers. When a programme gets the initial go-ahead, two researchers (usually archaeology graduates) then gather all the background information and we meet to discuss what we can achieve with the archaeology. I think the system works well and there is a lot of consideration and mutual respect between the archaeologists and the film-makers. I have to ensure we do the best archaeological job we can (not always obvious in the edited final film version) and the producers have to get a coherent story in a film from it. In the early days there were a few clashes of interest, but these were soon ironed out. It helps not being dependent on the filming (financially or in any other way); all of us have other jobs and we are really only involved in film-making to carry out an archaeological project and interest the general public.

It is perhaps worth stating that although there is a script (for guidance only) the filming is very spontaneous with three camera crews on hand to catch the decision-making processes (and finds) as they happen (Figure 22.2). The 25 hours or so of film made for each programme is then edited down to 50 minutes by the director of each shoot—the process is an artistic one with each director editing the material and choosing what they want to depict. Some archaeological colleagues seem unable to grasp this—TV films are edited versions of reality. Different directors would select different material from what had been filmed; there would be as many versions as editors. While I see the rough-cuts of each film, and check the archaeological content of the film, in the end, the finished version has to be seen as the edited version of events by a particular director. Archaeologists would do well to recognize this.
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FIGURE 22.2 Time Team excavation—filming archaeologists on site. (Photo: Mick Aston.)

The honesty of a programme depends on the cooperative relationship between archaeologists (myself, the team, and visiting specialists) and the director and production staff. For archaeologists to have integrity in what is being done, mutual understanding between archaeology and filming has to be developed. I think we have achieved this in Time Team. We have been very fortunate as it is a precious commodity.

The reaction of some archaeologists to Time Team has been extraordinary. From the first review of the programme (Fowler 1994) there has been persistent strong hostile criticism. Archaeologists seem to have been worried about the short time scale of three days, the quality of the work, and the impression of the subject created by the programme.

By now my view will probably be clear—archaeology can only exist while the public are interested in it. Then, politicians, nationally and locally, will countenance legislation to protect archaeology and enable its investigation, and make funds available to protect and examine sites. Television is the medium that perhaps most effectively empowers us to show the public how archaeology works, why it is interesting and exciting, and why we should value it. I have often felt that while one part of the archaeological profession has been putting in the effort to interest the public, other parts, and I am thinking particularly of university and some local-authority archaeologists, have not. We have not been helped by many academic archaeologists: they have not suggested new ideas and sites, become involved in programme making, or in explaining and publicizing the subject.

The pilot programme for Time Team was filmed in 1992 and the first series made in 1993 and broadcast in 1994. There have now been sixteen series of Time Team programmes (as I write we are in the middle of filming the 16th series which will be broadcast in early 2009), amounting in all to 172 programmes with the normal three-day format. Figure 22.1 shows the location of these programmes in Britain (a handful have been made overseas). Four have been made in Northern Ireland, twelve in Scotland, eight in Wales, and one on the Isle of Man. The rest were in England, with concentrations particularly in County Durham, the Fens, the Cotswolds, and London. In addition there have been up to four special or documentary programmes per year, made over a longer period, frequently in collaboration with an archaeological organization, and introduced to explore a theme in rather more detail. Recent examples have included hillforts, the Sheffield steel industry, and Liverpool’s first purpose-built dock. Over the years we have also made ‘live’ archaeology programmes, where over a period of 3–8 days a site has been investigated, with frequent visits by outside broadcast (OB) crews. We have also made a number of special Christmas programmes which have followed up certain aspects of earlier programmes.

It is debatable whether Time Team is a filmed archaeological exercise or an excavation set up for the benefit of the cameras. Whether it matters either way is a matter of opinion. Personally, I don’t think I could continue to make the programmes if I didn’t believe that there was a strong element of reality in it—with appropriate archaeological methods and techniques, genuine archaeological problems to solve, and realistic results to be obtained. Professor Geoffrey Wainwright, the former chief archaeologist of English Heritage, gave me several pieces of advice in the early days of Time Team which I have continued to follow. One was that if the three key pieces of information could be obtained about a site—age, extent, and condition—then each programme could be a useful archaeological exercise. Another (mainly in regard to scheduled ancient monuments but it is now applied to all sites) was that work should only proceed if three things were in place. First there needs to be the academic question. What do we want to know about this site and why? A research design document (project design or PD as it is known on Time Team) is produced for each programme to address this. Secondly the expertise to investigate the site has to be available, and thirdly adequate resources must be assembled so that the objectives of the research design can be achieved. We make sure we have these in place for every programme and we constantly refer back to the research design through the three days of practical work.

Some two to three million people watch each Time Team programme and over a series of thirteen programmes (usually broadcast between January and April early on Sunday evenings) some twenty million people watch at least part of a programme. These figures indicate that perhaps a third of the population of Britain have seen at least a part of a programme and so hopefully have some idea about archaeology. I think this is successful publicizing of archaeology. It is, personally, what I set out to do, and I think that as a team we are achieving it.

Apart from the continuing complaints of many of my colleagues in the archaeological profession, who still constantly criticize Time Team at every opportunity, one means of gauging how well the programme is thought of by the public is my regular public lectures, talks, and question sessions up and down the country (Figure 22.3). Over the years I have given at least 300 of these. The size of the audience can range from less than a hundred to over a thousand, usually consisting of families with children who often have little prior archaeological knowledge other than what they have seen on Time Team. There is no doubt about their enthusiasm for and interest in archaeology. While they might follow closely the role of individual members of the Team, they also have some idea of landscape survey, GPS (Global Positioning System), geophysics, and the techniques of digging. It is debatable whether the programme has attracted more undergraduates to study for an archaeology degree. Students themselves and admission officers in university departments often tell me that it was Time Team programmes that inspired the students to read archaeology at university. But in 2008 applications by students to read archaeology are falling, though many still claim to be inspired by the programme. Students (and their parents) now have other more pressing matters to consider such as the accumulation of enormous debts while attending a university course and apprehension about the prospects of well-remunerated employment at the end of a course of study. Archaeology continues, for the most part, to be a poorly paid career and this may be why university numbers are declining. Continued growth could be expected in the middle-aged mature student sector if the tutors were there to provide the guidance. It is interesting, for example, to see that after forty years the Open University is at last providing archaeology courses. Archaeology, one would have thought, would be an obvious subject for part-time mature students to study and should have been available from the outset.
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FIGURE 22.3 Mick talking to the public. (Photo: Teresa Hall.)

It is my personal view that my colleagues, particularly in universities, undervalue the effect of the Time Team programmes in publicizing the subject. Many clearly do not like Time Team but it has had the positive effect of introducing the subject to large numbers of the public. Perhaps more significantly, none of them has yet come up with an alternative formula to replace it. Julian Richard’s programmes on Meet the Ancestors and Blood of the Vikings complemented Time Team in many respects, emphasizing the scientific methods not really dealt with in our programmes. But other recent productions (Extreme Archaeology and Bonekickers for example) have perhaps not been so helpful in illuminating the subject. Rather than sitting back and complaining, colleagues in universities should develop different treatments of archaeology to present to television producers and directors. Certainly the younger generation, in particular those under 40, should do this.

PUBLICIZING ARCHAEOLOGY: A BLUEPRINT FOR THE FUTURE

There has been a lot of complaint in this article, explicit and implied, of the way archaeology is publicized by archaeologists. Certain factors need to be considered. If it is accepted that archaeology is not ‘essential’, but is nevertheless of great interest to many people and important to some, then we can see that it will never, and perhaps should never, take the resources that might be used elsewhere (in health and education for example). However, if archaeology is seen as a key aspect of people’s leisure and retirement activities, an important factor in cultural identity, a major component of the tourist industry, and a subject of intrinsic interest, then it will deserve adequate resources. If it is also accepted that adequate funding for archaeology will only be made available and continue to be provided if politicians, both local and national, think that it is worthwhile, this will only come about if those politicians feel that the public think it is a worthwhile pursuit. If we accept this train of argument then it is clearly essential that, in whatever role archaeologists find themselves, they should excite public interest. They need to explain what they are doing and what is being learnt in as many and as effective ways as possible. I shall deal with only a few of these, and how they relate to archaeologists in universities, archaeological units (companies), and local authorities.

Within universities, archaeologists have a very difficult problem. In the recent past, archaeology has developed and benefited from both the expansion in the number of university archaeology departments, lecturers, and student places at undergraduate and post-graduate level, but also in the development and expansion of extra-mural classes and part-time students. Indeed part-time (or ‘amateur’ archaeology through local societies and groups) largely developed from the 1960s and 1970s as a result of the activities of university extra-mural tutors. Archaeology extra-mural tutors, both full-time and parttime, used to teach local groups in centres away from the main university departments. The widespread interest in archaeology and the large number of part-time groups is a direct reflection of earlier extra-mural classes.

But most of this has gone, killed off by Thatcherite policies in the 1980s and 1990s, but also by universities themselves, many of which no longer see a local teaching role, unrelated to degrees, necessarily as part of their brief. Neither postgraduate students nor archaeologists working in units, museums, and so on see teaching evening classes, or indeed having any contact with the local public, as part of their job.

In university departments, attention to achieving the best results in the RAE (Research Assessment Exercise) has encouraged university archaeologists to look for projects of international research significance (usually interpreted as archaeology abroad) and not to bother with either local archaeology or indeed with the publishing of local or general archaeological textbooks. Instead, obscure articles or reports on distant foreign sites earn more points, to the detriment of public interest in the subject. As yet there has been no public querying of why taxpayers’ money is spent on so many projects abroad and why nothing further is being done to investigate sites in the home locality of some universities. The approach extends to academics no longer publishing textbooks on general archaeological themes or periods—Peter Kemmis Betty bemoaned this in Antiquity (Kemmis Betty 2002) in his role as a commissioning editor with Batsford and then Tempus books. I know of one author of a well-respected introductory textbook, the sort of work someone new to the subject might come across, who was told not to write such books in future, but produce instead material that would benefit his university department in the RAE!

While there is good research going on in British universities, often in this country, and sometimes exciting and interesting to the general public, the bulk of archaeological projects, and especially excavations, are now undertaken by private archaeological companies—the units and trusts of the British archaeological scene. The biggest and best of these are carrying out projects which are significantly contributing new knowledge about an area, period, or type of site. This would not be achievable without the developer-funded and commercial operations of archaeologists working in such organizations as Wessex Archaeology, Oxford Archaeology, Cotswold Archaeology, or MOLAS (the Museum of London Archaeological Service).

There are problems with this: when local expertise is set aside for the cheapest quote for the job; sometimes different units are involved in the same neighbourhood with no inter-communication; when (client) confidentiality of information precludes publication or even discussion with colleagues and so on; often local people, whether interested local archaeological societies or the general public at large, never know about and are never informed about projects in their area or what has been found. If regional research institutes had been set up in the 1980s to carry out development projects in their area, this might have ensured that information was more readily able to contribute to new knowledge of their region, but the chance to develop this approach has probably now passed.

Many units, like those mentioned above for example, not only produce excellent, user-friendly, reports (such as the MOLAS series on monasteries around London—e.g. Sloane and Malcolm 2004) but also a variety of leaflets, booklets, and project reports explaining what is happening to the general public.

In many ways some of the best research in this country is carried out by the units—and some of the most experienced, best-qualified, archaeologists are employed in the units rather than in the universities. Certainly there seems to be more concern by developers and the archaeological units they employ to make their discoveries known to the public than there is with many university archaeology departments. And the skill of the archaeologist, the methods used, the facilities available, and the final reports produced are all aspects seen better in the units than in the universities in many instances.

If local university departments are often not involved in the archaeology of their areas, then local authorities have become increasingly engaged. Most county, district, and unitary authorities now have an archaeologist, often in the planning department, and many have local museums with archaeologists or finds specialists on their staff. The best of them have something like the ideal number of staff—with county archaeologist, Sites and Monuments or HER officer(s), development archaeologist(s), museum archaeologist(s), conservator(s), and so on. Many county archaeological departments now include Portable Antiquities Finds Liaison Officers (FLO) as well; some even have a community archaeologist who deals with societies and groups, community archaeology projects, and the Young Archaeologists’ Club branches (YAC) in the area. Good examples include Leicestershire, Somerset, and Worcestershire. In Worcestershire one member of the county council’s archaeology staff has, as part of their brief, the role of looking after the YAC in the area. Some counties, such as Durham, where the county council owns a number of sites, publish an excellent annual magazine about the archaeology of their areas, and others like Essex produce an annual newspaper with details of projects in the county.

A number of features emerge from local-authority involvement in archaeology and its relationship with the public. First, the local museum has often been the main base for archaeology in an area—not only for study, conservation, display and storage, but also as the main contact between professional staff and the general public. The Thatcherite policies of the 1980s and 1990s decimated many museums’ staff, since, like archaeology, museums are not ‘essential’, they are not a statutory undertaking of local government, and hence they are very vulnerable to council cuts in expenditure; little has changed under successive Labour governments. Often now the FLO does the job a museum curator once did and community archaeologists, where they exist, provide the services of a museum officer.

In many ways the best contribution local authorities can make to publicize archaeology in their areas, beyond the HER and the county archaeologist involved in planning matters, is through a community archaeologist who can encourage involvement in local archaeological projects. In effect the role is of an extra-mural archaeology tutor, YAC helper, community archaeologist, and museum curator all rolled into one! In Leicestershire, Peter Liddle has encouraged groups for over twenty years in this role.

I recently visited the Isle of Man and was much impressed by the scheme set up to enable people to visit and appreciate the archaeological and building heritage of the island. The main museum for the island is in the town of Douglas and in its bookshop are guide books for the sites of each period around the island. Out in the countryside these are all signposted in a uniform style with display boards at each of the sites. These include churches with collections of early medieval sculpture, open to the public. The model of a central museum, sites to visit, guide books and leaflets, and uniform signs would be a useful one to follow in any county. The museum in effect needs to be the opening introduction to the history of the county and to stock all the relevant books and maps for a tour by the visitor. The county museum should have a central position in such a scheme with its displays providing a good introduction to the area and what there is to see, providing a comprehensive book and map source for visits, as well as toilets, a café, parking, and so on.

I would like to suggest a scheme, a way forward for archaeologists and the public, to enjoy local archaeology to the full. It is based on the desire to dig and find things which many people seem to want, combined with a way of explaining the archaeological process, together with obtaining new knowledge about common sites, and having those sites available to visit as monuments at the end of the scheme.

The basic idea would be to select three common types of site in each region and excavate them over a ten-year period. Sites could be a late prehistoric farmstead, a Roman-period farm, and part of a medieval settlement. Such sites are typical and in fact represent where most of our ancestors spent much of the early periods. The whole process from identifying the site, the desktop research, the academic background, through geophysics, air survey, topographical surveying, excavation, and post-excavation work would involve the general public and be accessible on the site. There would be indoor displays in the work areas, a car and coach park, café, and toilets, and visitors, students, local families, school parties, and tourists would be encouraged to make repeat visits so they could see the project in action and the progress made as the process unfolds.

These sites would originally have had a substantial organic component in their construction so the aim would be to reconstruct buildings and boundaries and run the places as ‘Butser-type’ reconstructed sites when the excavations are completed. As one of the initial aims of the projects would be a visitable monument, the infrastructure of road access, toilets, meeting rooms, refreshments, etc. would need to be put in place at the outset.

CONCLUSION

Archaeologists as a group, part-timers and professionals, seem to be very complacent about the position they occupy in society. Most clearly enjoy their archaeology and find it an important part of their existence. Many are anxious to convey their enjoyment to as many other people as possible. But we have not made much of an attempt to influence the politicians who could ensure that archaeology has a higher profile and that there is a statutory obligation to pursue aspects of it. At the moment, because these are not statutory, local authorities are not obliged to provide archaeologists, museums, adequate storage, or curation of archaeological materials or many of the other aspects which any affluent society might think are important. PPG16 (Planning Policy Guidance notice 16—the reason why archaeology is carried out before developments in England) is, after all, only guidance.

Archaeological units in the end are only answerable to their clients like any other commercial outfit. Only when it suits them or their clients might they make their work accessible to the public. Certainly the free flow of archaeological information is not seen to be essential between archaeological companies as it is between archaeologists.

And finally, although archaeology is an academic subject, an intellectual pursuit, universities often do not see their role as investigators of the local archaeology of their region or making it accessible to the public as necessarily part of their role.

Unless we publicize our activities more, so that the public are aware of what it is all about and what is happening in their area, feel that they are involved, and have a share in what is happening, we risk losing their interest and support. We know that politicians only react when the public concern grows; if the public are kept in the dark and lose interest, the politicians will too. Without publicity, the subject of archaeology could very easily disappear. If we care, we should organize ourselves better now so that this does not happen.
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CHAPTER 23
ARCHAEOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES AND LANGUAGES

KRISTIAN KRISTIANSEN

Kristian Kristiansen is a distinguished European prehistorian and a founding father of the European Association of Archaeologists. In this chapter, he examines critically some of the political consequences of the great expansion of archaeology and of the related heritage sector in Europe, particularly over the last thirty years. Despite hopes that this expansion might lead to greater international and cross-cultural understanding, Kristiansen’s analyses of historical changes in the terminology of archaeological conservation, of the language of citations in international journals, and of the titles of archaeology journals all reveal that postmodern archaeological communities, readings, publications, and interpretations in Europe have actually become predominantly national, regional, and local in scope.

INTRODUCTION

OVER the last thirty years we have experienced the largest expansion of archaeology since the late nineteenth and early twentieth century when regional and local museums were founded all over Europe. The recent expansion of the heritage sector has been linked to developments of infrastructure, leading to developer-funded rescue archaeology, and cultural tourism, which shifted the public presentation of the past from museums to monuments in the landscape. It changed the balance between museums, universities, and public archaeology, but in the process it has also changed the interpretative perspective in public presentations and research, which became local and national in scope. In this chapter I set out to critically analyse some of the effects this has had on archaeological communities and research, which have become predominantly local and monolingual. I propose that these changes are linked to wider changes in society under the banner of postmodernism, known in archaeology as post-processualism. I further propose that the heritage sector, more than other sectors in archaeology, is bound to reflect these changes due to its ideological role as protector and manager of national heritage throughout the world. While this development has undoubtedly opened new doors to interpretation and public presentation, I focus critical attention on some of its unintended consequences.

In the following I therefore trace these changes through time in an analysis of heritage terminology, followed by an analysis of the language of citations in international journals in some large and smaller countries in Europe. Finally I analyse the structure of archaeological journals and of publication.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONSERVATION: THE IDEOLOGICAL MEANING OF TERMINOLOGY

Terminology may often act as a sensitive barometer of the ideological fabric of research and conservation. This proposition can be further substantiated if one takes a closer look at the role and meaning of changing terminologies within archaeological preservation. Before the 1960s conservation terminology was still deeply anchored in a perception of the past based on museums and their role as curators of the portable past. ‘Museum inspectors’, ‘conservators’, or even ‘antiquarians’ were commonly employed terms for archaeologists working within this sector. In Sweden and Norway the ‘State Antiquarian’ was and still remains the official term for the director general of the national heritage, including historic buildings and landscapes. This was of course linked to the term ‘antiquities’, which was the then common term for archaeological objects preserved in museums. The title ‘State Antiquarian’ originated in the aspiring nationalism in Sweden with its rise to great power in the later seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, and during this period antiquarians were people interested in and working with past antiquities, mostly as a hobby (Schnapp 1996: chs. 2–3; Diaz-Andreu 2007: 53 ff.).

The official title ‘State Antiquarian’ lends a certain (obsolete) historical aura to the administration of national antiquities in a modern society, and therefore most countries have followed the changes in terminology introduced by changing ideological and political interests in the past. These terminological changes were typically introduced during periods of rapid economic and political change in Western society, which also affected the archaeological heritage. Therefore they were typically introduced in those countries where the changes were most profound, just like the situation in Sweden and France during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, which saw great political upheavals leading to the formation of the two interlinked concepts of nationalism and the right of the people to take part in government, as part of national independence.

However, with the expansion of museums during the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, their professionalization demanded more modern concepts. ‘Museum inspector’ and ‘conservator’ were in line with other developing professions, where the term ‘inspector’ was added to the title. (Think of the many professions that once used the term ‘inspector’: police, land registration, railways, etc.) And ‘conservator’ was in the same vein a term employed in several related fields of nature conservation and preservation of threatened species. In this way the new museums and their archaeological practitioners inscribed themselves into the dominant industrial ideology, and could consequently be considered as being part of modernity. In the same vein their exhibitions were modelled after the presentation of industrial commodities in the new stores in the capitals of Europe. This rise of modern museums and the protection of portable archaeological heritage, mostly from burials, represented the first transformation of archaeology that integrated it into modern society. However, in some countries the return to a more romantic perception of nature and culture between the two world wars led to the creation of new titles, such a ‘monument curator’ (Bodendenkmalpfleger in German), and the old term ‘antiquarian’ was reintroduced in some countries, while ‘folk culture’ and local histories took priority on the research agenda in the historical and archaeological disciplines throughout Europe.

The next big change took place during the 1960s with its rapid expansion of towns and infrastructure leading to massive destruction of historic environments and archaeological sites and monuments. By this time settlements had become known as an archaeological category in need of preservation and research. Regional and national inventories had during the early and mid-twentieth centuries demonstrated not only the archaeological potential of settlement sites in the landscape, but also their destruction through modern ploughing and not least urban development. The new understanding of the rich archaeological heritage of settlement sites and other non-visible archaeological structures, such as cemeteries, roads, etc., led to a new concern with quantification and landscape archaeology. Archaeology was inscribed into the new planning regimes of the expanding welfare society, and ‘cultural resource management’ became the new mantra or term to accommodate this ideological and organizational transformation of archaeological preservation. It was introduced and developed in the USA (Schiffer and Gumerman 1977), and was soon taken onboard in England and other European countries (Cleere 1984). Archaeologists became ‘planners’ and ‘managers’, and thus retained their ideological bonds with modernity and industrial efficiency, also reflected in the expanding use of heavy machinery in area excavations of settlement sites. Archaeological sites were now considered a cultural resource that could be preserved either through management planning (as a cultural or archaeological park) or through excavation. The historic values of landscapes were quantified (number of monuments and sites) and such maps were employed in both local and regional planning (examples in Kristiansen 1984).

New legislation combined with the use of digitized archaeological maps in the planning process paved the way for this economic and ideological transformation of archaeology, which led to the largest boom in archaeological excavations and research since the museum wave and its transformation and preservation of portable heritage. Now, the non-portable heritage was preserved, mostly through excavation paid for by the developer. This can be considered the second transformation of archaeological preservation and research (Cleere 1989). It was accompanied by a generalizing perception of the past that could be studied and compared worldwide in order to gain insight into the historical regularities of human societies and their organization. In this way archaeological research came closer to the theoretical and methodological idioms of natural science. Thus, a new-found respect for both archaeological research and preservation characterized this second transformation of archaeological preservation, which at least indirectly aimed at freeing preservation from national ideology.

During the last twenty-five years we have witnessed an ideological retreat from this newly gained position of scientific respectability, and a return to a more national and local ideology of archaeological research and preservation. Again it is reflected in a change of vocabulary from ‘cultural resource management’ to ‘heritage management’, or simply from ‘conservation’ to ‘heritage’. The concept of ‘heritage’ would have been politically impossible to introduce during the 1950s or 1960s when archaeology demarcated a distance between everything ‘national’ and everything linked to ‘origins’. Heritage was thus a politically tainted concept after the Second World War, as it was seen to be linked to the role of cultural and ethnic origins that prevailed during the first half of the twentieth century in historical and archaeological interpretations in Europe, taken to their extreme in Germany.

However, by the 1980s, the ideological climate had changed, and the concept of heritage could be reintroduced by a new generation without historical memory. It happened in England during the early 1980s under the Thatcher regime as part of a strategy of privatizations that included the Inspectorate or National Agency of Ancient Monuments, which was given a more independent position and renamed ‘English Heritage’. Soon after, Scotland and Ireland followed suit; and suddenly ‘heritage’ was the accepted terminology that was employed in the European Charter on Heritage Management from 1992 (Cleere 1993). By the late 1980s ‘cultural heritage’ was discussed as a human right that was granted to every ethnic group, including cultural minorities, and it was put on the agenda of UNESCO in their report on culture from 1996. This is not to deny that heritage was contested. On the contrary, the archaeological and historical heritage was seen as a battlefield of competing interests (Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996; Lowenthal 1998). But there was also a general consensus that the newborn focus on an English heritage was linked to its decline from imperial power. Its history could now be marketed under the new banner of ‘English Heritage’ for an increasing cultural tourism that was international. While heritage presentations became a growing international economic force, its national role was strengthened throughout Europe. Culture and history became the new mobilizing force to attract both tourists and new inhabitants from local communities to nations (Horne 1984; Ashworth and Larkham 1994), and it created a whole new sector for managing and teaching the archaeological heritage (Cooper et al. 1995; Skeates 2000; Carman 2003).

We can sum up the changes in terminology during the last forty to fifty years in the following way:

• 1960s–1970s: Cultural Resource Management;

• 1980s–?: Heritage Management.

This change was accompanied by shifts:

• From quantification to qualification;

• From objective to subjective evaluations;

• From history to origins;

• And from national to local history.

In an attempt to focus on the archaeological heritage of a shared European past, the Council of Europe introduced ‘The Bronze Age Campaign’ in 1993, which led to a European-wide presentation of the Bronze Age as a first Golden Age in Europe. This represented a new concern with a common European past, also reflected in new European conventions and charters on the archaeological heritage from the same period (Willem 1999; Tzanidaki 2000). This can be seen as the first attempt to break away from a national framework, and it was most strongly represented by the formation of the European Association of Archaeologists (EAA). Both initiatives were responding to the changed political conditions after the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1991, and to the revival of national heritage throughout Europe.

The revived focus on historical origins, from local communities to nations, encapsulated in the term ‘heritage’, was accompanied by a major reorientation of the conceptual and methodological framework of heritage management. This shift in theoretical framework is summarized in Figure 23.1. It will be noticed that in many aspects it is parallel to similar profound changes in archaeological theory that occurred under the banner of post-processualism. In recent years, much attention has been paid to the ideological role of the nation state during the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and its impact upon archaeology (Kohl and Fawcett 1995; Atkinson et al. 1996; Diaz-Andreu and Champion 1996), and especially on archaeological heritage and presentations for the public, as reflected in the international journal Public Archaeology. Less attention had been paid to its consequences for research programmes in the present. It is apparently assumed that modern archaeology has freed itself from such national and ethnocentric constraints. I propose that this is not the case.

To sum up: the terminology employed by archaeological conservation during the last 150 years can be seen as an ideological barometer of its political role in society, which has tended to swing like a pendulum between local, national, and international perspectives. The international expansion of archaeological heritage presentations during the last twenty-five years was accompanied by a renewed focus on historical origins and local histories within the framework of national history, despite claims of cultural diversity as the preferred framework in some countries (see Figure 23.1). This was counterbalanced by the first attempts to create a European framework for archaeological research and heritage (the Bronze Age Campaign and EAA). Cultural heritage was increasingly considered a human right that was granted to all people and nations, and under this ideological banner it achieved a new progressive status.
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FIGURE 23.1 Trends in cultural heritage management over the last twenty-five years. (After Olivier and Clark 2001.)

RESEARCH COMMUNITIES AND LANGUAGES

In an article written ten years ago, Evzen Neustupný took issue with what he considered to be the disproportionate dominance of a few major languages in archaeology, and their lack of interest in research outside their own language universe (Neustupný 1998). He concluded that nations big enough to create a large research environment that also included research institutes in other countries allowed them to construct a research environment that did not need to make reference to other languages, as their more important works were published or translated into the dominant language.

Later I was able to back these observations with empirical evidence from leading archaeological journals (Kristiansen 2001), just as Valter Lang did, reaching the same results (Lang 2000). It could be demonstrated that around 90 per cent of references in the French, German, and English journals were in the one language, whereas smaller countries like Estonia, Finland, Sweden, and Denmark demonstrated much broader readings in several languages (Figure 23.2). However, a temporal trend could be observed, which revealed that a generation ago English, French, and German references were more multilingual. The same trend could be observed in some major archaeological syntheses of European prehistory (Figure 23.3). While Gordon Childe read many languages, Stuart Piggott was already more restricted in his readings, and Colin Renfrew completes this trend towards a monolingual reference world. His contemporaries in Germany and France follow suit, whereas Danish and Dutch contributions again demonstrate a varied reading of several languages, which one would indeed expect from a synthesis on European prehistory.

Why have academic readings become increasingly monolingual and local in scope? The general trend of the postmodern period, to which post-processual archaeology belongs, is a concern with local and national culture, often of a retrospective nature, including the reworking of historical elements of former periods. It may be no coincidence that the heritage sector saw its largest expansion during this period, as it offered a historical perspective that reverberated with the general mood of postmodernism. ‘Community archaeology’ became a popular archaeological strategy that embodied much of this shift of emphasis towards local engagement (Simpson and Williams 2008).

The post-processual focus on context has provided many new interpretative perspectives at the local level and in understanding individual sites, which has turned out to be useful also in cultural heritage and public presentations. The expansion of archaeological heritage during this period may also have influenced the interpretative concern with local contexts and individual sites in research. A final, but ignored consequence of this narrowing of the interpretative field is the decline in knowledge outside one’s own region or nation, as demonstrated in Figures 23.2 and 23.3. Especially large nations, such as Germany, France, and England, with international language claims, have tended to become monolingual in their readings and references, while smaller countries such as the Scandinavian and Baltic ones demonstrate familiarity with more languages and readings outside their own borders (Kristiansen 2001; for in-depth bibliometric analyses of Scandinavian and Spanish archaeology, see Rodriguez Alcalde et al. 1996; Cornell et al. 1998; Kristiansen et al. 2004).
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FIGURE 23.2 Language analysis of references in leading archaeological journals in Germany and England (large languages) compared to Sweden, Finland, and Estonia (small languages). (After Lang 2000.)

We may summarize the dominant factors at work during the last twenty-five to thirty years in the following way:

• Dominance of a local perspective/site perspective in interpretation;

• Decline in readings outside one’s own language and national borders;

• Expansion of archaeological heritage management and of nationalism.
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FIGURE 23.3 Language analysis of references in some major syntheses on European prehistory. (After Kristiansen 2001.)

From this we may conclude that archaeology has strengthened its national position at the expense of its international position, with some exceptions, such as Palaeolithic research. Are these factors related? I believe so: it is no mere coincidence that the local and national focus has dominated theoretical perspectives, heritage, and much national politics during the same period. It is a consequence of the humanities’ role as critical interpreters of the present that historical disciplines are also following suit (Gramsch 2000, 2005). However, the narrowing of the interpretative space to local and national studies has left archaeology in a weaker position in two important respects: it has lost in academic prestige and subsequently in political support. This is exemplified in the global decline of museum-based research at the expense of public presentation and a constant demand for new exhibitions. It corresponds to a period where archaeology abstained from using museum collections for systematic research, but rather employed new excavations, which was also the point of departure for reconstructed prehistoric environments that took over much of the role in public presentation during this period. While it raised public interest, there were also some critical concerns that a romantic package of the past might provide a substitute for engaging and empowering history (Walsh 1992). Thus, popularization expanded in numerous new ways while at the same time academic prestige declined. The reason for this loss of scientific credibility, I suggest, is that archaeology and the humanities in general have abstained from the big questions that concern most people, such as the relationship between climate, culture, and environment, which demands grand historical narratives. It may be no coincidence that the two most debated and best-selling archaeological books during the last decade were written by a biologist, Jared Diamond, and dealt with just these questions (Diamond 1997/9, 2005). Other big questions of the present are those of migrations and warfare, which are now slowly entering the archaeological research agenda.

RESEARCH COMMUNITIES AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL JOURNALS

Despite predictions that archaeological interpretations and publications are becoming more international and European in scope, this is not supported by an analysis of the geographical perspective of interpretations, nor is it supported by the present publication structure within archaeology (Lang 2000; Kristiansen 2001; Navarrete 2001). Finally, basic teaching programmes at many universities are predominantly national in scope, as demonstrated by a recent survey of Scandinavian archaeology departments’ reading lists (Grave-Müller and Hjalmarsson 2004).

The European Science Foundation has carried out a documentation and classification of journals in the Humanities, in a project called ERIH: European Reference Index for the Humanities (which can be accessed on www.esf.org). The aim is to identify excellence in humanities scholarship and create a European benchmark of outstanding journals that can eventually be used for future citation indexing. The archaeology list contained originally more than 500 titles, more than any other discipline, which shows the level of publication in the discipline. It was then reduced to 419 journals, under pressure from the ESF, who found that archaeology had too many titles compared to other disciplines. It should be stressed, though, that the coverage included all periods and regions in the world, from prehistory to classics and historical archaeology, and also some journals on archaeological science. The coverage is global, but most are based in Europe and the USA. The UK scored highest with 84, followed by France with 45, Germany with 39, Italy with 37, the USA with 28, and Poland with 20.

The journals were divided into three categories: A, B, and C. Category A includes journals that were truly international in scholarly level, readership, and impact: i.e. high ranking with a strong reputation and regularly cited all over the world. Category B represents journals with a standard international reputation among researchers in the field in different countries. C covers high-quality journals with mainly a local or regional scope in Europe. The most remarkable feature of the archaeological list, however, is the fact that only a very small group of journals have a title that signals a thematic, non-geographical, or non-specialist content. They are journals like Antiquity, World Archaeology, Journal of Social Archaeology, and Praehistorische Zeitschrift, to mention a few. They number 47 according to my knowledge of the journals, as a member of the archaeology expert committee of ERIH. Journals with a larger supra-regional geographical perspective come down to no more than 30. They include journals such as Journal of Mediterranean Archaeology, European Journal of Archaeology, and American Antiquity. The rest, more than 80 per cent of all archaeological journals, are national and local/regional in scope, or linked to a national research institute, whether at home or abroad. What does this tell us about the structure of archaeological knowledge?

First, that there is a strong need for regular national and local/regional publications of new archaeological material from excavations, as many journals are devoted to this task. It reflects the unique position that the production of empirical evidence holds in archaeology, compared to most other disciplines in the humanities and social sciences. It also adds a heavy financial and curatorial burden to the archaeological infrastructure, which is often difficult to comprehend by other non-archaeological disciplines. Secondly, that the national and regional organization of archaeology is extremely dominant in the publication structure and consequently also in the geographical scope of research and knowledge, as demonstrated in the previous section. This I will characterize as an unintended consequence of the national organization of archaeological heritage and research. However, it is the result of the history of archaeology in Europe, and therefore not easily changed. Here, Europe is very different from the United States, with one dominant society, the Society of American Archaeology with more than 7,000 members, and a dominant journal, American Antiquity.

Most journals in Europe are published by an archaeological society, often national (Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society, Aarbøgerfor Nordisk Oldkyndighed), or they are linked to a learned society or academy (Journal of the Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland, Bulletin de la Société Préhistorique Française, Acta Archaeologica Academiae Scientarum Hungaricae), a national or regional museum (Jahrbuch der Römisch-Germanischen Zentralmuseums Mainz, Fontes Archaeologici Posnanienses). In addition there is a whole group of journals linked to foreign European institutes in the countries of the Mediterranean and Near East (Annuals of the British School at Athens, Archäologische Mitteilungen aus Iran und Turan). They demonstrate that the Mediterranean and Near East are considered a historical part of the archaeological heritage of Europe. However, their archaeology is often studied under the banner of classical archaeology, and thus mostly separated from European prehistory. The ideological contradictions of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries are still institutionally intact, although under critical scrutiny.

Such a publications structure, deeply rooted in the national and local organization of archaeology, is not likely to change overnight. It reflects the strength of a grounded local and national support structure, whether in the form of archaeological societies, often with many members who pay for the journal, or in the form of regional and national academies with a good economy. However, digital publications may hold some unforeseen consequences for the future also in this field (Rundkvist 2007). It is interesting to note that some of the most successful journals are those that have managed to change their profile from a regional to an international one, such as Antiquity or Norwegian Archaeological Review. With such a publication structure, it may come as no surprise that not only articles, but also university teaching, have become increasingly national and regional in scope.

To summarize: the constraints of archaeological publications:

• Of more than 400 archaeological journals listed in ESF’s reference index for humanities, only 47 are truly international in scope, and only 30 cover a supraregional geographical perspective;

• The rest, more than 300 journals, are national and local in scope. Consequently reading lists for first- and second-year studies in archaeology are predominantly national and monolingual.

An analysis of the reading lists for undergraduate teaching in the Scandinavian archaeology departments demonstrated that most of the literature was confined within the national borders of one’s own country, together with other Nordic countries and only marginally including the rest of Europe (Grave-Müller and Hjalmarsson 2004).

An analysis of the themes of B.A. essays over a thirty-year period in Sweden further demonstrated that most essays were local in scope, in most cases the region of the home university (Toft and Sanglert 2004; von Arbin and Svensson 2004). Thus, teaching programmes in Scandinavia have over the last twenty-five or more years increasingly narrowed their geographical scope to become that of the nation state, but often also with a brief introduction to world prehistory rather than European prehistory. Based on my personal knowledge of some European departments, together with a brief Internet search, I suggest that similar analyses in other European countries would demonstrate the same trend: that is, a concentration on the national or regional curriculum when it comes to geographical coverage. This evidence is perhaps not so surprising when we take into consideration that research themes during the same period have also been national or regional in scope, as demonstrated in the previous section, and that readings in other languages have been on the decline during the last twenty-five years. The teaching programmes after all reflect the research horizon of the lecturers. On the positive side one may observe that programmes on heritage and the role of archaeology in contemporary society are now widespread, as are courses on archaeological theory and method. So, in the end, there is a limit to how much can be squeezed into a rather short B.A. programme, and theory and heritage may well be worth the sacrifice of a broader geographical knowledge of prehistory. Or, have universities lowered their ambitions as to what can be demanded of students and lecturers today compared with thirty years ago? National borders were rarely the cultural borders of prehistoric societies, and by accepting a national framework for teaching, research, and publications we have accepted a distorted perspective on the past.

Some will say this is the price archaeology has to pay for being enrolled into modern EU standardized teaching programmes, where hundreds or in some countries thousands of students each year will pass through a first-year course only to move on to something else. A generation ago (my own generation) archaeology was in many European countries still an exclusive subject that could only be studied at M.A. or Ph.D. level, and it had a huge European curriculum; but back then it only educated a few candidates per year in each country. Now hundreds pass their B.A. every year in many countries, and the universities are producing increasing numbers of M.A. and Ph.D. candidates for all types of archaeological skills and specialities for a large and highly versatile job market. Archaeology has skilfully succeeded in enlarging the archaeological field from a strictly museum-based activity of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries to become an all-encompassing concern in modern society where archaeological jobs are to be found in a whole range of new types of institution, from municipalities and counties to private companies and agencies. From this perspective, then, we may talk of a success story. But my critical question remains: is it really necessary to feed young students with a basic knowledge that is historically distorted by a modern national framework?

In summary: the publication structure of archaeology is predominantly national and regional in scope, but also research themes and bibliographies in journals are predominantly local and national (including a strong tendency towards monolingual readings). Finally, and not surprisingly, teaching programmes at undergraduate levels are also predominantly national in scope and increasingly monolingual or bilingual (local language plus English).

BEYOND NATIONALISM AND BEYOND IGNORANCE? SOME CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS

We can establish that the transmission of archaeological knowledge is to a large degree culturally determined. The major languages represent a research universe big enough to establish scientific credibility, as proposed by Neustupný (1998). Even if you read literature in other languages you only cite if absolutely necessary, and then mostly translated works, which explains the delayed introduction of French and German philosophers in the English-speaking archaeological world. Specific archaeological factors may of course have added to this—such as the preference for regional and local studies during the last generation. Undergraduate teaching programmes are today often national or regional in scope, and such narrower geographical perspectives are supported by the role of National Heritage in archaeology. Among the consequences is an increasing marginalization of the archaeology of nations with other languages. They are forced to translate their works into one of the major languages if they wish to be read outside their own country. It enforces a tendency to develop a national framework for research and public presentation, which easily lends itself to support nationalistic ideologies. The unholy marriage between neo-nationalism and archaeology turned in some countries into political priorities that dictated research and public presentation (Shnirelman 1996, 2001). However, the relationship between archaeology and nationalism is an old one, and it has taken many turns during its recent history (Diaz-Andreu 2007). Thus, it must be recognized that for newly born postcolonial states, there is a legitimate need to rebuild a history that is not dictated by a colonial power, and which readdresses local and national history (Vargas and Sanoja 1993; Layton et al. 2006).

Since we cannot change national cultural traditions we must develop local strategies specific to archaeology to overcome the trend I have demonstrated towards single-language research environments. This includes more exchange programmes for archaeological research and not least more international joint projects. Here, the new European Research Council comes to play an important role. Also the formation of the European Association of Archaeologists is a step forward towards promoting a more European and international perspective on archaeological research. On the other hand we have to realize that globalization promotes a development towards one dominant research language, English. Opposed to this there are parallel trends towards local and national stressing of identity and language, and archaeology plays a critically important role here as well. Historically we have experienced a transformative period towards transnational polities (the European Union) and global economies, in conjunction with migrations and the formation of multicultural social environments. The uncertainties it has created have led to the revival of national and local identities. We must learn to master this complexity of daily life in the twenty-first century. Here responses vary from political commitment (Gonzalez-Ruibal 2008), to thoughtful mediation (Willem 1999; Shoup and Monteiro 2008), to embracing archaeology as popular culture (Holtorf 2007).

Thus, there is no formula for how to situate archaeology in the twenty-first century; it all comes down to a mix of personal, institutional, and political factors. However, as a first step we need to critically analyse the research environment we are working within and the possible consequences it may have for our ability to answer questions about the past as well as the present. I propose that the present monolingual emphasis on bounded national research frameworks distorts a fuller understanding of the forces of history as they unfolded locally, regionally, and globally. Documenting this empirically, however, is a precondition for change. I therefore suggest that more attention should be paid to empirical research analyses as a corrective to theoretical debates. It will enable us to make better-founded research priorities, which produce the future knowledge-base for public presentations.

On a more subtle level, archaeological language is a rhetorical/discursive instrument of power, and I have argued that it is part of a wider ideological discourse linked to the postmodern condition of globalization, which has led to a focus on national and local histories. This has the potential to both empower and dismantle historical interest, as the archaeological discourse is in competition with other discourses that do not share the same interests (Carman 2003; Cooper 2008). Thus, in order to maintain support also in the future for an archaeological heritage, with a body of institutions to preserve, research, and present that heritage, it is of paramount importance that the archaeological environment should demonstrate in a straightforward way that history and archaeology are enriching our environments and thereby our lives on many levels, from local to global.

In the end, therefore, research cannot be separated from the general ideological and political conditions under which knowledge is produced and employed in society. As the heritage sector represents archaeology’s interface with society, heritage and research cannot be separated. Both sectors need to engage in a constant dialogue to balance research and politics in the production and presentation of historical knowledge in modern society.
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CHAPTER 24
‘CHANGING OF THE GUARDS’

THE ETHICS OF PUBLIC INTERPRETATION AT CULTURAL HERITAGE SITES

ANDERS GUSTAFSSON HÅKAN KARLSSON

Anders Gustafsson and Håkan Karlsson undertake research in the field of cultural heritage, and have a particular interest in the prehistoric rock carvings at the World Heritage Site of Tanum, situated about 60 kilometres to the north of the University of Gothenburg, where they are based. In this chapter, they offer a critique of the existing public presentation of this rock art, and of the traditional conceptualization of authenticity by cultural heritage managers upon which this presentation is based, measuring both against the ethical baseline of the recent ICOMOS ‘Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites’, which calls for greater public participation in these processes.

But Eden is burning,

either brace yourself for elimination

Or else your hearts must have the courage

for the changing of the guards

          (Bob Dylan, 1978)

INTRODUCTION

WE begin with a quotation from a Swedish heritage manager concerning the rock carvings at Tanum in Sweden, which have been designated as a World Heritage Site:

… to neglect to take any kind of action, and instead let a ‘natural’ weathering and a breaking-down process have its course. To let this standpoint direct the care of the rock carvings is as unethical as the use of injurious preservation methods … our obligation to use active counter-measures. Some of these can be very simple, for instance the covering with thick layers of earth … the effect of this measure is that the carvings will be preserved longer than if they continue to lay open. A negative consequence of the measure is that they no longer can be studied in original by researchers and tourists. However, most people do certainly agree that it would be totally indefensible and unethical not to use a simple measure of this kind if it can contribute to the prolonging of the lifetime of a rock carving damaged by weathering. (Bertilsson 1994: 13; our translation)

The views expressed here are in no way unique. Indeed, the quotation is a good example of the general and traditional view held by numerous heritage managers around the world in which preservation of past remains is prioritized for the purposes of public accessibility and participation. It also expresses heritage management’s traditional epistemological standpoint on authenticity, in which cultural heritage is ascribed value and significance solely in terms of its status as an authentic phenomenon from the past. This standpoint also leads to specific views on ethics when it comes to: the handling, staging, and presentation of the rock carvings; the relationship between heritage managers and the public; and preservation, public accessibility, and participation. The quotation, for example, emphasizes that it is unethical to allow the requirements of preservation to take priority over public access to the rock carvings. However, it is possible, indeed necessary, to turn this view of ethics upside down, to allow public accessibility and participation in the interpretation, use, and formation of cultural heritage to become the new ethical point of departure, as stressed by the recently ratified ICOMOS document ‘The Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites’ (often referred to as the Ename charter) (ICOMOS 2007). It is these themes that will be discussed here with reference to the contemporary situation at the rock-carving sites of Tanum (Vitlycke, Aspeberget, Litsleby, and Fossum) in Bohuslän, Sweden.

THE ETHICS OF AUTHENTICITY

Let us briefly touch upon the content of the epistemologically anchored concept of authenticity, since this concept remains central for most heritage management activities as well as their ethical dimensions. We do so because the authenticity of cultural heritage, for instance in the form of monuments and sites, can be seen as one of the cornerstones for its handling and preservation as well as for the interpretative supremacy, control, and power that heritage managers have over the sites and thus also over the public. From this follow ethically anchored decisions concerning the public’s imaginative and physical access to the sites.

In a narrow and often used definition of the term, ‘authenticity’ refers solely to the genuineness of, for example, a rock carving. In particular, according to UNESCO, which has overseen the World Heritage Convention since 1972, there are a number of criteria that must be fulfilled if a phenomenon is to be classified as world heritage, and that of authenticity (in some cases obviously interpreted plainly as the genuineness of the phenomenon) is among the central ones. More specifically, if a phenomenon is classified as world heritage, the host country has an obligation and responsibility to preserve, protect, and take care of that phenomenon in such a way that it remains unchanged (i.e. genuine) for future generations (UNESCO 1972). But this Convention highlights the epistemological problem of considering authenticity solely as genuineness. How does one protect, manipulate, tend, and take care of something that derives its value from being unprotected, un-manipulated, untended, and uncared for?

For most heritage managers, handling for instance monuments and sites, this dichotomy does not seem to be problematic since the phenomenon’s authenticity seems to be regarded solely as inherent in the phenomenon itself. Indeed, some heritage managers seem unaware that this authenticity is a consequence of present meanings, manipulations, and negotiations of various kinds. Even if, for instance, the rock carvings in Tanum were initially produced in the past, they do not firmly and solely belong to the past; the essence of their authenticity resides simultaneously in the fact that it has been negotiated and constructed by specific cultural processes and activities in both the past and the present. In other words, contemporary cultural heritage management, including archaeologists and heritage managers, construct a narrative of the rock carvings as authentic (i.e. genuine) and firmly anchored in the past. In so doing, it constructs the past and its authenticity within the framework of a contemporary narrative (Lowenthal 1985, 1997; Shanks 1998; Holtorf and Schadla-Hall 1999; Gustafsson and Karlsson 2004a, 2004b, 2006, 2008; Holtorf 2005; Smith 2006).

The traditional view of authenticity also implies that it is totally indefensible and unethical not to protect prehistoric remains at any costs and that public accessibility to the remains is virtually insignificant in the light of this narrative of authenticity. Preservation stands out—as in the opening quotation—as a question of moral duty.

The heritage management narrative of authenticity also leads to specific practical ways of managing, constructing, organizing, presenting, and staging heritage sites, which are a product of contemporary negotiations of interpretative control and power between the culture of heritage management and the public. In these negotiations, the authenticity narrative gives heritage managers interpretative supremacy and lets them maintain their role as experts, while the public’s imaginative and physical access to the rock carvings is often neglected and denied at the sites themselves.

However, recognition that the concept of authenticity is, in various ways, problematic, and often used in a simplified and narrow manner (Lowenthal 1985, 1997; Shanks 1998; Holtorf and Schadla-Hall 1999; Holtorf 2005), has led to two UNESCO-sponsored conferences that sought for an appropriate definition of the term (that could be used worldwide). The results of these conferences are presented in the ‘Nara Document on Authenticity’ (Larsen 1995). In this, it is stated, for example, that authenticity can mean different things in different cultural contexts. Since its creation in 1994, the Nara document has influenced the debate over the authenticity of cultural heritage. Even if not explicitly using the concept of authenticity, the Burra Charter—revised by the Australian National ICOMOS Committee in 1999—also presents interesting themes concerning the issue of authenticity. It does so, for instance, when discussing the detailed relationship and differences between the maintenance, repair, and reconstruction of a place and its fabric; and when focusing on the existing use of a place, its present cultural significance, the dialogue with people for whom the place is culturally significant, and the coexistence of cultural values and interpretations (Australia ICOMOS 1999). Also in this case, it is clear that authenticity is something that can be interpreted in different ways, including through dialogue with the public.

The ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites takes these ideas one step further by presenting a new ethical standard for the interpretation and presentation of heritage sites, and for the relationship between heritage management, its practical activities at the sites, and the public (ICOMOS 2007). It emphasizes the ethical value and necessity of public communication and participation, stating, for example, that:

Interpretation and presentation should encourage individuals and communities to reflect on their own perceptions of a site and assist them in establishing a meaningful connection to it. The aim should be to stimulate further interest, learning, experience and exploration. . . . Interpretation should explore the significance of a site in its multi-faceted historical, political, spiritual and artistic contexts. It should consider all aspects of the site’s cultural, social and environmental significances and values … (ICOMOS 2007)

Such a change in direction has implications regarding how the authenticity of the sites is viewed. So, here, authenticity is not viewed solely as past genuineness but rather as a product of past and contemporary cultural processes, while ethics becomes not just a question of the preservation of authenticity but rather one of letting the public reflect on the site and create a meaningful connection to it.

Despite these new directions—expressed in theory and in official documents—the traditional definition of authenticity as genuineness is still held by most heritage managers in the Western world. Tanum illustrates well these questions concerning the authenticity of rock carvings (i.e. as genuine phenomena solely from the past), about the relationship between heritage management and the public, about the ethics of presentation, and about the unequal relationship between heritage managers and the public.

THE ETHICS OF CULTURAL HERITAGE SITES: A METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

The arguments concerning authenticity, and the view of ethics that follows from it, presented above can be provocative. In this chapter, the situation at Tanum will be approached within the framework of what might be described as an ethnographic method. Essentially, this method seeks to turn our outward-looking gaze inwards to reappraise our everyday activities. Through this, it is possible to suggest that archaeology (not least in the form of the practical management of cultural heritage) comprises a number of unusual and strange, socially and culturally embedded, rituals and activities. These produce not only material culture (artefacts) in various forms, but also specific social relationships between different actors. During the last decades, various aspects of these socially and culturally embedded archaeological activities and their material remains have been studied using different reflexive approaches and methodologies, which on a general level can be said to overlap with ethnographic ideas and methods, even if this is not explicitly evident in all cases (Olsen 1993; Gero 1994, 1996; Goodwin 1994; Shankland 1997; Yarrow 2000; Holtorf 2002, 2005; Edgeworth 2003, 2006; Jones 2004; Carter 2004; Gustafsson and Karlsson 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2006; Karlsson 2008).

If one approaches heritage sites in this ethnographic manner, the routine activities carried out by contemporary heritage management practitioners at some of these sites can seem very strange. However, if we only look at these activities as archaeologists we undoubtedly run the risk of becoming culturally and contextually blinded. Some activities have been carried out in the same way for decades, and via the archaeological culture one is socialized to view them as completely ‘natural’. However, leaving the traditional path of archaeology, we are convinced that an ethnographic approach, if applied to archaeology on a general level, can teach us something about ourselves and about archaeology as a social, cultural, and existential activity carried out in the present. An ethnographic perspective can provoke our thoughts and let them run in different and new directions—directions where archaeology, its familiar activities or our fixed social role, cannot be taken as something self-evident. The approach is embedded in (self-) criticism and reflexivity. It enables us to consider archaeology as a specific social and cultural activity carried out within the framework of a specific historical, ideological, and socio-political context, i.e. a specific cultural activity directed towards the past and the present, as well as towards the future.

When using an ethnographic approach a number of methods that are unconventional for archaeology are used: participant observation, analyses of socio-spatial movements of visitors, questionnaires, interviews, analyses of textual information and information boards (Edgeworth 2003, 2006; Jones 2004; Carter 2004; Gustafsson and Karlsson 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2006; Karlsson 2008). Even if some of these methods are quite common in, for example, the analysis of visitors in museum exhibitions, they are seldom used when approaching the everyday activities carried out by contemporary heritage managers at heritage sites (Joyce 2002; Ravelli 2006). Needless to say, the results of ethnographic analyses of heritage management activities at heritage sites provide fruitful and empirically based examples of the relationship between heritage management and the public, and can as such make important contributions to more general questions and discussions within the growing field of public archaeology (cf. Jameson 1997; Bender 1998; Skeates 2000; Karlsson and Nilsson 2001; Merriman 2004; Carman 2005; Hems and Blockley 2006). This is the case, for instance, when it comes to questions concerning the intertwined issues of public access, the use of cultural heritage, the democratic dialogue and cooperation between heritage management and the public concerning the constitution of cultural heritage, preservation, and local ownership, etc.

THE ETHICS OF THE ROCK-CARVING SITES AT TANUM

An ethnographic approach is valuable in approaching the rock-carving sites at Tanum, and in particular the view and narrative of authenticity upheld by heritage managers and the view of ethics following from it. Nobody knows whether the rock carvings were painted in the past or not. However, in many places in Sweden today site curators have coloured them red (e.g. Hallström 1931:281). This over-painting of carvings—which is a specific Scandinavian tradition despised in other parts of the world, and which has taken place on a grand scale, for instance at Tanum—is a kind of contemporary manipulation, but it is far from the only one. On a general level it can be said that the rock-carving sites at Tanum are places that are staged and constructed in such a way that they have more to do with the present than with the past. Ramps, stairs, fences, and locked gates, which lead the public around the rock carvings in a well-designed odyssey, are some further examples (Figure 24.1). These phenomena certainly did not exist in the past, nor did the cement barriers that help to drain water from the carvings, as is the case at Aspeberget (Magnusson 1996). Water flow is often argued to have been an important factor in the original location of the rock carvings, but here water is conducted away from them (Figure 24.2). Is this authentic? And it is not just the rock carvings and the rocks adjacent to them that are today manipulated with paint and cement barriers. At some places, for instance Vitlycke, the entire landscape surrounding the carvings is heavily modified. Besides the stairs and ramps, this place has also acquired small gravel roads and paths that direct the public. The woods have also been pruned and shaped following a specific (national romantic) template, in which birch, oak, and some spruce constitute the scene. This shaping of the vegetation is perfectly in line with the ideals of contemporary heritage management, whereby certain types of tree are favoured over others (Gustawsson 1965). The landscape surrounding the carvings at Vitlycke is also heavily drained, and in some places one stumbles over ditches, drainpipes, tubes, and hoses. The staging of Vitlycke is in many ways similar to a well-designed urban park, but has little to do with the past or with any authenticity of the past; rather, it is all about present manipulations staged by contemporary heritage managers. These phenomena do, however, contribute to a narrative construction, in which the rock carvings are presented and regarded as authentic. Thus, it is contemporary heritage management that, through a specific staging of the place, constructs the past and its authenticity within the framework of a present narrative that invites the public to believe that the rock carvings are un-manipulated and authentic in themselves.
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FIGURE 24.1 Ramps, stairs, and fences at Aspeberget, May 2009. (Photo: Håkan Karlsson.)
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FIGURE 24.2 A cement barrier conducting water away from the rock carvings at Aspeberget, May 2009. (Photo: Håkan Karlsson.)

In this way, the staging of the sites at Tanum goes against the principles of UNESCO’s Ename charter. As stated earlier, the charter stresses the ethical value and necessity of public communication and participation. It is emphasized, for instance, that individuals and communities should be encouraged to reflect on their own perceptions of a site and that they should be helped to establish a meaningful connection to it. It is also emphasized that the sites themselves should be protected ‘from the adverse impact of intrusive interpretative infrastructure’ and that:

… The surrounding landscape, natural environment, and geographical settings are integral parts of a site’s historical and cultural significance, and, as such, should be considered in its interpretation. . . . All visible interpretive infrastructures (such as kiosks, walking paths, and information panels) must be sensitive to the character, setting and the cultural and natural significance of the site, while remaining easily identifiable. …

The staging and manipulation of Tanum can, then, be regarded as unethical. This is not solely because the staging denies the public the possibility to communicate and participate in the interpretative process, but also because it manipulates the whole area in a profound way.

However, the sites at Tanum are not only presented and transformed by structures that in many ways deny the public physical access to the carvings. The message concerning authenticity is also spread via another medium, namely the information boards and signposts that restrict the public’s imaginative access to the carvings. In most cases, the signposts and information boards are the only guidance that a visitor to a prehistoric monument or site receives. It is therefore important to realize that it is the content and embedded symbolism of the signposts and information boards that contributes to the public’s experience and understanding of a specific monument or site and, therefore, also to his or her understanding of the past and its relation to the present. This also communicates the basis for the relationship between heritage management and the public. Furthermore, it can be said that for some persons these texts and their inherent symbolism are the first—and sometimes only—information received about the past and its heritage (Räf 1995: 27).

The current information boards accompanying the rock carvings at Tanum were erected in the mid-1990s as thematic information boards on ‘The rock-carving journey’ (Sw. Hällristningsresan) (Bengtsson 1995). These information boards inform on three levels (ibid.; Bengtsson, pers. comm.). The first level consists of trisecting metal boards erected at the four ‘classic’ rock-carving sites of Aspeberget, Fossum, Litsleby, and Vitlycke. The first information board that the visitor sees when approaching these places gives a general background to the carvings, through a presentation of their chronology and unique and authentic character (the official reason for their place on the World Heritage List). There are also some admonishing passages telling the visitor that the carvings are legally protected. The second level consists of two-sided metal boards in the form of an open book, placed by the major carving areas at the different sites. For example, this is the kind of information board that the visitor finds at the famous carvings on the Vitlycke rock. The third level consists of one-sided metal boards that present information about specific carvings. This type is, for instance, placed at the minor carving areas at Aspeberget and Vitlycke.

One of the main themes presented in the texts of all of these information boards at Aspeberget and Vitlycke is that the carvings are seriously threatened. The threats identified are those of air pollution (i.e. sulphurous rain) and trampling feet. For instance, the first-level board at Aspeberget states:

A THREATENED WORLD-HERITAGE. The existence of the rock-carvings is threatened by environmental pollution. They are carved in granite and have resisted the influence of the weather and the wind for 3000 years. Now the air of Europe is saturated with sulphur from factories and cars, and different minerals in the granite are starting to break up. When the rocks start to weather they lose their resistance to night frost, changes in temperature, and trampling feet … DO NOT WALK ON THE ROCK-CARVINGS. The rock-carvings belong to us all, and therefore it is our common obligation to preserve them for future generations. It is absolutely prohibited to injure the rock-carvings. This prohibition is also valid for all forms of reproductions that touch the rock, as well as painting without special permission from the county administrative board. (Aspeberget, information board, level 1; our translation)

At Aspeberget this story of threat is further strengthened by the text—and not least, through the picture that frames the text—on the board of the second level.

THE ROCK-CARVINGS ARE WEATHERING. The rain and the air are saturated with sulphur and nitrogen from cars, factories and oil-heating. The pollution fastens in the rock’s mineral-granules, which weather and absorb water. Salts in the water increase in volume and break up the mineral-granules from the surface of the rock. This process can during a few decades destroy these mysterious pictures that have survived circa 3000 years of natural influence from strong sunshine, frost, and lichens. On the surface of the rocks that are breaking up in this way, also these natural influences become devastating. (Aspeberget, information board, level 2; our translation)

This text is framed by belching chimneys, myriads of cars, and dark threatening—and presumably sulphur-saturated—clouds (Figure 24.3). When the visitor has passed these fateful texts and, via a stair, arrived at the first rock-carving surface at Aspeberget, and stopped to view the carvings and the information board (level 3), the logical crescendo is presented:

THIS HUGE ROCK-CARVING IS COVERED.The deeply carved pictures have weathered greatly during the last few years, and many details are obliterated. The protective cover shields the rockcarvings from air pollution, salts, and variations in humidity and temperature. Here the surface is illustrated in its entirety. (Aspeberget, information board, level 3; our translation)
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FIGURE 24.3 Chimneys, cars, and clouds on an information board at Aspeberget, May 2009. (Photo: Håkan Karlsson.)

Perhaps the most suitable word here is ‘anticlimax’. During the low season, the visitor can only see the actual rock-carving surface illustrated on the information board. It is only during the high season that these rock carvings are accessible to the eyes of the public. There is a similar situation at Aspeberget, since a number of other surfaces with carvings—situated along the prepared pathway—are also covered. Some of these carvings are covered permanently, and at one of these the visitor can read:

HERE A ROCK-CARVING IS PUT TO FINAL REST. Here we have been forced to bury a seriously damaged carving. It is one of the most interesting in the area, and it now lies under a protective cover consisting of earth and sand … On some occasions there may be sensitive technical equipment on or adjacent to the cover. Please do not touch anything. (Aspeberget, information board, level 3; our translation; Figure 24.4)

Our question is, what sort of impressions and memories does the visitor take with them from their encounter with the rock carvings at Tanum, given the background of the information board’s content and symbolism? It is hard to say, since no proper visitor studies have been undertaken. One impression may consist of thoughts concerning how these fantastic, authentic, and sensitive prehistoric rock carvings are threatened by our modern industrial society. Another impression could be linked to the numerous admonitions in the texts, which take the form of sentences such as: ‘do not walk on the rock-carvings’, ‘forbidden’, ‘absolutely forbidden’, and ‘do not touch anything’. At the same time, the heritage manager is presented as a kind of physician: working on a cure that will heal the sick rock carvings and, on a preventive level, offer the carvings not yet affected a profound resistance against their sulphur-allergy. Another impression could consist of the fact that everything seems to be so clear concerning the interpretation of the rock carvings, since there are no unanswered questions and no mention of earlier interpretations and/or popular beliefs. The visitor’s general impression of archaeology and heritage management could thus be one of a teacher—an ‘expert’ who has absolute knowledge. Another impression could be based on the fact that the texts of the information boards—if brought together—might be seen as a political argument in the context of the contemporary environmental debate. Another impression could be that the content of the information boards presents a specific form of narrative concerning authenticity—a narrative that is based upon clear dichotomies, for instance, between past and present, and between ‘experts’ and ‘amateurs’. Since there is no room for alternative interpretations or standpoints concerning the rock carvings, the information boards can be seen as authoritarian decrees. This means that the actual narrative does not just create obstacles to the public’s physical access to the rock carvings, but also to the public’s imaginative and reflexive approach to them. What can be thought about the rock carvings when the ‘experts’ seem so clear and certain about everything? Thus the communication between the archaeologist/heritage manager speaking through the texts on the information boards and the visitor at these sites is one that takes the form of a one-sided monologue in which the archaeological ‘expert’ provides the less well-informed visitor with some of their wisdom. This is exactly the type of one-way communication and exclusionary ethics that is opposed in the Ename charter, in which, for instance, it is emphasized that:
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FIGURE 24.4 A rock-carving panel put to its final rest at Aspeberget, May 2009. (Photo: Håkan Karlsson.)

… Interpretation should be based on well researched, multidisciplinary study of the site and its surroundings. It should also acknowledge that meaningful interpretation necessarily includes reflection on alternative hypotheses, local traditions and stories. . . .

In line with this the one-way communication as well as the neglect of alternative interpretations at the information boards in Tanum is clearly unethical to their character. Since the texts on the information boards deny the public the possibility to communicate and participate in the interpretative process, and since they neglect all forms of alternative hypotheses, local traditions, and stories, the information boards at Tanum are, then, clearly unethical in character.

We, on the other hand, agree with the intentions and arguments of the Ename charter, as quoted above, for they lead to a more open and reflexive view of the concept of authenticity, since cultural heritage is viewed as part of contemporary cultural processes, rather than as a phenomenon isolated in the past. Ethics in this context, then, becomes a question of public communication and participation, rather than solely one of preservation.

As we have argued above, the view of authenticity upheld by heritage managers at Tanum runs the risk of leading to a worship of the carvings as holy relics from the past. As a consequence, it is regarded as a catastrophe when the rock carvings begin to weather away (Bertilsson 1994; Strömer 1997). But there is a contradiction here, for if the rock carvings are viewed as authentic in themselves (which is the standard view held by those people who are concerned by the weathering), surely their decay and disappearance must also be part of this authenticity, and so trying to prevent their weathering could be deemed wrong, since such contemporary prevention activities affect the authenticity of the rock carvings. The question is, in other words, for how long is it possible to regard more and more manipulated phenomena as authentic objects from the past? Is it really possible to neglect the fact that rock carvings, like all created things, live their lives, and that they—like us—slowly decay (Shanks 1992, 1998; Karlsson 1998; Wienberg 1999; Holtorf 2002)?

We have seen that the landscape adjacent to the rock carvings at Tanum has been drained, via trenches, drainpipes, tubes, and hoses. We have also seen that at Aspeberget and Vitlycke there are other examples of preservation where some rock carvings have been covered by sand and plastic installations. In effect, this means that at these places heritage management has constructed a huge—and totally artificial—life-support machine that keeps the rock carvings alive. For some heritage managers it seems as if archaeological research on rock carvings has become synonymous with chemical-technical investigations and experiments (Bertilsson 1994; Strömer 1997; Löfvendahl 2001). Even if acid rain is regarded as the primary threat to the rock carvings, the trampling feet of the public are regarded as another serious threat. Thus, the official policy is that the public must be prevented from any type of (injurious) direct physical contact with the rock carvings. The irony of this policy is that the rock carvings will be protected for future generations against the interest shown by present generations. But one of the things often forgotten is that these rock carvings are not only the property of contemporary heritage managers, but they are also the public’s cultural heritage. The management focus on preservation risks being pursued so far that the end justifies the means, and that all ethical and democratic aspects concerning the accessibility of the rock carvings to the public are neglected (Gustafsson and Karlsson 2004a, 2004b, 2006). The advocates of ‘intensive care’ are, actually, well aware of the fact that there is a clash of interest between preservation and public accessibility, but it is public access that is downplayed in the name of ethical arguments (e.g. Bertilsson 1994; Löfvendahl 2001).

The situation at the rock-carving sites of Tanum clearly shows that heritage management’s traditional view of authenticity can lead to a handling, staging, and presentation of the rock carvings that—through the suppression of the public’s possibility to access the rock carvings in a physical or imaginative way—gives heritage management the supreme power and authority over the interpretation, handling, and presentation of the rock carvings. This leads to a situation where ethics are regarded as preservation rather than as a question of public communication and participation. It also indicates that visitors are viewed more as a problem than as an asset, and that ideas concerning public participation in the interpretation, use, and formation of the cultural heritage have so far not led to any changes at this site.

THE RECOVERY OF A PAST ETHICS

The idea that heritage managers should select and construct cultural heritage in dialogue with the public is not as new as it might initially seem. Instead, an intimate relationship existed between the public and antiquarians—in most European contexts—from the start of the antiquarian activities in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries up until the end of the nineteenth century. The early antiquarians were often heavily dependent on the public’s knowledge, for instance, when they surveyed the landscape for ancient remains and monuments, and there was a dialogue and a dialectics of knowledge between the two groups. One example is provided by the surveys of Pehr Kalm (1716–79). During the summer of 1742, Kalm—who was a disciple of Carl von Linnaeus—surveyed the areas of Bohuslän and Västergötland in Sweden, amongst others, for ancient remains. In the Linnaean manner, the purpose of the survey was to collect knowledge of the world situated beyond the universities’ lecture-halls and the aristocracy’s closed salons (Kalm 1977 [1746]). From Kalm’s notes, it is obvious that he was entirely dependent on information collected from the people he met and, as a consequence, the tone of his notes is humble. On many occasions Kalm was unsure of what he saw, but he always gathered interpretations and explanations of the phenomena from local people. Indeed, it seemed natural to him that people living in the landscape he surveyed would know more about the phenomena than he himself, since he was just a temporary visitor, a stranger travelling through the landscape (Kalm 1977 [1746]).

However, during the nineteenth century, and especially during its later years, the humble tone of Kalm and other early antiquarians changed as antiquarians and heritage managers developed into ‘professional experts’, focused on their own (scientific) methods and reference points, and on relocating landscape and ancient monuments within a modern and scientific framework. Parallel to this, the information gathered before through dialogue with the public was viewed as irrelevant. During the twentieth century and especially since the Second World War, the continued professionalization of heritage management has also been accompanied by stronger scientific claims and ideals than before. In some contexts, the scientific claims have partly replaced the nationalistic ideals that underlay many earlier antiquarian activities and heritage management activities. One consequence of this lack of dialogue was that historic environments and remains that people perceived as important for their understanding and experience of the landscape, including remains from the recent past or from contemporary society, were not identified as relevant by the heritage managers until quite recently. But now the wind is changing.

CHANGING OF THE GUARDS: TOWARDS A NEW ETHICS AT CULTURAL HERITAGE SITES

Our initial quotation emphasized that ‘it would be totally indefensible and unethical not to use a simple measure of this kind if it can contribute to the prolonging of the lifetime of a rock carving damaged by weathering’ (Bertilsson 1994: 13). However, in this chapter, we have tried to turn this argument upside down and to argue that it is unethical not to let the public have both physical and imaginative access to the rock carvings and to not let them communicate and participate in the interpretation of the carvings. This argument can be hard to handle for heritage managers who advocate the traditional view of authenticity, and it is not surprisingly described as a kind of postmodern mantra advocated by ‘trendy postmodernist archaeologists that seem to argue in favour of a relativistic approach to rock art research and management’ (Bertilsson 2006: 455). It is interesting that an argument in favour of public access and participation in the interpretation, use, and formation of the cultural heritage is responded to with a calling forth of the terrifying spectre of relativism. However, it is not as simple as that: the Eden of the traditional view of authenticity has been set on fire during the last few years due to the fact that, in line with a number of official policy documents, cultural heritage and cultural heritage managers are now being invited to take on new roles in a number of European contexts, including Sweden (e.g. RAÄ 2004a, 2004b; ICOMOS 2007). For instance, neither heritage management nor cultural heritage are now expected to fulfil their duty within the limited framework of a process of nationalistic identification, where the protection of a canonized and pinned down cultural heritage is the central task.

In short, these changes highlight the fact that the ethical guidance on cultural heritage cannot only be that it should be protected and preserved. Rather, the new ethics, as presented, for instance, in the Ename charter, stresses that cultural heritage should also be used by the public in such a way that the public participates in the processes, and that cultural heritage thus contributes to democratic processes and to a socially sustainable development. Thus, the public’s commitment to and engagement in cultural heritage is essential to its conservation and use (ibid.). These changes can help to solve a central problem concerning the fact that, until now, the public have been excluded from the selection and creation of their own cultural heritage and from society’s collective memories, whose destinies have remained in the hands of expert heritage managers. But according to the new framework, a situation can be created where such activities are carried out together and in dialogue with the public. In the Swedish context, this also means that a harmony can be created between conflicting juridical statutes and policy documents that highlight the central role of the public in the selection and creation of cultural heritage (ibid.). This applies both to Swedish national legal documents such as the Cultural proposition (Governmental proposition 1996/7: 3), and to ICOMOS codes (e.g. ICOMOS 1999, 2007).

Despite these positive conceptual developments, the situation is far from unproblematic when it comes to implementing these ideas in practice within different parts of the heritage management sector. This is because new ethical ideas and demands threaten traditional perspectives and ways of working. So the process of change is not a simple one: not least because the changes also lead, in some cases, to new roles for heritage managers—to act more as supervisors and participants in dialogue with the public rather than experts. Certainly it is not easy to relinquish power and authority. The questions concerning why cultural heritage and cultural heritage managers are taking on new roles in a number of global contexts, and why their role in nationalistic identification processes is being abandoned in favour of democratic processes and socially sustainable development, are interesting ones (e.g. Carman 2005; Mathers et al. 2005; Smith 2006; Lozny 2008). In the European context one of the factors underlying this change might be found in the European Union’s wish to create a more common cultural heritage for the continent, as well as in the fact that today most European countries are multicultural in nature. In this context the old nationalistic approaches to cultural heritage are clearly outdated. Another factor is the wish to use cultural heritage, and public participation in the creation of it, as an asset in the quest for a democratic and sustainable development in societies where the cultural heritage sector is undergoing changes. Once again, there is the usual political use of cultural heritage, but this dimension is unavoidable, and it is rather a question of which kind of politics, and which ethical standpoints, that should be central (ibid.).

However, within the framework of the new ethical orientations of the heritage management sector, a situation can be created where some heritage management activities, not least the interpretation and use of prehistoric remains, as well as the selection and creation of a society’s collective memories, are carried out together and in dialogue with the public, and where the public’s commitment and engagement are deemed essential to both the conservation and use of cultural heritage. It is, then, time for a changing of the guards with a new perspective on the ethics of heritage management.
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INTRODUCTION

GIS technology is a powerful new tool in public archaeology, and using it fundamentally changes the dynamic between archaeologists and the communities with whom they are working (‘Geographical Information Systems’ are systems hardware and software used for digital mapping, and analysis of spatial data). Specifically, GIS technology generates representations of information that are primarily graphic and spatial, as opposed to exclusively textual. Secondly, GIS data representations are inherently plastic and dynamic: they can be expanded effectively infinitely, and manipulated in myriad ways and combinations. Theoretically, this new medium should radically enhance the ability of the archaeologist to record and display accurately all the different information about and perspectives on the local past.

In practice, however, genuine inclusion and representativeness remain illusive challenges. Not only is the archaeologist, as technical specialist, still the ultimate mediator between past and present, but the relative cost and technological complexity can effectively constrain broader community participation. Overcoming these challenges requires developing bridging mechanisms that bend the GIS technology to accommodate finer nuances like cultural perceptions of space and place, as well as resolving the more familiar tensions between individuals and groups within the community, or between the community and any larger officialdom sponsoring the research. A ‘participatory GIS’ project under way in the historical colonial capital of Levuka, Fiji, has begun some initial experiments in creating such bridging mechanisms. Negotiating the interplay between participatory research and GIS technology has more subtle consequences, as well. The first three seasons of work in Levuka suggest that these practices recast earlier archaeological debates about authority, representation, and agency in communitybased research. In the Levuka project, the most pervasive impacts have emerged from the way that the process of doing GIS work articulates with some key trends linking heritage management practices and cultural landscape studies, particularly in the broader Pacific region.

THE LARGER CONTEXT: HERITAGE MANAGEMENT, CULTURAL LANDSCAPE, PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH, AND GIS

The past decade has seen a growing body of critique challenging older definitions of heritage as fixed, objectified, and discrete on the broader landscape. In these definitions, drawn from the language of Western aesthetic tradition, ‘heritage is conceived as an immutable, bounded entity, most likely to take the form of a site, building or monument, perhaps an historic park, garden or battleground, which is valued for its intrinsic qualities of age, rarity, beauty or historic importance’ (Waterton et al. 2006: 346). Two themes run through these critiques. They assert that whatever is defined as heritage should include ‘the place of culture in a living context termed “places of cultural significance”, rather than as reductively static objects of outstanding artistic or scientific merit’ (Meskell 2002: 570). Secondly, the significance of what counts as heritage needs to be understood as shaped by and through diversity and difference (Meskell 2002: 571; Rowlands 2002:105). These differences are not just cultural, but social, economic, and political. Tensions have emerged again and again between local or national contexts, and the ultimately international scale of a ‘world system of practice and belief’ based on a globalized concept of heritage generated by organizations like UNESCO (Rowlands 2002: 110). These tensions have revolved around identifying and acknowledging multiple stakeholders, reshaping a more complex discourse about the nature and value of heritage, and struggling to address the myriad issues of identity and recognition that define postcolonial contexts around the world (Rowlands 2002; Adams 2005; Daehnke 2007).

The tension between more fixed, objective, notions of heritage and more dynamic, experiential, ones is paralleled by a similar discourse on the treatment of cultural landscapes. Not surprisingly, this is especially true in contexts defined by formal preservation or heritage policy-driven work. Until fairly recently, both official policy language and the bureaucratic process mitigated strongly against broader inclusion or recognition of multiple ways of understanding the respective site, place, or landscape (Waterton et al. 2006). In modern heritage site work ‘the concept of “landscape” oscillates between the dominance of aesthetic and scientific values within heritage protection, and an understanding that invariably draws in intangible associations such as identity, social history and a sense of place, thus providing an important focus for local communities’ (Waterton 2005: 310). More recent archaeological approaches to cultural landscape as heritage emphasize these dynamic, culturally active, ways that landscape serves as a powerful linkage between the past and the present, and between tangible and intangible aspects of culture, all grounded in highly localized but inherently diverse community contexts (Ingold 1993; Ashmore and Knapp 1999; Stewart and Strathern 2003; Waterton 2005; Nicholas 2006). It is particularly significant for the Fijian project discussed here that the potential for using this broader and more inclusive cultural landscape approach in heritage work has been advocated explicitly for use on Pacific heritage sites. Taylor and Altenburg (2006: 267) have argued that an overemphasis on architectural elements at sites like Ankor Wat should be replaced with interpretations that ‘under the wider concept of cultural landscapes (are seen as) replete with extensive intangible values and as outstanding examples of a continuous living/nourishing tradition and history. In this sense the architectural monuments themselves are a component of a wider cultural landscape pattern to which they are inextricably tied.’

One of the key challenges created by the shift to more dynamic and locally contextualized approaches to both heritage and landscape is in the area of engagement with local communities in all aspects of the larger heritage process. Older policy language often failed ‘to identify to what extent, or how, the expert should give ground or engage with community and/or non-expert participation’ (Waterton et al. 2006: 349). Efforts to address this by increasing community participation have brought these kinds of studies squarely into convergence with the parallel development of community archaeology, as well as all kinds of more broadly defined participatory research. Indeed, many of the researchers defining the more dynamic and culturally framed approaches to both heritage and cultural landscape predicate their arguments on the creation of more community-based, inclusive, and collaborative research programmes (Meskell 2002; Waterton 2005; Morgan et al. 2006; Waterton et al. 2006).

Three key challenges face these kinds of efforts. The first is how to make this process genuinely collaborative, and, in particular, how to accommodate genuine authority from local participants, beyond some unidirectional acknowledgement of multiple perspectives. Secondly, advocates struggle with how to define ‘community’: no communities are utterly homogeneous, and the structure of community constituencies can shift over time (Marshall 2002; Waterton et al. 2006). Finally, these kinds of approaches are explicitly advocacy based, with the ultimate goal of devising some kind of a process that increases the local community’s participation in decision-making, and bringing more marginalized community elements into the process. This makes the work inherently political, and involves dealing with complex relationships of power and authority at all levels of the process (Marshall 2002; Meskell 2002; Rowlands 2002; Smith 2004; Nicholas 2006).

In this context, new graphic and spatial technologies have seemed like a real ‘magician’s hat’ in a wide range of heritage-related projects, because they offer mechanisms for increasing a project’s inclusiveness, enhancing their ability to ‘show’ what the project specialists are doing, providing timely feedback, and expanding interpretation. Much of the interest is generated by the potential to use the technologies to enhance and diversify community participation in everything from core research to planning and management. GIS is increasingly an exciting new arena for a wide range of community archaeology projects, as well as collaborative planning, public interpretation, and public outreach projects in the heritage industry generally (Sanjuan and Wheatley 1999; Fitzjohn 2007; Davidson and Gonzalez-Tennant 2008). GIS software is particularly tantalizing because as a medium it is dynamic as opposed to static: it is infinitely updatable, amendable, and additive, rather than presenting any singular ‘final’ or ‘true’ version. It is also primarily graphic and visual as opposed to textual, at least potentially opening up new media that allow for more than one concurrent interpretation of the information presented. The combination of GIS and participatory research has found a particularly strong niche in postcolonial and community-based studies of Indigenous territories and landscapes (Chapin et al. 2005; Nicholas 2006). The increasing ability of the basic GIS software to articulate with other graphic and digital data such as video clips and virtual reality graphics is encouraging a great deal of experimentation and innovation in all these areas. More broadly, since the early 2000s this experimentation within heritage research and heritage management has been able to draw on an even larger pool of GIS-based ‘participatory research’ projects in fields ranging from healthcare to tourism development to forestry management (Bettini et al. 2000; Stewart et al. 2008).

These technologies also come with their own set of constraints, however. They are very technologically elaborate, which can often increase the distance between the specialist and any less technically sophisticated community members. The technology can end up only further mystifying external expertise, and alienating local input and knowledge. In like manner, image-based presentations of information can conceal as much as they reveal; images can obscure through their apparent ‘transparency’ and ‘accuracy’, in ways that push discussion in some directions and away from others. Some have critiqued the uncritical use of GIS imagery in archaeology in particular, precisely because the technology can tend to ‘objectify and neutralize space, merely in a more complicated way than a two-dimensional map’ (Van Dyke 2006: 352). Perhaps most important, modes of spatial data-gathering, especially using satellite or GPS mapping and digital databases, can fix a sense of space, place, and landscape that is often much more dynamic or plastic in the cultural praxis of daily life.

These issues are part of a much larger discussion about the societal and political consequences of the new technology, sometimes described as ‘the society and GIS debate’. ‘Specifically, the disquiet focused on the social implications of how people, space and the environment were represented in GIS. … these concerns centred attention on whether GIS could be either a democratizing or disenfranchising force’ (Stewart et al. 2008:353). The potentially disenfranchising aspects of GIS technology have intensified efforts to combine GIS with participatory research in explicitly self-critical projects. A key element in such projects is the accessibility of the technology, in terms of both the availability of project results, and the ability of all participants to understand and engage with the technology itself. Participatory GIS ‘represents the vision of those interested in the socio-political contribution of GIS to communities, and this vision includes tools that are easily used and understood by community members, relevant to public policy issues and available to all sides of public policy debates’ (Stewart et al. 2008: 353).

These were some of the goals and challenges driving the development of a participatory GIS project in Levuka, Fiji, created to provide a more locally controlled definition of the town’s historical significance in the context of a nationally sponsored effort to nominate Levuka to the World Heritage List. From the outset, project design was driven less by conventional research objectives, and more by the need to create an ongoing, inclusive, and open-ended forum for local discussion and feedback. As a result, one principal goal in designing the project’s GIS was to find ways to help transition the technology from a more one-way, technologically specialized data-gathering and analysis mechanism, to a technology that could serve as a medium, or platform, for localized discussion and decision-making. We especially wanted to use the GIS development to create more explicit discussion regarding what would count as heritage-related, significant, or requiring inclusion in the Levuka heritage site process.

LEVUKA AS A HERITAGE SITE

Levuka is a small port town occupying a narrow coastal strip on the windward side of the island of Ovalau, just east of the main island of Viti Levu in Fiji. Begun as a European beachcomber settlement in the 1840s, the town is most famous in the region as the original colonial capital of Fiji. In fact, Levuka first served as capital for the parliamentary government established by paramount chief Ratu Seru Cakobau in the early 1870s, and then as capital of the colony when Fiji was ceded to Britain in 1874. The capital site was moved to Suva on Viti Levu in 1882, and while Levuka remained important as a regional trans-shipment port until at least the First World War, major development in the town slowed dramatically. Economic decline following the Second World War further reduced the impetus for new construction. By the 1980s, Levuka had begun to be recognized both in Fiji and to some extent in the island Pacific region as a historically significant site that retained a good deal of its nineteenth-century architecture and townscape (Takano 1996: 15; Harrison 2004: 352–3).

This recognition shifted into an effort to get Levuka listed on the World Heritage List, starting in the early 1990s. In many ways, Levuka has come to serve as a textbook case of the many challenges such efforts face (Takano 1996; Harrison 2004; Smith 2005). The town is relatively small, with roughly 1,000 residents, the great majority of whom are employed in the only local industry, a tuna-canning plant. Levuka, though, is an intensely multicultural community, with a complex and deeply contested history that holds both national and regional significance for many Fijians. It is a place that is tightly constrained both geographically as well as economically, with very limited room for additional physical growth. The significant limits these dual constraints have imposed on heritage tourism development have proved daunting for locals and government officials alike for at least two decades. Its historical built environment and infrastructure are undeniably rich, but difficult and expensive to maintain, especially in a community with limited resources. Perhaps most importantly, nominating the town to the World Heritage List requires defining what is historically significant about Levuka in some larger sense. That process of definition has proved deeply ambivalent for the Levuka community, and, to no small extent, for the governmental institutions representing Fiji at large. The details of this lengthy debate are covered in depth in David Harrison’s thoughtful article, and he has summarized them succinctly in the dual questions of ‘whose heritage’ is, or should be, represented in Levuka, and ‘whose participation’ is needed to validate any process of heritage designation (Harrison 2004:358–64).

There are many reasons why these questions have been so difficult to answer. It is no small part of the larger context here that Fiji has been through three political coups since the Levuka site first drew international attention, in 1987, 2000, and 2006 respectively. Each time, a central issue between the contesting elements was the unresolved question of modern Fijian identity, both culturally and nationally. These tensions usually are described in terms of conflicts between the Indigenous Fijian majority and the large Fijian Indian minority descended from indentured labourers brought into the islands by the British in the nineteenth century. It is important to know, however, that Fiji is a country undergoing all of the profound and complex political, economic, and cultural transformations of the postcolonial Pacific. Issues of identity do not resolve nearly so neatly as the overtly binary language of the coup ideologies would suggest (see Kaplan 1993; Kelly and Kaplan 2001; Mageo 2001; Bayliss-Smith et al. 2006). Minimally, there are tensions between the eastern and western sections of the country, between the more rural and urban sectors of the population and economy, and across traditional status lines between chiefly elites and commoners. In addition, although it is a proportionately small sector of the population, Fiji does have a number of people who are of diverse European and Asian ancestries. In some areas of the country, individuals and entire communities descended from labourers brought in from other Pacific islands, including Rotuma, Kiribati, Vanuatu, and the Solomon Islands, are a significant presence. Finally, the term kailoma is used to describe people who are of mixed ancestry, most often European and Fijian.

Ironically, the very nature of Levuka’s intrinsically multicultural and highly mobile maritime community only tends to highlight these complexities, in ways that are not always comfortable or accessible to other Fijians. The degree to which the World Heritage List nomination efforts have focused on the brief era of the colonial capital has also exacerbated the sense that Levuka’s history could only be celebrated with a certain ambivalence in the early twenty-first-century island Pacific. Yet many in Levuka’s own community see the town’s historical significance as stretching back well into the pre-European era of Fijian military and political escalation in the late 1700s, and forward until at least the era of the First World War. The history of interactions between the indigenous Fijian populations of Levuka and other areas on the island of Ovalau and as far away as the Lau group extends well into the previous two and possibly three centuries, and forms an important chapter in this era of Fijian and larger Pacific history. The place name ‘Levuka’ itself was given to the European-era townsite because of its close relationship with the Indigenous Fijian village of that name immediately adjacent the town’s northern border. This village is the seat of a powerful chiefly family, and home to the current Tui Levuka, whose ancestor provided critical shelter and protection to the earliest European settlers beginning in the 1820s. Many town families are connected by generations of kinship and marriage to other villages around Ovalau, as well as other islands in the Lomaiviti group and elsewhere in Fiji. Levuka and its environs are also home to several small settlements of nineteenth-century labourer group descendants, including people from Kiribati, Vanuatu, and the Solomon Islands. Government census data from 1996 indicates that the percentage of kailoma or mixed-ancestry individuals in Levuka town and its vicinity is roughly five times as great as in the general population (Harrison 2004:352).

Some Levuka individuals and institutions have gone to considerable effort to assert that the cultural diversity and complex histories of the town’s population are themselves what make the town important as an example of Fiji’s ‘living heritage’. In 2001 the Levuka Historical and Cultural Society published a book entitled Levuka: Living Heritage and authored by ‘The People of Levuka’. It presented a deliberately wide-ranging and inclusive collection of town family histories that offered an explicit alternative to what was seen as the more narrowly architectural focus of the heritage nomination efforts at that time (Levuka Historical and Cultural Society 2001). Even more significantly, many of the book’s contributors argued that the relatively harmonious interaction among all the different community constituencies represented a hopeful symbol of Fiji’s future, at least as important as any monument to the past. These efforts should not be construed as representing any unified consensus in the town about the nature and value of Levuka’s heritage, and, in particular, the value of having the town listed as a World Heritage Site. In fact, significant disagreement and confusion continues on these issues within the town community, around Ovalau, and throughout Fiji (Harrison 2004: 361–4).

LEVUKA CULTURAL LANDSCAPE PROJECT

It was in this context that the Levuka Cultural Landscape Project was created. In 2000, research conducted in Levuka as part of a Simon Fraser University archaeology field school programme documented some of the rich and complex data sources available for research on Levuka’s history. These covered a far more extensive period than just the brief capital phase, and included a far more diverse range of the community than just European descendants (Burley et al. 2001; Burley 2003). In 2002, the conceptual framework for a community-based research and interpretation project based on a cultural landscape approach was proposed to the Fiji National Trust, and provisionally accepted. ‘Cultural landscape’ was defined as an inherently inclusive concept that would allow all the different historical phases and community constituencies to be acknowledged and documented. Even more importantly in this instance, we hoped that we could design the project in such a way that it would create a bridge between the various constituencies of the local community, and the larger institutional processes of the World Heritage List nomination. So we designed a programme that was intended to generate as much public involvement and collaboration as possible, would support whatever subsequent Fijian government initiatives on interpretation were developed, would contribute to ongoing historical, architectural, and archaeological research in Levuka, and would support the more focused work being done on the World Heritage List nomination. The project framework followed the emerging professional discourse on cultural landscape approaches in heritage contexts, and included an explicitly community-based participatory research design. Earlier community-based archaeology projects, particularly that of Andrew Crosby in the Fijian community of Waikatakata, established important precedents and provided a working template for the institutions involved, including the Fiji Museum and the Fiji National Trust (Crosby 2002).

From the beginning, the Levuka GIS work was an integral component of this larger project. However, the GIS component was not designed simply for data-gathering or primary research. Instead we used it to create a platform for integrating the different kinds of data the project generated, and for making it possible to display multiple perspectives about the town’s history. We wanted to be able to show people the results of any mapping, archival, or archaeological research we were doing, as quickly as possible. We also wanted to be able to include whatever information, or, more importantly, whatever research priorities the different community constituencies brought forward as the project continued. The project was thus designed to create a three-way bridge between local community concerns and interests, the more programmatic and policy-driven actions of Fijian national institutions like the Fiji National Trust and the Fiji Museum, and the international frameworks of UNESCO and the World Heritage List.

This was done in three ways. First, the cultural landscape approach chosen provided a larger and more inclusive scale for discussions of what did and did not count as ‘heritage’ in the town, proper. This shifted the focus from specific buildings, sites, and monuments in town, to the town itself, as a place. Secondly, each research season took place concurrently with capacity-building workshops sponsored by the Fiji National Trust, and open to any community members who wanted to participate. The topics of the workshops were selected by the preceding season’s participants, and emphasized methodologies used by heritage professionals to document and assess materials, including oral history, architectural recording, archaeological site mapping, and artefact identification. And finally, the GIS itself was developed in conjunction with the first two series of workshop participants, to create an inclusive compendium of project results, ideas, and discussions of what was significant or important in the town’s history, with the somewhat idealistic overall theme that ‘everyone’s map of town is the right map’.

Creating a forum for community participation that could be ongoing and relatively open-ended was a main priority. Capacity-building workshops provided that mechanism. In 2004, the Fiji National Trust and Sonoma State University sponsored a series of workshops designed to meet three basic goals: (1) to build capacity among locally based Trust staff, municipal heritage officials, and any interested community members, (2) to initiate data-gathering for the GIS-based cultural landscape database, and (3) to develop a forum for community input, review, and direction as the project proceeded.

The immediate goal was to create some kind of ongoing activity in the town that not only provided a means of eliciting input and feedback from community organizations and individuals, but in some way worked to level the playing field in terms of who got to identify what local elements were significant; were defined, in effect, as ‘heritage’. A major strategy here was the commitment to increasing local capacity-building as a way to frame discussion, and to articulate the larger heritage process with local concerns. The idea was to make the methodologies that outside professionals used to define and record heritage elements available to local community members. The workshops were designed as very much hands-on, ‘how-to’, training sessions on different methodologies like oral history, architectural recording, site mapping, and artefact identification. Overall workshop design was modelled on a series of workshops that were conducted in early March 2004, sponsored by Australia ICOMOS, the UNESCO Division of Cultural Heritage (Paris), the Pacific Islands Museums Association, and the Cultural Heritage Centre for Asia and the Pacific at Deakin University. This international workshop series took place in Levuka itself, and was specifically designed for building capacity and technical expertise in cultural heritage documentation, management, and interpretation throughout the island Pacific. UNESCO Workshop participants had included the Director of the Fiji National Trust, the Cultural Heritage Officer for the Trust, and some of the Trust staff who lived and worked in Levuka. These individuals took the lead in designing the subsequent 2004 Levuka cultural landscape workshops, whose participants included the three National Trust rangers stationed in Levuka, a representative of the Levuka Heritage Committee, the Lomaiviti Provincial Office, and the Fiji Museum. Levuka’s mayor at the time also attended as his schedule allowed.

Initial results of the 2004 workshops were presented to various government and community agencies in both Suva and Levuka in 2005, and a second series of workshops were conducted, with the training topics selected based on community input during the previous year. This time the list included historical period artefact identification, more oral history training focused on place names and place-based narratives, and work with historical photographs. The second year’s list of workshop participants was significantly longer and more widely spread through the local community than in the 2004 series. The town’s mayor and former mayor attended, as well as community residents representing Levuka Town Council, Levuka Heritage Committee, Levuka Public School, Delana Methodist High School, the Levuka office of the Public Works Department, the Lomaiviti Provincial Administrative Office, Lomaiviti Provincial Council, the National Fire Authority Officer, and the Ministry of Health, as well as the Fiji Museum and the National Trust of Fiji.

Based on discussions with this group during the 2005 season, priority was given to designing a more intensive field programme that would document the pre-European landscape elements of the townsite, and would extend the research focus from the main commercial and municipal core of the town up into the surrounding hillslope settlements, where a greater proportion of the town’s current population lives. Following a hiatus produced by the 2006 coup, the 2008 field season extended the mapping survey into the hillslope areas, and began an informal consultation process with hillslope residents in two neighbourhoods. No large-scale public workshops were conducted during this season, in observance of the formal mourning period for the Tui Levuka, who had died only a month earlier.

LEVUKA GIS: PLACE, IMAGE, AND CONTINUING CHANGE

From a technical perspective, the main emphasis in building the GIS was on imagery, and the ability to literally show, with contrasting layers and juxtapositioning, both the broader sequence of the town’s history, and any contrasts between different views, perspectives, or sources of information. We began with a layer of basic physical imagery, in the form of a 1984 aerial photograph. The second key layer was of the town’s existing cadastral (i.e. legally defined property) map. This map is itself a complex and intriguing document, which has been modified a number of times, the most recent being in 1979. Evidence from property records and certain details of the map itself strongly suggest that it originated as the town survey done by the Royal Engineers at the time Fiji was ceded to Great Britain in 1874. One great advantage to these two images was their relative familiarity: the aerial was recent enough for current landscape details to be recognizable, and the cadastral, as the legal town property map, is posted on the wall in town offices and in the Community Center museum run by the National Trust.

To these base layers, all additional project data has been added as it was created or acquired. This includes three seasons’ worth of GPS survey focused on the town’s streets, pathways, and trails, the preliminary results of two place names workshops, and additional historical map data gathered at the Fiji National Archives. Workshop participants comprised the field teams who recorded the mapping data each season, and were asked to comment on the accuracy, completeness, and usefulness of the resulting GIS images. More information has been added over the past few years as well, and can continue to be expanded in future developments of the project datasets. Ultimately, the goal is to be able to embed in the GIS video and audio clips, historical photographs, architectural documentation of historic structures, and any other material deemed relevant or useful by the database’s many diverse users.

Three elements strongly shaped the way that the Levuka GIS was designed, and how the technology in turn shaped the relative successes and challenges of the project itself. These were: (1) the strong place-based emphasis of the cultural landscape framework, (2) the decision to keep as much as possible of the project data in graphic or image form, and to use images to frame community discussions about landscape, and (3) the convergent demands for a medium of data archiving, analysis, and representation that was as fluid, dynamic, and accessible to as many different users as possible.

‘Cultural landscape’ as a term articulated well with conventional heritage language focused on objective physical elements, and was familiar to many of the institutional and government agency personnel involved in the Levuka nomination. A focus on cultural landscapes and on place in a more general sense also broadened the heritage discussion itself as it had taken place thus far about Levuka, with its strong focus on specific individual buildings and monuments. This was important because the earlier definitions of Levuka heritage as discrete and discontinuous immediately divided the community into those who ‘had’ heritage—literally owned it as property, in the form of buildings—and those who did not. This division had also rendered large sectors of the local landscape and built environment effectively invisible in the technical discussion about heritage significance, because these contexts lacked any officially defined kinds of associated structures. The almost unconscious exclusion of large parts of town had the effect of creating what Garden has termed a ‘heritagescape’ that was partial, fragmentary, and intensely monumentalized: officially designated heritage sites floated like discrete islands of the past completely separated from any connection to daily life in the present (Garden 2006). The separation extended to large sectors of the local community, as well. Indigenous Fijians who identified with the pre-European period of the town’s history did not see their heritage reflected, and neither did any of the descendants of any of the town’s many South Asian and Pacific Island immigrant groups.

Focusing on Levuka’s larger cultural landscape served as a device for shifting emphasis away from the individual historical narratives of any specific community group about themselves, and placed it on Levuka as a place of collective identity instead. This more inclusive, cumulative, and present-oriented strategy for defining heritage affirmed and reinforced the similar approach taken by the earlier ‘Levuka: Living Heritage’ volume that had been designed and produced within the community itself. At the same time, the community’s inherent diversity meant that Levuka’s cultural landscape would be equally diverse, multi-layered, and contested. Any effort to define a singular, unified, version would fail. Whatever definitions of the town’s landscape emerged, they needed to come from town residents themselves.

The project GIS was the platform for articulating the more physically and legally defined dimensions of the aerial photograph and cadastral map with more locally generated landscape information and perceptions. The workshop programme became a venue for asking community members for recommendations on how to define cultural landscapes in Levuka. Since oral history was one of the methodologies that workshop participants had requested, we used these workshop sessions to start a discussion about place names in the first year. In the second year, additional sessions built on the initial place names list with cognitive mapping and taxonomy exercises that created an ongoing discussion about the nature of different kinds of ‘places’ in town. For example, Levuka place names include words from four different languages, and borrow names from elsewhere on Ovalau, other islands around Fiji, and as far away as Vanuatu. They also vary in spelling, pronunciation, and even the actual name itself across lines of age, gender, and residence patterns, as well as ethnic background. Workshop participants had names for many of the individual buildings and monuments already on the heritage site lists, but also for businesses, institutions, streets, bridges, pathways, neighbourhoods, streams, rocky promontories, bodies of water, and the openings in the harbour’s encircling coral reef. The project GIS took these linguistic details and translated them into spatial data, literally the dots, lines, and shapes on different layers of the emerging collective, interactive ‘map’. Critically, this map was understood to be an open-ended project that theoretically would never really be finished: once begun, the GIS can be amended continually, as new information is provided, or new questions emerge.

Keeping the focus on place, and using the digital graphics of the GIS to define place, encouraged a parallel emphasis on imagery. These included modern and historical photography, drawings, and maps, as well as the more elicited spatial information in the form of place names and cognitive mapping. The emphasis on imagery also powerfully reinforced the larger project ethos, which worked to fill in the elements in the local town landscape that had been left out of the earlier heritage designations. From the beginning, the data-gathering required to create these different digital layers was therefore defined as making the invisible visible, rather than ‘discovering’ any particular information that was somehow unknown to the local community. We also wanted to challenge the authority of images themselves, particularly in the context of notions of ‘accuracy’. In many ways, the real results of this aspect of the project came from the process itself, rather than any conventionally defined results. We used the GIS, collectively with project participants, to demystify both maps and historical photographs, to make things visible that are not self-evident in the images themselves. Then in turn, we took those insights and used them to make elements in the cultural landscape that are currently ‘invisible’, visible and acknowledged. In Levuka, as anywhere else, such visibility is highly politically and socially charged (Thomas 1993).

For example, both oral tradition and colonial era accounts described the existence of a Fijian village called Totoga, somewhere within the current boundaries of the Levuka township. Archival research had recovered a small sketch map of the village in 1870s court records, and an 1845 lithograph documented the scene of a meke, or dance, being conducted in Totoga (Wilkes 1845: 102, 188; Burley et al. 2001). In contemporary Levuka, the main creek running through the centre of town bears the name Totoga, as does a small street that abuts the creek channel and runs south through the centre of the modern municipal core of town, where the courthouse, police station, police barracks, and provincial administrative offices are located. By overlaying the 1870s sketch map with the town cadastral map and the aerial photograph in the GIS, the actual location of old Totoga village could be demonstrated. The 2005 workshop participants then worked with the 1845 lithograph using a field technique for photographic superpositioning, literally repositioning on the modern landscape the line of dancers who had made their way through the village centre some 150 years earlier (cf. Prince 1988). In effect, the central ceremonial plaza of the earlier village is replicated in the property dimensions of today’s municipal centre, with the modern property lines of the cadastral map exactly replicating the encircling stone walls depicted in both the 1845 scene and the 1870s court document.

The heightened visibility that the GIS work created for the Totoga Village site does nothing to resolve debates about how to define relevant heritage sites and properties in modern Levuka, or the more fundamental conflicts over how property was defined, bought, and sold in colonial Levuka. Instead, the images in the database form a new frame of reference for such discussions. The images themselves do not make an argument one way or the other. However, choosing to document the Totoga Village site was neither random nor neutral. It came directly from the research directives produced by the 2004 and 2005 workshop participants, who wanted to see more representation of the town’s pre-European history in the discussions about heritage designations. In that sense, the resulting constellation of images as they are layered in the GIS itself is unavoidably and unapologetically partisan.

Finally, there were longer-term project considerations that can be summarized as issues of continuity, accessibility, and a much-needed ability to continually adapt and expand. However the larger Levuka heritage programme played out, it was clearly destined to remain a process that was in flux, and would continue to be for the foreseeable future. In addition to the continuing questions about the relationship of Levuka’s history to the rest of Fiji, and ultimately the world, there were far more pragmatic and logistical issues. The national political situation remains unstable. The government agency with nomination project oversight has shifted several times, and will conceivably shift again. The scope of what would be included within the nomination has shifted from a single street and several buildings to the entire legal boundary of the town, to the island of Ovalau itself. In this context, our project was only one of multiple research, policy, and review groups and institutions involved in various kinds of heritage-related work in Levuka. Even the landscape itself has shifted, as both construction of new structures and destruction of existing structures has continued in Levuka itself, as have episodes of fire, flooding, and landslides.

Thus, we needed to generate information that would be useful in some way to the heritage process being conducted by the Fijian government as it unfolded, however that might be. We needed to be responsive to local community requests for input into the work, and to articulate our efforts as best as possible with ongoing local projects and discussions about how to manage Levuka’s landscape. We needed to keep abreast of what other professional colleagues were doing in Levuka, both as research and as part of the heritage development efforts. Conversely, we had to be able to make whatever results we produced available to as wide a potential audience as possible, in a timely manner. And we needed to be able to continually add and augment information, without having to permanently alter earlier versions.

The somewhat flexible and dynamic format of the GIS database has helped to address many of these issues, at least in terms of being able to add new data, information, and perspectives. However, these additions are also altering the GIS itself in important ways. Cumulative information is more than additive, it is amplifying: new questions get asked, new participants contribute, new perspectives and information feed into the larger ongoing conversations in Levuka and in Suva about the town’s significance. To use the example of Totoga Village above, the replication of the village plaza footprint in the existing cadastral map has raised the question, to what extent does this modern property map contain other vestiges of the earlier Indigenous Fijian landscape, in terms of land-use patterns and divisions? What should be done with this information? Workshop place names research combined with the 2005 field survey data identified no fewer than eighteen named settlement enclaves in the hills above the main commercial sector of town, all located within the town boundary. These are quintessentially local designations, and appear nowhere in official maps like the cadastral. Are these areas part of Levuka, and were they in the past? If so, how should their heritage be documented and recognized? Like any other mode of data analysis, to some extent GIS is important because of the way it answers questions, and to some extent it also provides new ways of asking them, or entirely new questions to ask.

Accessibility remains the greatest challenge, at a variety of levels. As a form of research data, the GIS has been somewhat successful. Making each year’s project results available to the professional community in Fiji has been greatly facilitated by the development of free GIS reader software; multiple sets of each season’s GIS can be distributed on self-contained CDs to government agencies like the National Trust and Fiji Museum. One copy is left with the Trust rangers in Levuka, to be available for public use at the local museum. The project has also benefited from the generosity of Conway Pene of the GIS Unit at the University of the South Pacific, who maintains a full set of the project data and makes it available to researchers working in Fiji. This has meant at least initial success in the overall project goal of creating a mechanism for articulating local concerns and input with government agency agendas: the GIS documents what local community members want documented, in a format that is recognizable to and compatible with the research and management practices of the relevant government agencies.

It is less clear how successful the project has been to date at providing a truly accessible platform or medium for real participation and discussion in the Levuka community itself. The challenges here come in two basic forms: facilitating participation, and making the technology understandable. Mechanisms for participation here grew slowly, in fits and starts, and with frequent setbacks. Formal mechanisms like invitations to the workshops included people who were either identified with or defined by formal institutions like government agencies, schools, and municipal offices. The question of how to reach the rest of town’s residents in ways that are not imposed top-down still remains. While ideally more inclusive, the GIS process raises the issue of representation in whole new dimensions. In practice, the optimistically totalizing ‘everyone’s map is the right map’ rapidly becomes a more contingent ‘everyone’s map could be here’. That contingency is socially situated in the Levuka community itself. The ability to keep adding new information, new ‘maps’, actually helps to mask the more immediate issue: earlier data inherently shapes what comes later, and so later maps added inevitably take their frame of reference from layers already in the system.

The technological nature of the GIS itself, and the electronic trappings of the field-work process, can further stratify real accessibility: some people in Levuka have computers, or access to them. Many do not. Many casual participants in the 2004, 2005, and 2008 fieldwork seasons asked the same questions: what will the real consequences of this work be? How will it affect myself, my family, or my community? The sheer intangibility of an electronic database makes the whole process seem transient, fugitive, and inconsequential, without linkages to real results, which people tend to define in terms of tangibility and public display. Creating such tangible products and distributing them across the community in meaningful ways is a principal goal for future field seasons. To a considerable extent, the real answers to these legitimate questions are contingent on the final resolution of the larger nomination process itself. In this context, the ongoing GIS development provides information, but has no real decision-making role.

This emphasis on outcomes and consequences also highlights the greatest single aspect of using GIS as a medium for ongoing discussion and interaction. The process is inherently open-ended; once started, there is no clear endpoint, since the database itself is designed to be continually updated, modified, and augmented. This structure fits very well with the shift to more culturally framed, pluralistic, and present-oriented approaches to both heritage and cultural landscape studies. However, it does not lend itself as easily to the policy programmatics and timelines of international heritage management. This is particularly true in the highly politicized and contested setting of Levuka’s World Heritage List nomination. The challenge of giving real weight to the locally generated definitions of meaningful heritage in that larger process have yet to be met by the Levuka cultural landscape project.

Yet even these first few seasons have succeeded in creating greater visibility and recognition for specific aspects of Levuka’s historical past, both in the community itself, and in the discussions under way in key government agencies involved in the nomination process. The workshop format does seem to have succeeded in creating some sense of shared investment in the project, and has provided a much-needed sense of continuity for the project, in spite of some breaks between field seasons, and having some workshop participants move away. Ultimately, it is again the process of creating the GIS, of making decisions about what to record, what to map, and how to display the information, that generates the greatest amount of local approval and support. Future challenges include sustaining this process in ways that remain both genuinely meaningful to Levuka’s people, and responsive to changing scenarios unfolding in their rich and dynamic cultural landscape.
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INTRODUCTION: THE SOCIO-POLITICAL AND HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF HISTORICAL ARCHAEOLOGY RESEARCH IN THE UNITED STATES

WHEN historical archaeology came of age as a distinct sub-discipline of archaeology in the United States in the late 1960s, Western academia was in a general state of upheaval. The events of that turbulent decade caused many, both students and professors alike, to question the role that higher education played in reproducing and reinforcing the status quo in American and western European society. The various crises of 1968 in particular radicalized a generation of scholars in the humanities and social sciences. No longer content to focus solely on great men and powerful political institutions, historians developed the ‘new social history’, which focused largely on issues of class, labour, power, and community from a ‘bottom-up’ perspective (Eley 2005). Sociocultural anthropologists, too, broke with the dominant traditions of their field to critique the role that anthropology had played in promoting racism and supporting violent colonial regimes in the past, as well as global US hegemony in the present (see e.g. Gough 1968; Caulfield 1972; Stauder 1974; Weber 1974; Pathy 1981; Sahlins 2000). In addition to the political upheavals of the time, the 1960s and 1970s were also a period of great intellectual ferment in the social sciences and humanities. Postmodern and postcolonial theorists such as Edward Said, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Louis Althusser, and Clifford Geertz were redefining the traditional canons of sociology, anthropology, and literary studies.

Despite all of the whirlwind changes roaring through the academy, American archaeology remained firmly ensconced within the theoretical framework of processualism, which drew heavily on the ecological and evolutionist ideas of Leslie White and modelled archaeological research on the physical sciences. For two decades, Lewis Binford’s processual agenda almost single-handedly controlled the tone and direction of archaeological theory. Thus, early debates among historical archaeologists over whether they should properly be considered practitioners of history or anthropology (or both) (see e.g. Walker 1967; Larrabee 1969; Schuyler 1970; Klein 1973; Noël Hume 1973; McKay 1976; Honerkamp 1988) were really debates about whether historical archaeology should be a humanity or a science. Anthropology (qua science) had clearly won out by the late 1970s (see e.g. South 1977, 1978), and much of the published scholarship in the field during its first two decades focused on constructing artefact typologies and building testable hypotheses about human behaviour during the recent past.

Archaeology finally began catching up with the rest of the humanities and social sciences in the mid-1980s, when Binfordian processualism came under attack from a number of directions. Articles, monographs, and edited volumes espousing the usefulness of hermeneutics, symbolic and interpretative approaches (e.g. Hodder 1982, 1986; Shanks and Tilley 1987; Hodder et al. 1995), critical theory and Marxism (e.g. Leone et al. 1987; McGuire 1991; McGuire and Paynter 1991), and feminist theory (e.g. Gero and Conkey 1991; Bacus and Anschuetz 1993; Spector 1993; Wylie 2002) proliferated, breaking the stranglehold that the scientific approach to the discipline had maintained since the early 1960s. At the same time, historians were experiencing the so-called ‘cultural turn’, moving away from the new social history (and, therefore, issues of class) towards race, gender, and sexuality as the dominant subjects of research, analysis, and scholarly discourse (see e.g. May 1988; Scott 1988; Fields 1990; Brown 1992; Chauncey 1994; Kerber et al. 1995; McDonald 1996). These concerns still largely dominate the humanities and social sciences (Eley 2005). As a result, within the field of historical archaeology relatively few practitioners have focused on issues of class and class conflict.

THE CULTURE WARS AND THE PUBLIC DISCOURSE OF CLASS

The liberal New Deal coalition, which had largely dominated American politics since the 1930s, gave way to a backlash of economic and social conservatism beginning in the 1970s. Furthermore, women and minorities were entering the ranks of the professoriate at unprecedented rates; many of them had participated in the Civil Rights and feminist movements of the previous two decades. It is no surprise, then, that the academy turned away from questions of class and towards race and gender in the 1980s. This shift was not enough to satisfy conservatives, however, who continued to criticize ‘radical’ academics for the perceived crime of perverting American history. As the so-called ‘culture wars’ of the 1980s and 1990s heated up around the issues of abortion, gay and women’s rights, religion (particularly in the schools), welfare, and the impact of the mass media on the nation’s youth, the attack on academic research into issues of inequality, racism, and exploitation in the past and present became just one more prong with which conservatives attempted to skewer liberals and moderates.

Conservative historian Gertrude Himmelfarb, for instance, wrote scathingly in 1994 of the ‘intellectual arrogance and spiritual impoverishment of some of the latest tendencies in literary criticism, philosophy, and history’, deriding those historians ‘who think it the highest calling of their profession to resurrect the “daily life of ordinary people”’ (Himmelfarb 1994: x-xi). According to Himmelfarb and others on the intellectual right, the postmodern cultural turn of the humanities and social sciences ignored the ‘greatmen’ and ‘transcendent ideas’ of history while insisting on a dangerous ‘moral relativity’ that essentially amounted to an apologia for the Holocaust, Stalinism, and other atrocities of the twentieth century (Himmelfarb 1994: ch. 2). This conservative backlash against the contemporary focus of history on women, minorities, and other exploited groups was not purely academic. Conservatives have held prominent positions in government agencies that control public funding for the humanities and social sciences since the 1980s.

While conservative rule over government funding agencies did not dissuade academic historians from focusing on race and gender in their scholarly research, it did have the effect of embedding a conservative version of American history in the public consciousness through various forms of public history. Since the late 1980s, for example, professional historians and museum curators at the various museums that make up the Smithsonian Institution, the largest ‘public’ museum in the United States, have come under increasing pressure from political appointees and corporate donors to present a sanitized, pro-business version of the past to the American people. Conservatives heavily criticized controversial exhibits focusing on the experience of Japanese-American internment and the dropping of the atomic bomb on Japan during the Second World War and the latter exhibit was actually cancelled. In recent years, donors have been able to strong-arm museum leadership into presenting ‘patriotic’ and purely celebratory exhibits on the American presidency and the military at the National Museum of American History (Daniel 2008).

It is in this context that the contemporary discourse on class in the United States has been formed. According to the conventions of this discourse, there is no working class; rather, American society consists of a (very) few extremely wealthy individuals and families at the top, a great mass of middle-class Americans in the middle, and an underclass of the undeserving urban poor (mostly black) (Ortner 1998). According to the version of history that informs this discourse, the working class was lifted up into the middle class as a result of the economic prosperity of the 1950s. (This prosperity was extended to workers through the beneficence of employers, of course, rather than the efforts of unions.) Ironically, the embourgeoisement of the working class was initially a target of criticism by left-leaning social scientists in the 1950s and 1960s who believed that workers were abandoning their revolutionary consciousness in favour of middle-class lifestyles. The narrative of working-class embourgeoisement fits neatly into a conservative view of history, however, so despite the existence of research that contradicts the embourgeoisement thesis (e.g. Rinehart 1971; Jelin 1974), it has become common sense to describe ‘working Americans’ as belonging to the middle class.

While there is wide disagreement on just who belongs to the middle class in America, and whether class status is determined by income (either relative or absolute) or is more of a state of mind, in the contemporary discourse it is possible for an individual to move up the class ladder but almost impossible to drop down. Despite general agreement that the gap between the rich and the poor in the United States is at a level unseen for a century and inflation is rampant, many people who make as little as $40,000 a year consider themselves to be part of the middle class (Schoen 2007) (as do people who make as much as $250,000 a year; see Gross 2008). This has led to a cottage industry of news stories in the mainstream media about the ‘squeezing’ of the middle class in recent years. While the middle class has become the audience for a new kind of economic populism by Democratic politicians in the twenty-first century, however, Republicans continue to downplay the gap between the rich and everyone else, as evidenced by US presidential candidate John McCain’s assertion in August 2008 that only those with incomes above $2.5 million per year qualify as ‘rich’ (Miller 2008).

It is within this socio-political and historiographical context that some historical archaeologists have studied working-class communities and issues of labour and capitalism over the past quarter-century. As archaeologists have realized about the topics of race and gender, the archaeology of class can have a profound impact on the public discourse. Practice and interpretation in archaeology are always political, no matter how objective we try to be in our research. It is our ethical duty as archaeologists and global citizens to ensure that our work is used to promote social justice, rather than the status quo. The approaches that historical archaeologists have taken towards class and labour and the various ways in which this research has been shared with the public are the subject of the next section of this essay.

THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF CLASS AND LABOUR IN THE MODERN WORLD

The rise of postmodern thought in archaeology has brought about a shift in focus from ecological/adaptive approaches to those that stress social relations (Brumfiel 1992). Within the field of historical archaeology, which can be viewed as the archaeology of the rise and spread of capitalism through the modern world (Leone 1995; Wylie 1999: 23–4), relatively few archaeologists have chosen to use ‘class’ as an analytical tool, and those who have adopted the concept have largely been Marxists. This turn can be seen as part of the growing trend within the discipline to examine the material lives of subordinated groups, as evidenced by a growing number of edited volumes dealing with these subjects (e.g. Delle et al. 2000). Archaeologists have argued about the salience of class as a category of analysis, however, with Duke and Saitta (1998), Delle (1999: 136), and Wurst (2006), among others, arguing for its primacy, while Yentsch and Beaudry (2001) have made the case that it is largely irrelevant in some contexts, such as those settings created by colonialism. Hardesty (2002), on the other hand, has mounted the argument that class, while it is a special kind of analytical category, must be understood in contextual terms as mutually constituted of and constituted by gender and ethnicity. This view of class—that it is one of a number of closely related variables—may be most satisfying, but it is also likely to be the most challenging for archaeological analysts and those who present archaeological results to the public.

In general, and for a variety of reasons, historical archaeologies of class have focused on the working class. Because of the emphasis on the working class they are also, in one way or another, historical archaeologies of industrial labour. In part, this is because labour and class, as crucial components of the world capitalist system, are closely related to each other and, in turn, to the notions of production and consumption in capitalist societies. While a recent volume (Hall and Silliman 2006) on the current state of historical archaeology dealt with the problems of class and labour as separate entities, each of the two essays in the volume recognized their close relationship and their increasing importance as analytical concepts within the discipline (Silliman 2006; Wurst 2006). Rather than reinforce any arbitrary division between class and labour, we suggest that the two notions can and should be treated together, as mutually intertwined, mutually structuring, and closely related concepts. This dialectical conception of class and labour allows us to view them as social phenomena intertwined in heterogeneous systems with material and ideological components (Wurst 2006: 197–200).

Beginning in the 1980s, archaeologists began to conduct research on class that focused on easily measurable middle-range indicators of socio-economic status (e.g. Spencer-Wood 1987). Many of these analyses can be said to fall under the rubric of ‘consumer behaviour theory’. Consumer behaviour theories assume that consumers act freely within the marketplace, constrained only by the limits of the ecosystem, and that historical class formations are not especially different from other, broadly conceived notions of status. In this literature, the terms class, rank, and status were often used interchangeably. Not all works that fell into this category concerned themselves explicitly with class and labour, but De Cunzo (1987), using a cultural adaptation perspective, illustrated that families adapted their settlement behaviour to compensate for shortages. Her analysis was among the more sophisticated that subscribe to the consumer behaviour model, while others utilized a ‘dipstick’ measurement of a single class of material culture, such as ceramics (Baugher and Venables 1987) or animal bone (Reitz 1987), to identify status variation.

Wurst and McGuire (1999) have strongly critiqued consumer behaviour models because they remove production from analyses of social life, and privilege individual action over the organized work of social groups. They advocated instead a recursive view of culture that focuses on social reproduction as a process that incorporates both production and consumption. Industrial archaeologist Ray Riley (2005) has also stressed the integration of production and consumption, pointing out that production industries are also consumers of raw and finished goods. In recent years, the introduction of materiality theories (e.g. Miller 1991) into anthropology in general and archaeology in particular (e.g. Meskell 2005) has rendered consumer behaviour theory largely irrelevant. More recent archaeologies of class and labour follow suit, focusing on the active role that material culture plays in structuring social realities. Many such studies examine specifically how power relationships are structured by landscape and material culture in industrial settings.

Some of the earliest social archaeologies of power in historic contexts came from Leone and other archaeologists working in and around Annapolis, Maryland. Leone’s (1984) analysis of the William Paca Garden examined the powerful relationship between archaeologically recoverable material culture and elite ideology in eighteenth-century Annapolis. Leone and Shackel (1987) similarly examined the effects of new technologies of timekeeping and hygiene on the mental and physical lives of those who adopted them. In a study of the Jonas Green print shop, Little (1994) examined the intersection of technological and gender ideologies to illustrate their effects on the rhythms of the workplace.

While much of this work did not specifically discuss working-class ideology, focusing instead on ‘dominant’ ideologies, and, with the exception of Little (1994), did not specifically make reference to contexts of labour, it is nonetheless crucial literature to understanding those contexts. If social archaeologies of industrial labour are to understand and ultimately represent the ways that workers negotiated, accepted, and resisted imposed structures of class, family, and work, then they must be able to take account of the ideologies behind those structures. Much of the Annapolis work was publicly oriented and designed to foster critical thought about the past from the public, and has therefore formed the theoretical underpinning for numerous public archaeology programmes since its inception in the early 1980s.

Since the early 1990s, Shackel and others (Lucas and Shackel 1994; Shackel 1996; Palus and Shackel 2006; Moyer and Shackel 2008) have worked in the more explicitly industrial context of Harper’s Ferry, West Virginia, which, during the first part of the nineteenth century, underwent a transition from a small craft village to an industrial armoury. This conversion was not at all times peaceful or comfortable, and these works have examined not only how technological changes affected everyday lives, but also how they were subsequently memorialized in Harper’s Ferry National Park. Shackel’s 1996 work, in particular, used a variety of archaeological tools to examine ways that the culture change brought on by new technological regimes impacted the archaeological record. A similar distinction between craft and industry was illustrated by Botwick and McClane (2005), whose examination of the landscapes of two Chesapeake fishing villages showed how small-scale oyster tongers (fishers) resisted the onset of new fishing methods (dredging) and set the stage for a century-long ‘war’ over oysters in the Chesapeake.

Wilkie and Bartoy’s (2000) controversial critique of the so-called ‘Annapolis School’ pointed up an ideological tension within historical archaeology between theoretical work—like that undertaken by the Annapolis School—that stresses the role of ideology and structure in forming the archaeological record and that which stresses the power of individuals to form their own social worlds. This tension has become a central theoretical issue in archaeological studies of class and labour, and impinges heavily on how archaeologies of class are to be interpreted and presented to the public. Archaeologists who wish to present working-class life must make choices about how much to emphasize the individual freedom and enterprise that working-class families exercised, and to what degree world, regional, and local economic power structures impinge upon individual liberties.

For example, Mrozowski, Beaudry, and their colleagues’ (1989) multidisciplinary studies of the Boott Mills complex in Lowell, Massachusetts represents a historical archaeology of class and industrial labour using a different set of strategies. Working in the tradition of Beaudry’s mentor James Deetz, these earliest of the Lowell studies (Beaudry 1989, 1993; Mrozowski et al. 1989) were meant to produce a broad contextual view of nineteenth-century mill operatives’ lives. They examined everyday conditions through the multiple lenses of archaeobotanical, faunal, microfaunal, landscape, and material culture analyses. These analyses linked examinations of public health, hygiene, landscape, and corporate paternalism with the introduction and adoption or rejection of nineteenth-century middle-class Victorian values. Several of these studies can also be read as rejections of Leone’s Althusserian ‘dominant ideology thesis’ (Althusser 2001) in favour of a more agency-based, emic reconstruction of human behaviour and an argument for worker resistance to Victorian ideology.

Many of the archaeologists working at the Five Points in New York took a similar position with regard to agency. For example, Wall’s (1999) analysis of ceramics from the Five Points district concluded that working-class women did not necessarily seek to imitate middle-class Victorian values in their selection of dishes. Yamin (2002: 123–4), comparing toy assemblages from Patterson, New Jersey, and Five Points, pointed out that working parents actively cultivated working-class values in their children rather than emulating middle-class styles of play. For the most part, these studies focused on ethnicity, nationality, and class (e.g. Brighton 2001), rather than industrial labour. However, Reckner (2001) explored the relationship of patriotic iconography on tobacco pipes to trade unionism and nativist sentiment, while Griggs (2001) linked archaeologically recovered textile fragments to the booming needle trades in nineteenth-century New York. While one of historical archaeology’s clear strengths lies in its ability to focus on the everyday lives of families and individuals, we worry that many of the Five Points studies (e.g. Milne and Crabtree 2001; Yamin 2001) over-stressed the notion of workingclass agency, sometimes to a degree that seems to justify poverty as part of the existing social order and ignores the role of structural forms of power in people’s material lives.

More recently, Stephen Mrozowski has focused specifically on class, using evidence from sites in Lowell, Massachusetts, and Newport, Rhode Island, to interpret the American class system through archaeological finds. Mrozowski was concerned with using interdisciplinary research to link the material and mental worlds: ‘It is the fluidity of class and its role in the construction of material identities’ along with the ‘biophysical realities of class discrimination’ that constitute compelling topics for archaeological research (Mrozowski 2006). Gadsby has critiqued Mrozowski for projecting the evidence from a relatively small geographic area (New England) onto the rest of the United States without regard for the circumstances of particular places (Gadsby 2007). We argue against the implicit assertion that the American class system developed homogeneously, rather than in response to the structural and individual circumstances in a given area, and suggest that continued research on this topic will yield a greater understanding of the varying texture of class construction throughout the Americas.

More overtly political discussions of class can be found in the literature on excavations at the site of the 1914 Ludlow Massacre. This research, performed by archaeologists working in a classical Marxist tradition, supported a praxis-based, activist archaeology of class and labour (Duke and Saitta 1998). Beginning in the 1990s, Randall McGuire, Dean Saitta, Phillip Duke, and a number of others began excavating the Ludlow site and publishing under the name ‘The Ludlow Collective’. The project was meant to redress a strong middle-class bias in archaeological theory and practice (McGuire and Walker 1999). The Collective, a group of scholars from the University of Denver, SUNY Binghamton, and Fort Lewis College, conducted participatory archaeological research at the site of the 1914 Ludlow Massacre in which National Guardsmen machine-gunned and burned a strikers’ camp, killing twenty of its inhabitants. Excavating with graduate and field school students (with active input from the United Mine Workers of America) for six field seasons, the Collective has unearthed the remains of several tents and storage cellars (McGuire and Reckner 2003: 88).

Rather than taking the residents of the surrounding area as the target community, the Collective has adopted the organized labour movement in southern Colorado as its target descendant community. Part of the Collective’s goal is to do participatory archaeology in the service of a community, but another part is to move archaeology beyond its middle-class origins to become a source of knowledge about the past that emancipates rather than oppresses the knower—that is, to establish a working-class archaeology at Ludlow. In doing so they attempt to redress a blind spot for class that they contend archaeologists have held (Duke and Saitta 1998: 1–2). McGuire and Reckner have used the data from Ludlow to attempt to demystify class and labour relations in the American West by suggesting a relational view of class. That manoeuvre helps to situate the American West as a periphery in Wallerstein’s world systems theory model. For them, classes are not only dependent on opposition to each other for their existence, but also on their relationship to the means of production (McGuire and Reckner 2002; see also Wurst 1999, 2006). We see this relational, or dialectical, view of class as an important middle way that bridges the somewhat artificial divide between structure and agency.

Industrial sites are of course rich not only with the conflict caused by new impositions of labour, but also by the kinds of social relations embodied there. The work of the Ludlow project illustrates the consequences of a protracted and open conflict between management and labour, but these conflicts have played out in other ways in different Western places. Voss (2005), for example, has pointed to the relationship between white industrial labour unions and violence surrounding the destruction of San Jose’s Chinatown in 1887. She further pointed out that industrial labour contexts were important sites of intercultural encounter and communications in the nineteenth-century West (Voss 2005: 430, 432). Other researchers (e.g. Baxter 2002; Van Buren 2002) have examined the play of class relations in specific contexts, such as Western work camps. Wood (2002) and Hardesty (2002) have examined class and gender in frontier towns, noting how such marginal cultural settings allowed women to negotiate new class identities and garner new kinds of social and economic power.

Such marginal settings are the subject of another subset of the literature of class and industrial labour. The dual themes of the appropriation of native labour and the advancement of Western technology into non-Western landscapes have been major structuring principles of colonialism and globalization (Wolf 1982; Deagan 2003), and some archaeologists have examined encounters between Indigenous people, their landscapes, and Euroamerican colonialism and capitalism (e.g. Milanich 2006; Silliman 2008). For instance, Cassell (2005) examined changes in material culture and landscape in the whale-hunting areas of the north-west Alaskan coast. He pointed to social transformations brought about by the introduction of industrial whaling operations to the area, including the increasing numbers of umialiit or tribal elite, and changes in the uses, meanings, and archaeological distributions of different kinds of material culture, including chert end scrapers and glass beads. For instance, chert end scrapers, which had been women’s tools found mostly at home sites prior to the advent of commercial whaling, became gendered neutral or male and were found primarily at non-domestic work sites. This change in material culture was a result of the movement of whale processing from domestic to industrial spheres, and the shift in that work from being gendered female to being gendered neutral or male.

Meyers and Carlson (2002), also concerned with the effects of industrial order on indigenous populations, examined the planned landscape of Yucatan Hacienda San Juan Bautista Tabi to explore the ways that hacendados and Maya peons differently interpreted an environment intentionally built to reinforce the industrial order of sugar production during the last part of the nineteenth century. Behrens (2005), working at the South African dynamite manufacturing town of Modderfontein, also performed a similar analysis on a classed nineteenth-century landscape of industrial labour. She noted that a lack of skilled native labour in nineteenth-century South Africa meant that imported workers from Europe, India, and other parts of Africa could be housed in a fantasy European village and were also free, to some degree, to form their own interpretations of the area. Taksa (2005) also used landscape in New South Wales to examine worker organization, resistance, and agency at the Eveleigh rail yard.

Elizabeth Jordan (2005) engaged in a finer-grained, somewhat contrarian analysis of the archaeological signature of a slave women’s work task—laundry—near Cape Town, South Africa. She defined a material signature of washing, and used it as a platform to critique other agency- and identity-based interpretations of such assemblages on American sites, including Poplar Forest (Heath 1999) and Oakley Plantation (Wilkie 2000), by asserting that material culture that historical archaeologists have interpreted as expressions of identity could also be the material signature of work. Jordan’s work points up, once again, the tension between authors who stress the role of social structure and dominant ideology in creating classed social worlds, and those who stress the role of individual agents making decisions in relatively ‘free’ and unconstrained social worlds. A second important tension in this literature exists between archaeologists who conceive of class and labour as stand-alone sociological ‘objects’ as opposed to those who take a relational view of them as enmeshed and highly contingent sets of relationships. A growing body of international literature on class and labour also suggests that the settings and circumstances in which industrial labour takes place are more diverse than we generally think, and could push historical archaeologists to resolve these tensions as they rethink the meaning of class, production, and consumption as globalized and globalizing phenomena.

THE PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY OF CLASS IN THE CONTEMPORARY WORLD

In the early twenty-first century a critical understanding of class, labour, and global capitalism is more important than ever, yet the ideology of free trade and globalization (e.g. Fukuyama 1992; Friedman 2005) continues to obscure the ways in which the interests of workers all across the globe are subordinated to the profit motive. Archaeologists who study class, labour, and capitalism have an important role to play in bringing these issues into the public discourse in a productive manner. We suggest that archaeologists can do this by publicly addressing the inadequacies of the contemporary Western discourse about class, engaging with working-class communities to form collaborative archaeology projects, and fostering critical dialogue. Furthermore, archaeologists who take on this task must work on both the local and the national levels.

As we noted earlier in this essay, the public discourse about class has become woefully impoverished. Archaeologists who study class and labour have a responsibility to engage in the contemporary discourse on class and to point out the faulty assumptions that underlie it by engaging in what Roger Sanjek (2004: 448) has called ‘third stage’ activities: those forms of outreach that come after the research and analysis stages of our work. In other words, archaeologists need to become public intellectuals: publishing opinion essays in newspapers, offering our services as commentators to the news media, participating in public lectures and other forums, and publishing books and pamphlets intended for a general audience. As Paul Shackel has noted, ‘Archaeologists have the potential of telling a much broader and inclusive story that makes connections to the past and the present. Archaeology can place contemporary problems in a historic context and show that these concerns are not new, and that people have faced them for a long time’ (Shackel 2007:248).

While becoming public intellectuals and engaging in the public dialogue is important, we must also remember that these are not abstract issues for most people and that any solutions must be practical in nature, devised to match particular local circumstances that vary from place to place. In recent years, archaeologists from many different research areas have begun to go beyond merely expecting the public presentation and interpretation of our work to produce public benefits and now actively practise community-based, collaborative archaeology (e.g. McDavid and Babson 1997; Dongoske et al. 2000; Derry and Malloy 2003; Shackel and Chambers 2004; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2007; Little and Shackel 2007; Stottman 2010). It is critical for archaeologists of class and labour to form partnerships with local descendant communities and organized labour alike, especially as more and more of these communities fall prey to both the economic ravages of globalization and encroaching gentrification. Most archaeologists come from middle-class backgrounds and stand little chance of understanding the issues from a working-class perspective without directly engaging local working-class communities and organizations in our research. Our twin goals in this context should be to foster a critical dialogue within local communities about issues of class and inequality, as well as to offer our training and institutional resources to these communities to utilize in the manner that they best see fit (see Shanks and McGuire 1996).

Finally, archaeologists who study class, labour, and capitalism must undertake these collaboration, public outreach, and civic engagement activities on both the local and the national (and even perhaps the international) levels. We must be aware, however, that different methods and strategies are required depending on the scale of our outreach and activism. Large-scale activist projects such as the Global Justice Movement (http://www.globaljusticemovement.org/) require different kinds of networking, different public activities, different media strategies—indeed, an entirely different approach to engendering positive social change—from the kind of community-level activism that archaeologists are most familiar with. Archaeologists of class and labour must understand these differences of scale and their implications if we are to effectively use our anthropological skills to make a difference in the world. Indeed, while there are important differences between the local and the global, we should not assume that operating on one scale means that our actions will not have an impact on the other. We should choreograph our strategies and actions in each sphere to complement each other. Rather than viewing the local and national contexts as discrete spheres of public action, we need to organize our actions as public archaeologists to be a combination and culmination of these spheres in order to be successful in changing the discourse and offering real-world solutions to the problems of class, labour, and inequality in the contemporary global economy.

A CASE STUDY: THE HAMPDEN COMMUNITY ARCHAEOLOGY PROJECT

In an effort to operationalize these ideal practices, we designed the Hampden Community Archaeology Project (HCAP) as a public, collaborative, communitybased project in a working-class neighbourhood in Baltimore, Maryland. Beginning in 2004, our research incorporated community input into a ‘participatory research design’ (Gadsby and Chidester 2004). We intended the document to interpret archaeological findings to Hampden’s various publics and include as much public participation as possible in all phases of the project. We located our work simultaneously in the traditions of community archaeology (McDavid and Babson 1997; Marshall 2000; Gadsby 2005) and community-based research (CBR) (Austin 2004; Lamphere 2004; Gadsby and Chidester 2007). These traditions include two (or more)-way communication with descendant communities, the decentring of the archaeologist or anthropologist as sole authority, and negotiating access and ownership of material remains (Gadsby 2005). CBR promises to expand the interpretative abilities of archaeologists by incorporating community knowledge and positioning archaeologists and community members as equal participants in a recursive knowledge-producing effort. The problem of engaging and involving communities in this type of research was, therefore, of great concern to us. History and heritage are important battlegrounds in class-based political struggle in Hampden, which is currently undergoing rapid gentrification (Gadsby and Chidester 2011). Many key community members are sceptical of public sphere interventions and of academics, whom they perceive as elitist. HCAP has employed three strategies for fostering community engagement in this politically and socially charged context: public history workshops, participatory archaeology, and two online outreach efforts. The results have been decidedly mixed.

One important tool for community-based research in Hampden has been a series of public history workshops, which we have used to plan the project, disseminate results, and aid public interpretation. To date HCAP has hosted two series of three workshops each. The workshops were initially based on the work of movement historian James Green (2000), whose work with labour unions used workshops as a major tool. Within archaeology, Margaret Purser (2003) has used workshops as a tool for community archaeology to great effect, delineating the boundaries of forgotten historic communities with the help of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and community input (see also Purser, this volume). The three initial HCAP workshops, conducted during the autumn of 2004 with a grant from the Maryland Humanities Council, were targeted at understanding community heritage in Hampden and discovering research topics that would be of public value. We hosted speakers who gave brief talks on some aspect of Hampden history, followed by open discussion. More than eighty members of the Hampden community participated in three videotaped discussions of Hampden heritage, airing their opinions not only about heritage issues, but about contemporary considerations as well.

These initial workshops provided a way for HCAP to engage with the community before conducting any archaeological work. They also helped us to make contact with the Hampden Community Council, a local, non-profit organization with whom we developed a long-lasting relationship. It was during those consultations that we learned that members of the Hampden community were interested in having a youth employment programme, and that HCAP could garner Baltimore City funds to pay youth to participate in archaeology in the neighbourhood. A second series of workshops held during the spring of 2008 began the work of interpreting our archaeological findings to the public.

In the intervening three years between workshop series, HCAP conducted public archaeology in Hampden through outreach programmes, daily site tours, and youth participation. A little over six months after the final 2004 workshop, we began excavations at three sites in Hampden with the help of three student excavators. Over the course of the next three summers, we excavated at five sites, hosting numerous impromptu site tours. Additionally, we hosted six Saturday morning ‘Dig Days’. Members of the Hampden community were invited to visit, take site tours, and to screen soil for artefacts. These events allowed HCAP staff to meet and consult with community members and to disseminate information about our programme.

Beginning in December 2004, Gadsby worked with Allen Hicks, president of the Hampden Community Council, to enrol several local youth in Baltimore City’s Youthworks programme. That programme, run by Baltimore’s Mayor’s Office of Employment Development, pays high school students to work for local non-profit organizations and city departments during the summer. HCAP saw this as an ideal way to involve Hampden youth (and any adults that they knew) in the process of excavation. We hoped to create an environment in which Youthworks employees, many of whom might have been in danger of dropping out of high school, came into contact with college undergraduates and/or graduate students who exposed them to the possibilities created by finishing high school. Additionally, we planned to train students in archaeological field techniques and to raise their awareness of their community’s heritage. At the same time, HCAP would generate archaeological knowledge about the community.

We encountered several problems with this aspect of our programme. First, it was difficult to find willing teenagers who would commit to a summer project during the February Youthworks enrolment period. These students were not initially interested in archaeological work, although the summer’s activities often drew them in. Second, many of the youth were African-American and, although they came from Hampden or nearby neighbourhoods, thought of Hampden as a racially white place and felt no connection to local heritage. At the same time, some community members saw those students working at our sites and assumed, incorrectly, that HCAP was not willing to hire students from Hampden. The assumption implicit in that thinking, that ‘Hampden kids’ are white, is both racist and incorrect. Many of the African-American students who worked with us lived within the boundaries of Hampden or in nearby Remington. Third, HCAP was unable to garner funding or university support for an undergraduate field school. Instead, HCAP hosted two University of Maryland graduate student interns during the field sessions, one in 2005 and one in 2007. John Molenda helped us to conduct archaeological research in 2005, and Jolene Smith developed an oral history programme for us in 2007.

Nonetheless, HCAP’s youth programme was successful in many ways. We managed to work with fifteen Baltimore City youth who might never have had an archaeological experience otherwise. We took those students to many of the city’s museums and cultural attractions, and introduced them to the basics of historical and archaeological research. Additionally, they were a great help in extracting artefacts from the chosen sites, and many of them became very competent excavators over the course of a six-week session.

The online aspect of our outreach efforts consist of two websites to disseminate information and seek public input. The first, a web blog titled Hampden Heritage (located at www.hampdenheritage.blogspot.com), chronicles daily activities of the project during the field season along with information about upcoming events, recent papers authored by project staff, and other miscellany. That blog has received over 10,000 page views, although few of those visitors have left comments. The second, the Center for Heritage Resource Studies website hosted by the University of Maryland at www.heritage.umd. edu, serves to inform a more academic audience about our activities, as well as to house numerous oral histories recorded in 1979 by the Baltimore Neighborhood Heritage Project (University of Baltimore n.d.) and transcribed by University of Maryland students. Other project documents, including the preliminary research design, are located there as well.

In general, we feel that HCAP has been successful in some ways while in others we had to learn lessons the hard way (see Chidester and Gadsby 2009). We successfully incorporated local residents and stakeholder groups into the process of research design and excavation; we employed local youth; and we generated positive city-wide media coverage for the neighbourhood as a result of our activities. At the same time, we have faced a number of obstacles that highlight just how much work public archaeologists have ahead of them in order to develop truly democratic and participatory projects. On more than one occasion it seemed as if local residents were perfectly happy to view us as the experts who could provide answers about Hampden’s past, rather than as facilitators for local knowledge production. Equally importantly, we have had difficulty engaging local working-class residents with the project. Hampden has long been a very insular community, and many working-class people who have lived in the neighbourhood are wary of intervention by ‘outsiders’. Instead, most of the residents who have embraced HCAP have been middle-class newcomers to the community. Further confounding our efforts has been the fact that these middle-class residents are often reluctant to discuss issues of class and economic inequality. One of our original goals for the project was to facilitate a critical public dialogue about class in Hampden; in retrospect, our approach to this particular aspect of the project could have benefited enormously from ethnographic research in the community prior to any archaeological work.

CONCLUSION

Our work in Baltimore, and the work of other archaeologists such as the Ludlow Collective, has begun to lay the groundwork for developing truly democratic, participatory archaeology projects in working communities. However, there is much left to do and to learn. Class and social inequality are still extremely divisive issues in the United States and elsewhere; this kind of archaeological work can help to foster critical public dialogue as well as to give voice to working-class people and communities, both in the construction of their own histories and in public discourse about contemporary issues that affect them. As our critical praxis continues to evolve, we hope that more public archaeologists will begin to take class, labour, and structures of economic inequality seriously as foci of their research in, with, and for local communities.
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PUBLIC LEARNING AND EDUCATION IN THE USA




CHAPTER 27
PUBLIC EDUCATION IN ARCHAEOLOGY IN NORTH AMERICA

THE LONG VIEW

ALICE BECK KEHOE

Alice Beck Kehoe retired in 1999 as Professor of Anthropology at Marquette University (Milwaukee, Wisconsin, USA), where she had taught since 1968. Over her long career she served in numerous leadership positions in a variety of anthropological and archaeological professional associations, and her many publications continue to be widely used in anthropology classes across the United States. She has carried out research in a variety of arenas, including archaeological and ethnographic fieldwork on the Northwestern Plains, ethnographic fieldwork in an Aymara Indian village in Bolivia, historical research at the Institute for Advanced Studies in the Humanities, Edinburgh University (UK), and collaboration with the Piegan Institute and Blackfeet Community College on the Blackfeet Reservation, Montana. Her chapter provides an informed perspective about how ‘public archaeology’ and ‘archaeology education’ developed in the United States, with particular attention to the role of gender in that development.

Is ‘public archaeology’ really public education? Who constitutes ‘the public’ to be involved in archaeology? Schoolchildren? Everybody out there without a graduate degree in archaeology? Policy-makers and municipal authorities? Why should ‘the public’, whoever they may be, be engaged with archaeology? These questions will be addressed here by an archaeologist who has witnessed half a century of engagement, and more often distance, between archaeologists and ‘the public’.

Education is a Good Thing in bourgeois culture, the instrument of state hegemony (Morazé 1968: 530–5). Custodian of national patrimony, the state must be concerned with management of its archaeological resources. By the 1980s, Anglo-Americans had correctly recognized that most archaeological resources in North America were not their patrimony, but the patrimonies of conquered nations. Antiquities belonged to settler finders, just as did the lands and other resources of the dispossessed First Nations. American and Canadian histories began with seventeenth-century European invasions. Gradually during the nineteenth century, concomitant with consolidation of the geographic territories of the United States and Canada and imposition of federal laws and institutions, citizens began to value their countries’ circumscribed pristine wildernesses and, somewhat later, vestiges of their predecessors. National parks were set aside, beginning with Yellowstone (1872) soon after the Civil War, then after railroad excursions to the south-west were marketed as tours to safely view romantic primitives, protection was urged for Pueblo ruins (Fowler 2000: 263–4, 306–12).

For a century, 1879–1979, debate raged in the United States over the legal status of antiquities, based on questions of private property versus governmental domain (Fowler and Malinky 2006; and see Soderland, this volume). Fierce assertion of sanctity of title to land, including everything on and under it, is a patriotic act for some Americans (Mackey 2006: 53). That private property may be used for capital accumulation, for example to sell antiquities to collectors, is integral to their position. In Canada, the tradition that the King of England granted land for settlement led to recognition that the Crown (i.e. the national government) and the provincial governments are agents in managing both land and that which it may contain. It is no coincidence that as Canada pictures itself as a mosaic of cultures, including its First Nations, their patrimonies are fitted into a national heritage as a mosaic of legislation and practice. For the United States, the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 was written to protect antiquities on public and Indian lands, but has been used in prosecuting persons stealing artefacts from private land and dealers in stolen artefacts (Mackey 2006). NAGPRA, the 1990 Congressional Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, complements ARPA by subjecting First Nations artefacts and human remains to claim by descendant tribes. Logically, any archaeological find in the Americas not demonstrably attributable to a settler could be claimed by a descendant of aborigines, although perhaps most could be contested by descendants of other aboriginal groups. Archaeology with First Nations (‘tribes’ in United States parlance) has to be approached differently from with settler communities. In view of ‘the public’s’ compromised claims to antiquities under United States laws, public archaeology and public education in archaeology in the USA have stressed the moral virtue of stewardship as well as applicable legal statutes.

WHEN DID PUBLIC EDUCATION IN ARCHAEOLOGY BEGIN?

If we look back past professional archaeological projects, a good case can be made for public archaeology and its educational component originating along with scientific archaeology in the nineteenth century. Antiquarian field research was popular among landed gentry in the early nineteenth century, as amusedly described in Walter Scott’s 1815 novel The Antiquary. In the 1840s, field geology became popular among educated men, bringing with it the principle of stratigraphic ordering proselytized for archaeology by the Dane Jens Worsaae. The Scottish mass-market publisher and avocational geologist Robert Chambers, aided by his protégé Daniel Wilson, took control of the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland to reorganize its collections on the Danish model, culminating in 1851 with the publication of Wilson’s The Archaeology and Prehistoric Annals of Scotland—the first use of the word ‘prehistory’ in English—and the opening of the National Museum of Scotland (Kehoe 1998: 16, 18). As the middle class expanded in Victorian Britain, western Europe, and North America, local natural history societies proliferated (Hudson 1981: 13; Killan 1998). Digging up a barrow (mound) on a Sunday afternoon was a pleasant ‘scientific study’ outing for the gentlemen and ladies of these societies; there were also more serious avocational naturalists pursuing what the Smithsonian Institution’s first Director, Joseph Henry, advocated as ‘democratic science’ (Kehoe 1999: 3–4). Archaeology was public archaeology because no one was a professional archaeologist in the nineteenth century. It was public education because the bourgeois public valued education, justifying leisure activities by their educational effects.

When, by the beginning of the twentieth century, archaeology had become a credentialed profession, a role appeared for popularizers of archaeology. The British journal Antiquity was launched in 1925, its founder, O. G. S. Crawford, intending it to ‘raise the general status of archaeology, and … popularise its achievements without vulgarising them’ (quoted in Hudson 1981: 102). Avoid vulgarization it certainly did, popularize it did not. That remained, in Britain, for the ‘histrionic … megalith of a man’, Mortimer Wheeler (1890–1976). During the 1930s, Wheeler cultivated wealthy patrons to fund excavation of a Dorset Iron Age hillfort with an alluring name, Maiden Castle. Lecturing widely and organizing parties of visitors to the project, Wheeler became Britain’s bestknown archaeologist while his wife Tessa supervised daily operations. The Wheelers’ method of closely monitored excavation within grid squares was held up to be the most scientific, and Maiden Castle hosted many students as well as patrons and tourists. Then came television in the 1950s, a medium ideal for Wheeler’s exuberantly authoritative personality. BBC producer Paul Johnstone created an erudite, yet exciting, quiz show, Animal, Vegetable, Mineral? pitting tall, military-spit-and-polish, Wheeler against the smaller, genial, Glyn Daniel. The format was copied from What in the World?, a prizewinning Philadelphia-produced quiz show where the urbane Froelich Rainey matched wits with Carleton Coon of Harvard and other archaeologists to identify artefacts. The television shows made archaeology entertaining, stimulating coffee-table books and museum exhibits.

In the United States, Benjamin Pykles suggests that J. C. Harrington’s 1930s excavations at Jamestown in Virginia may be considered the first public archaeology project, and one of the first engaged in interpreting the work for the public. Pykles’s illustration (Figure 27.1, as it appeared in Pykles 2008: 32–3) shows Harrington and his wife Virginia in 1938, standing in a trench facing a row of visitors along the wall of the excavation, Harrington gesturing towards the trench profile (in his book for the commemoration of the 1607 Jamestown settlement, lead archaeologist William Kelso fails to mention J. C. Harrington and mentions Virginia Harrington only briefly as ‘an NPS [National Park Service] Jamestown historian’ (Kelso 2006: 52)). Pykles can make this statement because although restoration of Colonial Williamsburg began in 1928, it was supervised by architects without benefit of on-site archaeologists until 1957. Planning explicitly for public education, rather than assuming visitors would learn from viewing restorations, was another innovation in the 1960s (Brown and Chappell 2004: 50–1). ‘Historical archaeology’, that is, settler archaeology, has customarily been ‘public archaeology’ oriented towards ‘public education’ or edification, in contrast to ‘prehistoric archaeology’ on sites pre-dating European/Euroamerican invasions.
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FIGURE 27.1 J. C. Harrington and his wife Virginia, both archaeologists at Jamestown, Virginia, explain historical archaeology to a group from William and Mary Seminar on Colonial Life, 25 June 1938. (Courtesy National Park Service, USA, Colonial National Historical Park.)

The contrast between ‘historical archaeology’, intended for a viewing public, and ‘prehistoric archaeology’ lies in the latter’s goal of answering questions about cultural evolution and aboriginal culture sequences. Prehistorians considered themselves scientists akin to geologists (Kehoe 1998: 16). Their data is recondite, distant from popular experience. On the other hand, no matter how consciously an archaeologist uses scientific method on a historic site, historical archaeologists ally also with historians. Their data tends to look familiar to site and museum visitors. They are likely to go to see a historical site or museum exhibit expecting to learn more about subjects they know something about. ‘The public’ for historical archaeology is the citizenry prepared through conventional schooling, and archaeology fits into conventional social studies curricula (see Jeppson, this volume). Practitioners of ‘prehistoric archaeology’ can demonstrate that their work can be integrated into science and maths classes, but few teachers know enough about the practice to think of using it (Davis 2000: 58–9, 61). Presenting historical archaeology to ‘the public’ at sites, museums, schools, and general-audience lectures is ‘interpreting history’, while the label ‘archaeology’ is associated with exotic places, times, and peoples. Discussions about ‘public education in archaeology’ easily overlook its beginning and continuing role in presentations of historical sites.

FORMAL PUBLIC EDUCATION IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Overt, planned, ‘public education in archaeology’ grew along with CRM (Cultural Resource Management) in the 1970s and subsequently. Impetus for CRM came with the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act and 1974 Moss-Bennett Bill (McGimsey 1985), but as Ruthann Knudson noted, it was the 1971 National Environmental Policy Act ‘that overrides the concept of private property’ hindering public management of patrimony in the United States. NEPA requires, as she states, a ‘proactive’ effort to seek and identify resources tied to the public good (Knudson 1986: 397, 403). With layers of state, county, and municipal authority supporting national legislation, cultural resource management is called upon constantly and extensively. Since the 1970s, contract archaeology for CRM expanded to comprise the major part of archaeological research and employment. Most CRM directly affects contemporary communities, forcing archaeologists to explain their work to taxpayers, developers and builders, and officials. CRM reports must be completed against deadlines, written to conform to promulgated regulations, and in a style regulators can understand. CRM companies compete for projects, stimulating their leaders to broaden their contacts by speaking to Rotary Clubs, Chambers of Commerce, school classes, and environmental groups. ‘Out in the field’ for a CRM archaeologist is as likely to be along a highway or in the middle of a city as in a remote pasture. Contract archaeology may be paid for by private enterprise or agency grant, but it is carried out as a public obligation, entailing informing at least some segments of ‘the public’.

As Environmental Policy and cultural resource management expanded, impinging upon more and more citizens, US Secretary of the Interior Manuel Lujan, Jr, decreed in 1990 that each agency in his Department engage the public through education and participation. Lujan had been Senator from New Mexico, a state famous for its wealth of visible antiquities and, typically of Western states, with a number of outspoken defenders of private property rights. The former Senator wanted to defuse confrontations by bringing ‘the public’ into issues dealt with by Interior. Not only did the Department deploy writers and film-makers to present its policies and actions in positive terms, it opened some operations to active public involvement. PIT, ‘Passport in Time’, arranged for volunteers to crew archaeological surveys and excavations on federal lands, advertising the opportunities as family vacations. Lujan’s policy prodded the Society for American Archaeology (SAA) to create a Public Education Committee (PEC) that year, 1990.

There had been, since 1967, an SAA Committee on the Public Understanding of Archaeology, COPA, organized as a national network of persons willing to contact legislators and federal agencies to lobby for protection of sites and funds for projects. In 1985, as interest in COPA appeared to be declining within SAA, President Don Fowler appointed a Public Relations Committee. The chairman, a professor, was civicminded but without experience in public relations. He invited me, a friend, to serve on the committee because he knew I was anthropology representative to an informal advisory committee for Social Studies under the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. We asked faculty colleagues in Journalism for advice, worked to contact journalists and television producers, prepared a ‘What Is Archaeology?’ brochure that never was printed, and each year requested, in vain, forty dollars for our activities (telephone, postage, making copies). Meanwhile, the Society’s Governmental Affairs Committee, I was told by its chairman, was given $20,000 annually. ‘On the Hill’, Capitol Hill, was the place where important people congregated. We in the Public Relations Committee felt like Cinderella, trying to get somewhere in a pumpkin coach drawn by mice.

Until well into the 1990s, academics dominated the Society for American Archaeology. Avocational archaeologists were viewed as informants. Those of us, nearly all women, who presented material about archaeology to teachers and museum-goers were second-rank, seen as taking but not ‘doing’ archaeology. During the 1980s, escalation of federal involvement in archaeology due to monitoring and assisting Environmental Protection (NEPA) and Archaeological Resources (ARPA) legislation heightened awareness and concern over threats to archaeological sites. Pilfering and destruction seemed particularly bad in the south-west, prompting Arizona to set up, in 1983, a Governor’s Archaeology Advisory Group that in 1986 became an Archaeology Advisory Council with statutory role to work with the Arizona State Historical Preservation Office. This group initiated, in 1983, an annual Archaeology Week of posters and activities for the public, and in 1985, an Archaeology for the Schools Committee. They also worked closely with federal agencies, contributing technical briefs on public education in archaeology to the Archeological [sic] Assistance Program of the National Park Service (e.g. Technical Briefs No. 2, October 1988, and No. 4, May 1989 (Hoffman and Lerner 1988; Rogge and Bell 1989); see also Jameson 1991, 1993; Butler 1992). An outgrowth of this cooperation was a set of curriculum guides for teachers in Arizona, Utah, New Mexico, and Nevada published by the Bureau of Land Management (see Bureau of Land Management, below). In 1989, the Society for American Archaeology cooperated with federal agencies to host a conference at Fort Burgwin, New Mexico (Taos), to discuss looting and vandalism. (‘The property had been acquired by a lumber company. The owner of the lumber company, Ralph Rounds, was an amateur archaeologist who had heard stories of the fort’s existence. To relocate the lost fort, Rounds enlisted the help of archaeologist Fred Wendorf, now Professor Emeritus in Southern Methodist University’s Department of Anthropology. After Wendorf located the remnants of the log fort, Rounds provided financial support for Wendorf and his associates to excavate and rebuild fort structures based on sketches of the original buildings. Reconstructed, Fort Burgwin was designed to serve a new purpose—education.’ Information from website http://www.smu.edu/taos/overview.asp, accessed 31 May 2008.) Titled ‘Save the Past for the Future’, it decided that prevention of looting would best be achieved through public education, and recommended that SAA create a Public Education Committee. The recommendation coincided with Secretary Lujan’s dictate; one of his employees at the Bureau of Reclamation, Ed Friedman, chaired the new committee.

Cinderella was called out: a bevy of women working with museums, schools and teachers, and heritage groups. We met in Ohio, hosted by Paul Hooge, an avocational archaeologist, and Bradley Lepper, archaeologist curator of the Newark Hopewell site. Friedman was the only man on the Committee, hairy-chested and hairy-chinned as befits a real archaeologist. He seemed bemused by the company around him. Writing a history of the SAA Public Education Committee for its 2000 publication The Archaeology Education Handbook, he omits mention of the Ohio meeting, listing only one in Minneapolis and two in Colorado (to which I wasn’t invited, presumably because I don’t work directly with K-12 classroom teachers) (Friedman 2000: 14). The Archaeology Education Handbook has twenty-seven women authors and seven men, of whom two write ex officio, as it were: Friedman in a brief preface, and Francis McManamon, Chief Archaeologist of the National Park Service, in a foreword. Two of the remaining five men are not archaeologists.

Public education in archaeology has been powerfully gendered, the pink-collar level of archaeology. This fits, of course, into the larger structure of K-12 teaching as the province of women. Women predominate, too, in museum education departments. Women were discriminated against in grants for field projects (Gero 1985:345–7), reinforcing the likelihood that a woman archaeologist would turn to public education as a field where her commitment to archaeology could be creatively pursued, albeit without much honour. The pink-collar status of women in public education in archaeology perpetuates inequities, for these women are not appointed to professorships in doctoral departments, they do not train or mentor graduate students in archaeology, and courses in public education in archaeology were not offered. The situation in regard to graduate training for public archaeology, including measures of public education, is shifting in the twenty-first century as contract archaeology demands better preparation for its hires. The gender bias in K-12 teaching will not go away, holding down rewards, both pecuniary and prestige, for archaeologists willing to work with schoolteachers.

PRESTIGEFUL PUBLIC EDUCATION IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Affluent senior citizens are the opposite of schoolteachers in American society, seen as moneyed achievers instead of nurturing women, and they, along with other groups, have been part of the growth of public education in archaeology in the USA. In 1968, Stuart Struever, an ambitious archaeologist at Northwestern University in Evanston, a Chicago suburb, founded the Center for American Archaeology, with the aim of developing an ongoing excavation project in southern Illinois at the village of Kampsville, with accommodations and shops for adult avocational archaeologists, tourists, and school groups to learn, and support, archaeology. Kampsville foundered on undercapitalized programmes in a rural region too far from cities to attract day-trippers and school classes. Struever decided to build a second centre where archaeological tourism was already popular, selecting an outdoor education school in the Four Corners area of the northern south-west. He enlisted a Southwestern archaeologist, William Lipe, with proven capability of managing relatively large archaeological projects in the region, to lend his expertise and leadership, and, as a biography of Lipe says, the two men ‘design[ed] a series of invitational field trips that brought prospective donors from across the country to the Four Corners region’ (Varien and Lightfoot 2006: 84). By 1985, the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center could separate from, and greatly eclipse, Struever’s Kampsville Center. Lipe stressed a coherent multidisciplinary research scheme in which retired people, children, and family vacation parties could participate in excavation and also in laboratory analyses, comfortably housed, fed, and instructed. Crow Canyon has built a set of loyal alumnae across the country, not necessarily interested in archaeology in general (as my own Milwaukee Society of the Archaeological Institute of America has discovered by lack of response to our announcements of lectures). Crow Canyon is public archaeology brilliantly managed, with profit to all, and, for that reason, not a form of public education in archaeology easily multiplied.

Another group of affluent citizens has long been active in the Archaeological Institute of America (AIA). Founded in Boston (‘the Athens of America’ to many of its citizens) in 1879 under the leadership of Charles Eliot Norton (1827–1908), Professor of Art History at Harvard, AIA sought to support classical archaeology for the moral refinement it could bring to barbaric America (Will 2002: 53). AIA periodically considered extending patronage to archaeology in the Americas but never committed to research on the ‘uncivilized races’, as its founders termed American Indians (Coggins 2002: 169). It enrolled prominent collectors of classical antiquities, incurring criticism from field archaeologists and Americanists for failing to take a strong stand against looting and dealing in unprovenanced artefacts. To say that AIA was elitist is an understatement. After the Second World War, AIA’s decidedly upper-crust flavour began to weaken. In 1948, it launched a popular magazine, Archaeology, with much broader coverage of professional archaeology (AIA had published a similar popular magazine, Art and Archaeology, from 1914 to 1934, when Depression budget woes allowed the elitist faction in AIA, opposed to popularization, to demand its end (Dyson 2002: 160–5). That, along with resumption of the extensive popular lecture tours by leading archaeologists, which AIA had sponsored from its beginning, built up membership to nearly 10,000, the majority lay aficionados (Sheftel 2002). In the late 1980s, AIA attempted to join forces with the Society for American Archaeology and the Society for Historical Archaeology by meeting together in Baltimore in 1989. Society for American Archaeology officers declined the invitation for a joint meeting; SHA accepted, and SAA was informally present through participation by SAA members including its 1989 president, Jeremy Sabloff, and his immediate predecessor, Dena F. Dincauze. Archaeology magazine steadily grew, its subscribers numbering over half a million by 2006. AIA expanded its public education in 1995 with a curriculum guide for K-12 teachers, then workshops for teachers at annual meetings, a children’s archaeology magazine, Dig, launched in 1999, and Archaeology Fairs for families with children at AIA annual meetings. Jane Waldbaum, vice-president and then president of AIA, 2003–7, continued such expansion by leading her local society, AIA-Milwaukee, to stage an Archaeology Fair in 2010, in collaboration with Milwaukee Public Museum; the two-day event in the Museum drew some 2,000 visitors (Figure 27.2). AIA’s website is clearly oriented towards public education.

(AIA website, accessed 5 June 2008: ‘Welcome to the AIA Education Pages!

The AIA is a resource for information about archaeology and encourages the appreciation of archaeological methods and ethical approaches. Our programs are designed for audiences of all ages, old and young, teachers and students, families as well as individuals.

Introduction to Archaeology General information on archaeology including a glossary, bibliography, and movie and television commentaries.

Archaeology Lesson Plans Resources for K-12 educators and students, including curriculum advice, lesson plans, and bibliographies.

Teacher Training and Other Events Our Workshops and other events for teachers are detailed here, along with relevant activities of AIA societies.

Archaeology Fair The daylong Archaeology Fair at the AIA Annual Meeting features kid-friendly, multi-generational presentations that are a great source of ideas for teachers!

Community Outreach Programs Continuing education classes for adults on current archaeological topics and related themes.

Ask the Experts! Have a question? We’ve got the answer!’)

The Archaeological Conservancy is a newer organization, founded in 1980 to purchase endangered archaeological sites. By 2008, it had regional offices in Albuquerque, New Mexico, Mississippi, Maryland, Ohio, and California, and had acquired more than 325 sites in the United States through member dues and fundraising. Its regional directors cooperate with state archaeological societies in its mission of protecting archaeological resources. The Conservancy began publishing a colourful popular magazine, American Archaeology, in 1996, sent to its members quarterly; it operates tours of American archaeological sites; and its easy-to-navigate website had, by 2008, links to a smorgasbord of twenty-eight archaeological organizations and Internet information sites, including the National Park Service’s ‘Links to the Past’, ‘ArchNet virtual library for archaeology’, and The Archaeology Channel streaming video and audio.
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FIGURE 27.2 Re-enactors Anton (Tony) Rajer, Mike Smul, and Chris Manesiotis (L-R) captivate youngster Cory Muehlmeier at the Archaeology Fair, co-sponsored by Archaeological Institute of America-Milwaukee Society, and Milwaukee Public Museum, March 2010. (Photo courtesy of Anton Rajer.)

Anthropology in the News: Links to daily news stories relating to anthropology as posted on the Web by newspapers and other news sources around the country.

Anthropology Resources on the Internet: World directory of archaeology and anthropology websites.

Archaeologica: Daily archaeological news from across the world.

Archaeological Fieldwork Opportunities: Lists information about field schools and volunteer opportunities around the world.

Archaeological Parks in the United States: An index of archaeological parks in the United States.

The Archaeology Channel: Streaming video and audio on archaeology and Indigenous peoples worldwide, with teacher resources, news, and other features.

Archaeology News: Listing of important archaeological articles and worldwide news.

ArchNet. Billed as the World Wide Web virtual library for archaeology, this site offers dozens of links for novices and experts alike.

Like the Nature Conservancy, founded in 1951, the Archaeological Conservancy is a citizens’ organization working with scientists to enable concerned members of the public to contribute to research as well as protection of resources, using public education as its instrument.

PROBLEMS AND CONCLUSION

Public education in archaeology is multifarious. Its formal beginning in America was the 1879 founding of the Archaeological Institute of America (AIA). That set up one of the continuing problems in public understanding of archaeology, the notion that it is an elite activity for moneyed scholars. Indiana Jones movies do not affect the notion, for Jones is somewhat of a Clark Kent/Superman type, a professor (elite occupation) who swashbuckles intermittently. The AIA moved steadily towards outreach to a general public during the last half-century, through its mass-circulation spin-off Archaeology Magazine, its Archaeology Fairs and family activities, and inclusion of American archaeology in its lecture lists, yet it remains the principal organization for classical archaeologists and does not actively connect with North American avocational practitioners.

The Society for American Archaeology (SAA) and its sister Canadian Archaeological Association (CAA) remain the principal organizations for professional archaeologists in North America. Their primary responsibility is to their members’ professional standing and employment, entailing encouraging expansion of work opportunities for archaeologists. This has included exploring assisting teachers with curricula and recognizing the value of heritage tourism (Kehoe 2007), but all forms of public education are necessarily secondary to SAA’s and CAA’s principal focus on professional members. SAA has a staff Manager for Education and Outreach, and an Archaeology for the Public page on its website, opening to a variety of topics; CAA did not when accessed in June 2008, but did have an active Public Education and Outreach Committee, chaired by Joanne Lea. Both SAA and CAA interact with state/provincial avocational archaeological societies, many of these organizing Archaeology Weeks and Fairs, holding public lectures, field trips, and supervised excavation projects for members, publishing newsletters and popular-level books and brochures, and lobbying for archaeology.

Googling ‘archaeology’ in June 2008, the first entry is ‘Archaeology Magazine’, then, after a Wikipedia link, ArchNet, a page hosted by ‘K. Kris Hirst’, a retired educator who states, ‘I am totally obsessed with making archaeology available to the public’, and at the bottom of the page, ‘Searches related to: archaeology’, listing ‘archaeology career; archaeology degree; biblical archaeology; archaeology school; archaeology bible; archaeology articles; archaeology pictures; how to become an archaeologist’. Amazon.com presents Archaeology Magazine on the first page of its website under the search topic ‘archaeology’, and Renfrew and Bahn’s textbook Archaeology: Theories, Methods, and Practices, as well as several of Brian Fagan’s books. The public wishing to learn about archaeology is reasonably well served by what has become the most common source of information on everything—the Internet, especially Wikipedia and Amazon.com. Working from the other direction, teachers who have a copy of Dig That Site (Garfield and McDonough 1997) can fulfil lesson plans by accessing websites listed as part of the lesson plans. Judging from a 2004–8 survey of Canadian educators, museum staff, and participants in public archaeology projects (Lea 2008), citizens are likely to believe archaeology has little relevance to North America. They do not know what an American site would look like, do not know any in their area, and think they know that archaeologists dig up dinosaurs. Uninformed Googling may reinforce such misconceptions and ignorance.

The narrower sense of public education in archaeology, formal programmes, does not come up easily through Googling. Archaeologists who began collecting information in 1990 on K-12 curricula involving archaeology were surprised at how many there were (Butler 1992; Knoll 1992). Most were local or individual efforts. The Archaeology Education Handbook (Smardz and Smith 2000) was meant not only to enable teachers to find and understand projects, but to alleviate the sense of isolation felt by most of the K-12 educators. Of course, it could succeed only if thousands of teachers across the continent could see it, and therein lies the rub. Lacking a national curriculum, the United States and Canada can neither legislate curriculum content nor readily disseminate projects (MacDonald and Burtness 2000). In place of a curriculum, both countries disseminate ‘standards’, conceived as minimum achievements for students grade by grade. Standards might be utilized as guidelines but tend to be moulds. ‘Teach to the test’ becomes the principle, the national or state/provincial tests the instruments for evaluating teacher proficiency. ‘Standards’ stultify teachers (Davis 2000: 56). Michael Yell, president of the (United States) National Council for the Social Studies in 2008, confirmed that pressure to adhere closely to the standards discouraged teachers, and their supervisors, from incorporating archaeology or anthropology into social studies curricula, even though anthropology is supposed to be one of the five fields making up social studies (pers. comm., Mike Yell, March 2007). (I served as anthropology representative to the Wisconsin Social Studies Advisory Committee, meeting with H. Michael Hartoonian during the years 1970s-80s. He was Social Studies Curriculum Supervisor for Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.)

More broadly, neither anthropology nor American archaeology is compatible with the ideology promulgated in Anglo education, in the United States, or in Canada. The European immigrant descendants ruling both countries traditionally legitimized their forebears’ invasions, conquests, and dispossessions of the First Nations by claiming that North America was a pristine wilderness inhabited by beasts and savages. History in American textbooks begins with the settlement of Englishmen in Jamestown, Virginia, 1607, never mind that Spain was in Florida and had attempted (and documented) settlement in Chesapeake Bay not far from Jamestown in 1571. The myth that Columbus discovered a New World and English speakers built a Redeemer Nation (Weinberg 1935) is inculcated throughout schooling, lobbied for by professional historians throughout the twentieth century (Kehoe 1990). American archaeologists’ penchant for stone ‘projectile points’ (most of them kitchen knife blades, if one looks at the balance and edges) reflects socialization into the hegemonic myth. Public education in anthropological archaeology confronts citizens with contradictions to popular knowledge. Most people, probably not actually acquainted with any First Nations persons, sincerely profess respect for American Indians without letting go the ‘knowledge’ that Indians were primitive nomads at one with Nature. This entire bulwark against facing up to the reprehensible injustices perpetrated upon First Nations obfuscates our patrimony and trivializes archaeology in North America.

We have seen that public education in archaeology has been handicapped by the association of K-12 education with women, and by the incongruity of the American past revealed by anthropological archaeology with the national legitimizing myth. It is starting to overcome these handicaps, due to legislation mandating heritage protection which has, in turn, spawned a billion-dollar industry directly touching many segments of the populace. The hairy-chested, hairy-chinned guy with the Marshalltown in his belt is learning he must make room beside his trenches for the colleague who presents their work to the community.
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CHAPTER 28
TEACHING THROUGH RATHER THAN ABOUT

EDUCATION IN THE CONTEXT OF PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY

KEVIN M. BARTOY

Kevin M. Bartoy has over fifteen years of archaeological experience in academia, cultural resource management, and museums, holds a Master’s degree in Anthropology from the College of William and Mary, and is a doctoral candidate at the University of California at Berkeley, California. His chapter examines the role of educational methods and theories in public archaeology, with particular attention to the use of constructivist learning theory in museum settings. Included is a case study from his work at The Hermitage (the home of Andrew Jackson, 7th President of the United States; 1829–37), where, until recently, Bartoy served as the Director of Archaeology.

THE practice of archaeology has always had an educational component. From the antiquarian scholars of the nineteenth century, who produced beautiful volumes of their finds and lectured throughout the country, to academic archaeologists, who teach undergraduates and graduate students, archaeologists have educated a variety of audiences. Yet, it has only been within the last few decades that education has become thought of as an ethical responsibility for archaeologists (Lynott and Wylie 1995). Perhaps it is this institutionalization by professional organizations, such as the Society for American Archaeology and the Society for Historical Archaeology, which has led to such tremendous growth within the emerging field of public archaeology.

As public archaeology has been increasingly viewed as a field unto itself rather than as an ‘add on’ (McGimsey and Davis 2000: 5) to archaeological practice, there have been great strides and even greater growing pains within the archaeology education community. Public archaeology is becoming more professionalized, but, at the same time, the field is suffering from the difficulties of forging a new identity. Even the name public archaeology is something that is not accepted by all of its practitioners. For many, that term still references cultural resource management. But, as we forge a new identity that moves away from archaeology outreach and towards archaeology education, it is time to evaluate the practice of public archaeology as yet another sub-discipline of archaeology.

Within the archaeological community, practitioners of sub-disciplines, such as historical archaeology, have successfully drawn upon a diversity of perspectives both within and outside of archaeology to achieve a maturity. While remaining grounded in our anthropological tradition, public archaeologists must become conversant in several other fields to reach a true professionalization of this emerging sub-discipline. This chapter attempts to draw from the rich literature in education and museum studies to situate the practice of public archaeology as a sub-discipline, which will allow practitioners to not only achieve a set of goals but also evaluate that achievement.

EDUCATIONAL THEORY AND METHOD

Any educational theory requires: (1) a theory of knowledge; (2) a theory of learning; and (3) a theory of teaching (Hein 1998: 16). Depending on which theory of knowledge one may accept, one can develop a theory of how people learn. Having thus situated the interrelated questions of what is knowledge and how do people learn, one can decide how to teach, that is, develop a pedagogy.

Theories of knowledge can be split into two broad schools of thought. As stated by Dewey (1938:1), ‘The history of educational theory is marked by opposition between the idea that education is development from within and that it is formation from without.’ That is, either knowledge is something that is actively constructed by the learner (idealism) or knowledge is something that exists outside of the learner (realism). As with any dichotomy, this division is overly simplistic. In reality, the division between idealism and realism is better represented as a continuum with the extremes being the belief that reality only exists in the minds of people on the one hand and the belief that reality and/or truth exist in the world independent of people on the other. Most archaeologists would agree that there is a reality or real world out there. Indeed, our entire discipline is based on material culture. However, this reality is only perceived and interpreted through a person. The person constructs meaning from that world. This is the essence of the argument that data does not exist independently, but instead is created through our observations of what we consider evidence or perhaps even in our decision as to what constitutes evidence in the first place.

Following from these two theories of knowledge, Hein (1998: 21–5) suggests that there are two theories of learning, which also fall on a continuum between two extremes. The extremes in this case are the notion that people are containers to be filled with knowledge that exists outside of them (transmission-absorption), what Freiré (1993: 53) rightly calls the ‘banking concept of education’, and the notion that people are actively involved in the construction of knowledge (constructivism). It is important to realize that a proponent of either theory does not necessarily subscribe to an idealist or a realist theory of knowledge (Hein 1998: 23). It is possible for a teacher to believe in a true or real history yet have students learn about that history through actively constructing their understanding with primary sources and artefacts. It is just as valid for that same teacher to follow a transmission-absorption theory of learning and present a series of facts in a bit-by-bit fashion for memorization. Yet, I propose the use of a constructivist theory of learning.

As Hein (1998: 34) suggests, ‘If we accept modern theories of learning, then we inevitably need to accept the constructivist position on the theory of knowledge at least to some degree. That people make their own meaning out of experience appears to be a phenomenon of nature (not just a theoretical construction) [emphasis added].’ Furthermore, as a theory of learning, constructivism more closely approximates how individuals want to learn about the past; individuals would rather be active participants in the creation of historical understanding than passive receptacles of knowledge that has been created by others (Bruner 1996; Rosenzweig and Thelen 1998). Davis (2005:24) also suggests that if you believe that ‘history is made … a constructivist view of learning not only embraces this notion, it is grounded in it’. For this reason, constructivism is particularly attractive to practitioners of Critical Theory, who would like students to question fact as one contextually situated understanding rather than as the only reality. Fact is not assumed a priori but constructed from evidence. For these reasons, I agree with others (Davis 2005: 25; Franklin and Moe, Chapter 29 this volume) that a constructivist approach to archaeology education is the most promising.

Following from the two continua presented above (realism to idealism and transmission-absorption to constructivism), Hein (1998: 25–36) argues that four pedagogies may result: ‘didactic, expository education’, ‘stimulus-response education’, ‘discovery learning’, and ‘constructivism’. While didactic, expository, and stimulus-response education differ on whether objective truth is being learned, all of these pedagogies represent very traditional educational situations in which a teacher organizes a subject into lessons and those lessons are taught to students who then memorize the information. In contrast, discovery learning and constructivism create an ‘active learning situation in which learners have the opportunity to manipulate, explore and experiment’ (Hein 1998: 38). This type of pedagogy is often described as ‘hands on’, but it is crucial to remember that these learning situations must not just be physical but also mental, hence the more refined phrase, ‘hands on, minds on’. These learning situations also disrupt the traditional dichotomy between teacher and student, creating what Freire (1993: 61) terms ‘teacherstudents’ and ‘student-teachers’.

Archaeology education especially lends itself to creating these types of learning situations. For that reason, I strongly advocate pedagogies that prioritize a hands-on, mindson approach guided through dialogues created between teacher-students and student-teachers. This approach is in direct contrast to the ‘banking concept of education’, which as Freire (1993: 54) suggests is based on the following premisses:

• the teacher teaches and the students are taught;

• the teacher knows everything and the students know nothing;

• the teacher thinks and the students are thought about;

• the teacher talks and the students listen—meekly;

• the teacher disciplines and the students are disciplined;

• the teacher chooses and enforces his choice, and the students comply;

• the teacher acts and the students have the illusion of acting through the action of the teacher;

• the teacher chooses the programme content, and the students (who were not consulted) adapt to it;

• the teacher confuses the authority of knowledge with his or her own professional authority, which she and he sets in opposition to the freedom of the students;

• the teacher is the subject of the learning process, while the pupils are mere objects.

So, the challenge becomes how to create such learning situations while avoiding the pitfalls of banking education. By using a materials-based discipline, such as archaeology, we already have an instant ability to develop hands-on curricula. However, as I will discuss later, it is crucial that we remember the minds-on component as well. Many archaeology educators have a tendency to simply teach archaeology rather than teach through archaeology. As will be discussed in the next section, the goals of public archaeology should not be to teach the practice of archaeology. This is where public archaeology or archaeology education differs significantly from educating archaeologists. We are not primarily trying to create the next generation of archaeologists, but, instead, to use archaeology as a tool through which to teach a variety of lessons. I believe that this is how we can be assured of creating programmes that are hands on AND minds on. But, to achieve this goal, we will need to educate ourselves in methods that will allow us to become effective teacher-students.

One of these methods that I want to touch upon briefly is known as ‘scaffolding’. Following from the idea that ‘all learning is built upon previous learning, not just of the individual, but of the entire society in which that individual lives’ (Falk and Dierking 2000: 43), psychologist Lev Vygotsky and his student Alexander Luria developed a notion of ‘social mediation through language … [which] stressed the central role of social communication in the development of children’s thinking by conceiving of children’s learning as taking place within the “zone of proximal development”’ (Falk and Dierking 2000: 44). This zone is the point at which a child does not have the ability to independently solve a problem with their own knowledge base, but can solve the problem with assistance, guidance, or collaboration with a teacher or peers. It is within this zone that the social mediation process of scaffolding allows for learning to take place. I argue that this type of learning is applicable to adults as well.

Within any learning situation, the student possesses an internalized set of processes and ideas, which Vygotsky termed ‘intramental’ (see discussion of Vygotsky’s work in Litowitz 1993). As the student reaches their zone of proximal development in trying to solve a problem and create understanding, a teacher, with their own set of intramental processes and ideas, may provide guidance and assistance that provides support, or scaffolding, for the development of an intermental knowledge, which is constructed through dialogue between the student and teacher. This new intermental knowledge may then become part of the intramental knowledge of both student and teacher.

Falk and Dierking (2000: 37–8) provide an excellent example of such a learning situation within a museum context. In their example, a father and daughter are viewing an exhibit on the size of different animal hearts. The father asks if the daughter knows the size of her heart since the display does not include a human heart. The daughter does not. So, the father begins a series of questions:

‘Well, do you think it is bigger or smaller than this elephant’s heart?’
‘Silly,’ the girl answers, ‘It’s smaller.’
‘Ok,’ says the father, ‘that’s right. Is it bigger or smaller than this cow’s heart?’
‘Smaller.’
‘Is it bigger or smaller than this dog’s heart?’
‘Bigger,’ she says, ‘because I’m bigger than Scamp.’ [Scamp is the family beagle.]
‘So,’ says dad, ‘Isn’t it interesting that your heart is smaller than the cow’s heart and bigger than Scamp’s heart, because you are in between the size of a cow and a dog like Scamp?’
‘Yep,’ says the girl.
The father then asks: ‘So, show me how big your heart is.’

The little girl then holds up her hands and says about this big, fairly accurately indicating the size of her heart, a size between that of the cow and the dog.

In this example, the father is providing the scaffolding that is needed to support the daughter’s intramental knowledge and problem solving. In essence, she is coming to a new understanding on her own with the guidance of the father. You can truly see a relationship of a teacher-student and student-teacher in this example as the daughter is aided by information from her father and the father in turn learns more about how his daughter understands the world. In the end, this intermental knowledge has led to new intramental knowledge for both participants.

GOALS OF ARCHAEOLOGY EDUCATION

Having defined a theory of knowledge, theory of learning, and pedagogy, it becomes necessary to ask ourselves, ‘What do we want to teach?’ We must take this question very seriously. There has been a great failure among practitioners of public archaeology to not create focused learning objectives. Without defined objectives, we cannot evaluate our success or failure in pursuit of our goals.

In the past, the goals of public archaeology have largely been to benefit archaeology rather than the public. As codified by the Society for American Archaeology’s Principles of Archaeological Ethics (Lynott and Wylie 1995: 23), public education and outreach requires archaeologists to:

• enlist [the public’s] support for the stewardship of the archaeological record;

• explain and promote the use of methods and techniques of archaeology in understanding human behaviour and culture; and

• explain archaeological interpretations of the past.

From the perspective of an archaeologist, all of these goals are laudable. We are stewards of resources that we need help from the public to protect, from pothunters as well as non-conservation-minded archaeologists. We should explain our methods, techniques, and interpretations to the public. However, it is arguable that the SAA’s principles also create a power relationship between archaeologists and the public in which archaeologists are producers of knowledge and the public are consumers of the same knowledge. Furthermore, they also presume that archaeology and archaeological knowledge are unquestioningly beneficial commodities. Tilley (1989: 113) states that ‘the reduction of the public to consumers establishes their powerlessness in relation to the past’. In the end, we do not empower the public through archaeology education, but instead, we empower ourselves through the public. As institutionalized by the SAA, public archaeology is a practice of self-interest.

There is a significant difference between teaching about archaeology and teaching through archaeology. For too long, we have equated the emerging field of public archaeology with the former. While there is definitely a place for teaching about archaeology, I argue that this is not public archaeology per se, but rather a form of either outreach, which is focused on advocacy, or professional development, which is focused on educating the next generation of archaeologists. Public archaeology uses archaeology as a teaching tool. In this way, practitioners of public archaeology teach through archaeology. But, the question still remains, ‘What do we want to teach?’ And, another question follows from this one, ‘Why use archaeology to teach it?’

Defined as a practice that teaches through archaeology, public archaeology has the power to teach important lessons that are an absolute necessity in a functioning democracy. The first and most important lesson that public archaeology can teach is critical thinking. By drawing upon reasoning grounded in the natural sciences, archaeology provides an excellent vehicle through which to teach the important distinction between evidence and conclusions. The roots of critical thought lie in the recognition of the distinction between the real world and our interpretations of that world. This may in turn lead to the formation of a ‘critical consciousness’ or conscientização, in Freire’s (1993: 17) native Portuguese, which is the ability to critique a ‘false perception of reality’, to recognize the world as ‘no longer something to be described with deceptive words’, which empowers both ‘student-teachers’ and ‘teacher-students’ to continually pose the question, ‘Why?’ (Freire 1993: 67).

While critical thinking within an educated citizenry is essential to a functioning democracy, developing a sense of cultural relativism—of importance of viewing cultures in their own terms—is of equal importance. Drawing from the anthropological roots (common to Americanist practitioners, at least), archaeology can teach an understanding and appreciation for cultures past and present. While people are almost always fascinated by how ‘different’, ‘strange’, or ‘weird’ the material culture of others may be, we have the opportunity to teach them that even though an object may be unfamiliar to them, it may serve a similar purpose to something with which they are familiar. This recognition is the first step towards looking beyond cultural difference to see others as part of a single human family.

With the twin goals of teaching critical thinking and cultural relativism, public archaeology becomes a powerful tool for change within a democratic society. But, with such an ambitious vision, we must ask ourselves, ‘Why archaeology and not some other discipline?’ The answer to this question is rather simple. Archaeology is fun. It captures the imagination of the general public. It creates an instantly engaging learning environment. Archaeology ‘takes advantage of human curiosity as the ultimate tool to motivate learning’ (Davis 2005: 123). Yet, we must keep in mind that having a good time does not necessarily mean that an individual is learning. We need to remember the minds-on component of our hands-on activities. For this reason, we must create learning objectives from the goals that we hope to attain. We must also evaluate our programmes to assess if we have achieved our objectives.

EVALUATION OF ARCHAEOLOGY EDUCATION

A review of the immense body of literature in education and museum studies concerning assessment and evaluation is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, it is possible to outline some important considerations for any sort of evaluative exercise. First and foremost, evaluation cannot be undertaken without the creation of learning objectives. All too often ‘archaeologists work with the public because they are required to do so but there are often no expectations regarding actual learning outcomes’ (Davis 2005: 17). Even some archaeologists who work with the public by choice fail to take the endeavour seriously enough to develop a curriculum with objectives, outcomes, and assessment. If public archaeology is to emerge as a true sub-discipline of archaeology, the first step towards that professionalization will be archaeologists becoming archaeology educators, who are not only conversant in educational theory but also implement educational best practices.

A second consideration is that evaluations should be undertaken at all stages of a programme. In the parlance of museum studies, this would include: front-end evaluation (or preliminary assessment) prior to the beginning of the programme; formative evaluation during the implementation of a programme; and summative evaluation after the completion of the programme (Hein 1998: 57–60). Each stage of evaluation is slightly different in its focus and purpose. Front-end evaluations generally assess an identified audience and the audience’s attitude towards a programme. This work provides essential feedback before programme implementation. Formative evaluations provide feedback during the course of a programme to allow for changes to be implemented as needed. Summative evaluations take place at the conclusion of a programme and assess whether or not learning objectives were met. Oftentimes, it is this final type of evaluation that is the only evaluation that is undertaken for a given programme. While a summative evaluation can measure the success or failure of a given objective, front-end and formative evaluations can help to assure a more positive outcome for the project.

Given the necessity of learning objectives and the importance of performing evaluations at all stages of a programme, the final consideration that needs to be addressed for evaluations is the method of conducting them. There is a great degree of variability in evaluations from questionnaires to interviews to cognitive maps. In the field of museum studies, for example, some have suggested that one should remain flexible and open to the use of a wide range of methods (Diamond 1999: 24). The use of different methods allows for the creation of comparable and complementary datasets. These multiple lines of evidence can then be ‘triangulated’ (Hein 1998: 75; Davis 2005: 64). For example, in a formative evaluation of a museum exhibit, it is possible to perform a movement survey in which a researcher charts the physical movement of an individual through a gallery. This survey could then be augmented by interviews of selected visitors that inquire about their impressions and thoughts as they moved through the same gallery. The combination of the two methods allows for a deeper understanding of the visitor experience.

Although there may not be a single correct way to evaluate archaeology education programmes, it is crucial to keep in mind that evaluations should be performed at all stages of the programme and that a triangulation of several sets of data should be used. Yet, given the constraints of many archaeology education programmes, we are sometimes unable to produce such large datasets to evaluate our programmes. That said, it remains crucial that we develop programmes with specific learning objectives and that we attempt some form of evaluation to assess our success or failure in meeting these objectives. With that in mind, I would like to offer an example of a programme undertaken at The Hermitage.

LEARNING SITUATIONS AT THE HERMITAGE

The Hermitage is a 1,120-acre National Historic Landmark, which consists of President Andrew Jackson’s entire antebellum (that is, pre-Civil War) plantation. The site includes numerous original buildings as well as archaeological sites, which date to Jackson’s occupation of the property. Archaeology was first undertaken at The Hermitage in 1970. However, the first research-oriented archaeology was not accomplished until Samuel D. Smith began several years of fieldwork at the museum in 1974. In 1988, Larry McKee was hired as The Hermitage’s first Director of Archaeology and, from 1988 to 2006, the Hermitage Archaeology Department was engaged in field excavation every year. Over the course of thirty-eight years, more than 800,000 artefacts have been recovered at The Hermitage. These artefacts represent one of the largest and most important collections of material culture from a single enslaved African-American community in the world.

The summer of 2007 marked the first time in nearly twenty years that the Hermitage Archaeology Department did not undertake excavations on the property. Exhibit digs were extremely popular and volunteer participation in excavations was always high. In fact, The Hermitage became quite renowned for having excavations open to the public. However, with a considerable backlog of artefacts that had not been thoroughly analysed, it was difficult to justify the controlled destruction of another archaeological resource at the museum. When we made the decision to place a moratorium on field excavation, many museum staffers assumed that archaeology would disappear because (sarcasm added), ‘archaeology’ is excavation’. Trying to directly confront this misconception of archaeology, we were faced with the challenge of continuing archaeological programming while, at the same time, discontinuing excavation.

To meet this challenge, we created several programmes with differing audiences, objectives, and mechanisms for evaluation. The creation of these different programmes allowed for a test of different methods with which to approach public archaeology. For the purpose of this chapter, I will detail only one of these programmes, which was a guided tour of an extant original slave quarter, which I conducted. The programme presented unique challenges and opportunities for archaeology education, but, in the end, was successful in its outcome of teaching through archaeology.

DIDACTIC VERSUS CONSTRUCTIVIST PEDAGOGY: A GUIDED TOUR

In an attempt to keep an archaeological presence on the Hermitage landscape, we decided to create a special seasonal tour that was held twice a week. Entitled ‘From Frontier Farmhouse to Slave Quarter’, I led the tour and focused on two extant original cabins used to house enslaved families at the Hermitage, both of which have been subjected to extensive archaeological investigation. One of the cabins had also served as the home of the Jackson family for approximately fifteen years and the other had functioned both as a kitchen and as housing. When the Jacksons moved to the brick mansion, they significantly remodelled the original cabin to make it more ‘suitable’ for those they enslaved. Among other things, this entailed removing one storey of the structure as well as all the windows, which were replaced by shutters. The changes that the Jacksons made to the cabin provide a great opportunity to discuss the treatment of and attitudes towards the enslaved during this period.

The audience for this programme had the potential to include all visitors to the museum. This meant that the audience would include adults and children in family groups, tour groups, and as individuals. On days when the tour was given, all visitors were informed about its location and time. The tour attracted groups of two to four visitors, usually adults, and never included more than ten visitors. There was one learning objective defined for this programme: how do we understand the enslaved experience through archaeology? In this case, we considered archaeology to include not only traditional archaeological evidence, such as artefacts, but also standing architecture, primary documents, oral history, etc. For instance, the extant cabins served as hands-on artefacts allowing visitors to experience ‘enslaved space’. In addition to the cabins, there are interpretative signs with drawings and photographs as well as archaeological artefacts exhibited in cases within the cabins. Frequently, I would bring additional artefacts from the collection for another hands-on opportunity.

Traditionally, guided tours are rather scripted experiences. In this way, these tours tend to use a pedagogy that would fall within the realm of didactic, expository, education or stimulus-response education. However, in aligning our educational programmes with a constructivist theory of learning, we wanted to create pedagogy that was more in line with discovery learning and constructivism. We decided to continue to use a modified script. Yet, instead of being the entire content of the tour, the script was used to create a knowledge base for all participants. In this way, the script became the formal presentation of the intramental knowledge of the guide. We considered this essential to create a learning situation in which all participants considered themselves equals and were willing to engage in the creation of intermental knowledge. Then, we created an active learning environment through the use of architectural space, artefacts, and archaeological features, such as root cellars. These hands-on materials served as the nuts and bolts with which we were able to construct our scaffolds for learning.

Approaching a tour in such a manner was a slightly frightening possibility. The success of the programme primarily rested on the ability of the guide to create an active learning situation but also upon the willingness of the visitor to engage in the creation of intermental knowledge. In some instances, visitors failed to actively engage with me despite numerous attempts at prompting their participation. When this situation occurred, I conducted the tour in a rather traditional manner using a didactic, expository, pedagogy to deliver information to a passive audience.

In the majority of cases, however, the visitors were more than willing to engage in the creation of intermental knowledge. The most notable instances of this type of engagement were prompted by a single archaeological feature, a root cellar. Following archaeological excavations of the cabins, one of the many root cellars discovered was not backfilled. This brick-lined cellar was then made visible to visitors by placing a plate of glass in the spot on the cabin floor where we assumed a trap door would have existed to access the cellar. In an otherwise rustic and empty cabin, a ‘window’ in the floor drew a great deal of attention from visitors. This single feature prompted numerous questions and in so doing allowed access to the zone of proximal development of the visitor.

The first question from visitors was always the most obvious, ‘What is this?’ I would answer, ‘That’s a root cellar.’ Although there were instances of older visitors or visitors from rural areas being able to explain their personal experience, or intramental knowledge, of a root cellar to the group, I was often confronted with the logical next question, ‘What’s a root cellar?’ One particular conversation with a 7-year-old boy and his mother provides an excellent example of how the simple prompting by one archaeological feature could lead to the creation of intermental knowledge.



	Boy:

	‘What’s a root cellar?’




	Guide:

	‘Well, it is a place to store roots.’




	Boy:

	‘Why?’




	Mother:

	‘Roots are food.’




	Guide:

	‘That’s right. I bet that you eat roots. Can you think of any?’




	Boy:

	‘Carrots!’





Mother and guide affirm the boy’s answer with nods.



	Mother:

	‘Can you think of any others?’




	Boy:

	‘Potatoes …’





[It is obvious that the boy’s understanding of ‘roots’ meant things under the ground and since our learning objective was not about difference between roots, tubers, etc., we allowed the boy to continue with this intramental knowledge of roots.]



	Boy:

	‘… onions …’




	Guide:

	‘That’s right. And, where …’




	Boy:

	‘… sweet potato …’




	Mother:

	‘That’s good honey. Now, listen to the man.’




	Guide:

	‘Now, where do you keep those roots in your house?’




	Boy:

	‘The refrigerator.’




	Guide:

	‘Yep. So, a root cellar is kind of like a refrigerator. Isn’t that weird?’




	Boy:

	‘Yeah.’




	Guide:

	‘But, you see, if you have a hole in the ground, the dirt keeps things cool like your refrigerator.’




	Boy:

	‘Oh.’




	Guide:

	‘But, you know, when archaeologists dig up these root cellars, they find other stuff besides roots. Stuff like toys, tools, and medicine. Do you keep your toys in the refrigerator?’




	Boy:

	Laughing, ‘No!’




	Guide:

	‘Where do you keep your toys?’




	Boy:

	‘In my room.’




	Mother:

	‘Or, all over the house.’





Guide laughs at mother’s joke. And, while looking confused at first, the boy seems to understand his mother made a joke and he smiles.



	Guide:

	‘But, where in your room?’




	Boy:

	‘In a box.’




	Guide:

	Referring to the cabin, ‘Are there any boxes in this room?’




	Boy:

	‘No.’




	Guide:

	‘Well, when folks lived here, they didn’t have boxes or closets or dressers or bureaus.’




	Mother:

	Emphatically, ‘Really?!’





Guide nods.



	Guide:

	‘So, the slaves stored other things in the root cellar as well. But, you know what?’




	Boy:

	‘What?’




	Guide:

	‘We found a lot of root cellars under this cabin. Some this big. Some lined with brick. Some lined with wood. Some just holes in the dirt. Most of them were very small.’




	Boy:

	Excited, ‘Can I see them?’




	Guide:

	‘No. We put dirt back over them. But, why do you think that there were so many?’




	Boy:

	‘Lots of people lived here.’





[Part of the ‘script’ included a discussion of how many people would have lived in each room of the cabin. We estimate the number at eight to ten based on the known number of slaves and the known number of living spaces.]



	Guide:

	‘You’re right. And, those people probably wanted a place to put their things. Maybe they had some things that they didn’t want anyone to know about. Do you have things that you don’t want your sister or brother to see?’




	Boy:

	‘I don’t have a sister or brother.’




	Guide:

	‘Oh. Well, maybe there are things that you don’t want your mom or dad to see?’





The boy looks at his mother.



	Guide:

	‘You don’t have to tell me. We will just keep it between us.’





The mother smiles at the boy and the guide.



	Guide:

	‘But, if you didn’t have any boxes or closets, you might want to dig a little hole to have your own little place to put things. It would be your place and you could hide things from your mom and dad or maybe other people. Who would you hide things from if you lived here?’





The boy shrugs.



	Guide:

	‘Remember we talked about how the folks who lived here were enslaved … they were slaves.’





[Part of the ‘script’ included a discussion of slavery and what it meant to be enslaved.]



	Guide:

	Pointing out the cabin door to a neighbouring field, ‘General Jackson owned these folks like he owned those cows. He told them what to do and when to do it. And, they couldn’t say “no.” He also could tell them what they could have and what they couldn’t have. So, the General could say if you could …’




	Boy:

	‘Maybe hide it from General Jackson.’





The conversation between the guide, the boy, and his mother was rather typical of the learning situations created when visitors were willing to engage in the creation of inter-mental knowledge. Although we did not conduct a more formal evaluation of this programme, these informally recorded dialogues provide evidence of the success of scaffolding as a technique with which to create intermental knowledge, which will hopefully lead to new intramental knowledge for each of the participants.

While this approach to archaeology education is definitely not revolutionary, it seems apparent that the use of scaffolding allowed individuals to use their intramental knowledge to create intermental knowledge that then became new intramental knowledge. Most importantly, that knowledge was not just about archaeology. The knowledge was actually a way of critically engaging with the real world and interpretations of that same world.

PROFESSIONALIZATION OF ARCHAEOLOGY EDUCATION

As the field of public archaeology continues to grow, there will and should be increased debate concerning the identity of this endeavour. I argue that public archaeology should become its own sub-discipline of archaeology. In this way, public archaeology would become synonymous with archaeology education and stand distinct from the related endeavours of archaeology outreach and teaching archaeology. Public archaeology would have as its primary mission teaching through archaeology rather than teaching about archaeology. The goal of this mission would be to use archaeology as a tool with which to capture the imagination, create active learning situations, and teach lessons that are critical for a democratic citizenry, such as critical thinking and cultural relativism.

In this chapter, I suggested that public archaeology needs to draw from the fields of education and museum studies, which have produced a tremendous body of literature on the process of learning. More specifically, I advocated the use of constructivist theories of learning and pedagogies, which create an ‘active learning situation in which learners have the opportunity to manipulate, explore and experiment’ (Hein 1998: 38). I presented scaffolding as one example of a constructivist pedagogy. I also emphasized the critical importance of developing learning objectives for every programme undertaken. These learning objectives form the necessary foundation for evaluative research on the efficacy of any programme. Assessment and evaluation will be key components in the continued professionalization of public archaeology.

In Methods and Aims in Archaeology, William Flinders Pétrie (1904) made the statement: ‘Archaeology—the knowledge of how man has acquired his present position and powers— is one of the widest studies, best fitted to open the mind, and to produce that type of wide interests and toleration which is the highest result of education.’ Over a century later, we are just beginning to understand the deep implications of these words. Indeed archaeology is a discipline ‘best fitted to open the mind’ and ‘to produce … wide interests and toleration’. But, it is not in learning about the practice of archaeology that we can unleash this powerful educational potential. It is in teaching through archaeology that we can achieve this goal. And, when we reach this goal, we will no longer evaluate our public archaeology programmes by how well they have met their learning objectives, but instead, we will measure our success by how well we have created an educated citizenry capable of sustaining a functioning and, perhaps even more so, a thriving democracy.
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CHAPTER 29
A VISION FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL LITERACY

M. ELAINE FRANKLIN JEANNE M. MOE

Elaine Franklin and Jeanne Moe have been active in public archaeology for two decades. Franklin directs the Center for Mathematics and Science Education at Western Carolina University, following nine years as the Director of the education programme at the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center in Colorado. Her work (much of which has been published under the name M. Elaine Davis) focuses on how people construct their knowledge of the past, and how different types of learning experiences are useful in that process. Moe helped to start and now directs the Project Archaeology programme in Bozeman, Montana, under a partnership between Bureau of Land Management (under the US Department of the Interior) and Montana State University. She is now researching how students acquire and use science enquiry skills through instruction in archaeology. Their chapter is situated within the area of public archaeology often referred to as ‘archaeology education’, and they are concerned with ‘archaeological literacy’. They describe several ‘big ideas’, or themes, which have emerged in archaeology education in recent years, and argue that these themes are important in order for archaeology education to create an archaeologically literate citizenry.

WHAT the world wants is for archaeology to teach it something about humanity’s past. The world does not want epistemology from us. They want to hear about Olduvai Gorge, and Stonehenge, and Machu Picchu. People are gradually becoming aware that their first three million years took place before written history, and they look to archaeology as the only science—the only one—with the power to uncover that past (Flannery 1982: 265–78).

INTRODUCTION

Over the last couple of decades, public engagement has become the norm in archaeology rather than the exception. Archaeologists around the globe are expected to—and many choose to—communicate with a variety of audiences. In the early 1990s, a number of professional archaeological, anthropological, and historical organizations in North America formed a coalition known as the Education and Archaeology Work Group. Included in this group were the Society for American Archaeology (SAA), the Society for Historical Archaeology (SHA), and the American Anthropological Association (AAA). The purpose of the workgroup was to formally articulate the need for public education and outreach in the field of archaeology or, more specifically, ‘… to strengthen and deepen the public’s knowledge and understanding of archaeology’ (Education and Archaeology Work Group 1991: 1). The work group identified two ways it would go about accomplishing this goal: (1) by sharing information, experience, and expertise among members of those organizations interested in archaeological education, and (2) by identifying specific, high-priority, activities to be accomplished through the joint efforts of the interested organizations and groups. The 1991 document developed by the Education and Archaeology Work Group does not explicitly state who is meant by ‘the public’ but the implicit understanding is that the term refers very broadly to all sectors of the lay public—all those who are not archaeologists. This is how we understand the term and how we use it in this chapter.

In the nineteen years that have passed since the Work Group published its position statement, there has been an explosion in the number and types of programmes, materials, and initiatives that can be classified as public archaeology or archaeology education. One might conclude that this enthusiastic response has resulted in a better-informed, more archaeologically literate, public. Perhaps it has, but the truth is that we do not really know; there is a paucity of research regarding public knowledge of archaeology. Common misconceptions about even the most basic aspects of the discipline seem to doggedly persist in the popular media. This is particularly true in regard to information for children. Some of the most prominent online booksellers still include mummies, dinosaurs, and treasure in their classification of children’s books about archaeology (Franklin 2008). For those of us who work in archaeology education, such realizations cause us to feel that we are still, after two decades, groping in the dark. It seems clear that there is an urgent need to better understand the many publics that are involved in archaeology education programmes and, particularly, to gain insight into how these programmes affect their knowledge and beliefs about archaeology. As Merriman (2004: 8) points out: ‘With such a weak knowledge of the attitudes, conceptions, and beliefs of the receivers of archaeological information, archaeologists have … been communicating blindly to an audience they do not understand.’

We do know that citizens of the United States and Canada still conflate archaeology and palaeontology—the majority in both countries think that the two disciplines are one and the same (Pokotylo and Mason 1993; Ramos and Duganne 2000; Pokotylo 2002). Some archaeology educators are directly addressing this prevalent misconception through curriculum design (Letts and Moe 2009). Many archaeology educators routinely use current educational research and best practices to design and deliver highquality educational materials to the public; however, we still do not have a way to measure progress across programmes nationally and certainly not internationally.

THE SEARCH FOR ENLIGHTENMENT IN ARCHAEOLOGY EDUCATION

Why do many people still associate archaeology with dinosaurs or think of the profession as treasure hunting? How prevalent are such notions? A little? A lot? As colleagues in archaeology education and as the co-authors of this chapter, we address such questions from both sides of the aisle—archaeology and education. Jeanne is an archaeologist who has moved into education and Elaine is an educator whose disciplinary focus is archaeology. Our educational lens causes us to ask questions about knowledge construction, and to wonder what meaning is being made by those who participate in public programmes about archaeology. We are curious to know what is learned through different types of programmes and around specific concepts. We have looked at these issues with some of the individuals and groups we have each worked with—throughout this chapter, we draw on Elaine’s work with the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center and Jeanne’s with Project Archaeology. We have, however, had difficulty in getting at such questions on a larger scale. One of the greatest challenges to conducting broad-based comparative studies in archaeology education is the absence of a common understanding of what it is that we, as a profession, hope to be teaching. We use the term ‘hope’ because we recognize that what is taught is rarely in perfect sync with what is learned. This is the nature of communication and education is a very deliberate kind of communication.

A body of work describing what archaeologists do to engage various segments of the public has grown at a rapid rate over the last twenty years. Included are conference symposia, journal and magazine articles, websites, and numerous edited volumes containing detailed accounts of programmes designed for public audiences. From an educational perspective, this body of literature seems out of balance; it is filled with ‘This is what I did’ narratives but by and large begs the ‘So what’ questions: ‘So what do they believe and understand now that they did not believe and understand before this class, workshop, site tour, or simulation?’ ‘So what will this programme contribute to the preservation of sites, antiquities, or histories?’ ‘So what difference does all this effort and investment of resources make?’ As educators, these questions matter to us and, as archaeologists, these questions matter to us. We believe they are critical questions for the profession and it is not without notice that they are becoming increasingly important to the agencies and foundations that fund archaeological work.

Archaeology education is differentiated from public archaeology by numerous authors but not always in a consistent manner (as the readers of this volume will no doubt notice). Debates exist concerning whether public archaeology refers to archaeology with the public, for the public, of the public, or archaeology of public resources. Some archaeologists in the United States assert that public archaeology encompasses CRM (Cultural Resource Management) compliance as well as educational archaeology and interpretation in public arenas such as schools, parks, and museums (Jameson 2004). So, in essence, the term public archaeology is used as an umbrella to refer to multiple methods and motives for linking the lay public with archaeology.

Given the various meanings for public archaeology, it is best to describe our work as archaeology education because we are concerned with what those vast members of a multifaceted public know, understand, and believe about both the findings and processes of archaeological research. As educators, we accept that learners are agents rather than receivers in the construction of knowledge. We assume that there is always an imperfect fit between what is taught and what is learned. This is not necessarily because of any inadequacy on the part of either the teacher or the learner (which may be the case) but because communication is always an imperfect act and because new information is assimilated into what is already familiar. Meaning is made in the context of the known. Sometimes the new and the known are problematic and cognitive dissonance results. When this happens, prior knowledge must be rearranged, grow in sophistication, or even be discarded entirely in order to ‘make peace’ with the new information. But the bottom line, the foundational understanding, is that learners are co-creators, co-constructors of their own knowledge (Vygotsky 1962, 1978; Piaget 1978; von Glaserfeld 1989, 1992).

Others have identified a deficit model as being the underlying foundation of archaeology education, saying that: ‘… the deficit model of public archaeology sees the public as needing education in the correct way to appreciate archaeology, and the role of public archaeology as building confidence in the professional work of archaeologists. Public participation is encouraged, of course, but only along lines of approved professional practice’ (Merriman 2004: 6).

The deficit model of education, in general, is replete with problems related to power and the production/ownership of knowledge. While we agree with and acknowledge these issues, we do not fully reject the deficit model because, as archaeologists, we see the difficulties that are related to a poor public understanding of the discipline, such as the loss of archaeological data and the trivialization of the profession. We are concerned that a public that does not possess at least a basic understanding of archaeology will not recognize the links between archaeological research and the construction of a more democratic and inclusive understanding of the human past (see Jeppson, Chapter 30 this volume for another view of these potential links). So, in this sense, we do want to address knowledge deficits but at the same time we reject the critique that archaeology education is primarily designed to ‘fix’ the public and that it does not invite the public into constructing knowledge about the past. We believe that the public does, and should, participate in the construction of knowledge and that the narratives they create will be more meaningful if they have a greater grasp of how archaeological research is conducted, and are given greater access to existing archaeological knowledge. What we propose is a purposeful effort among archaeologists to guide public understanding around essential archaeological concepts, knowledge, processes, and beliefs, with the goal of developing an archaeologically literate citizenry.

THE WHAT AND WHY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL LITERACY

Archaeological literacy as it is defined in this chapter refers to the knowledge, ideas, and habits of mind that, as a profession, we want citizens to possess—the big ideas that we do not want public audiences to miss. An archaeologically literate citizenry concerns itself with saving the past for the future. It understands that history matters and, more importantly, that everybody’s history matters.

Determining what the last two decades of archaeology education have accomplished in regard to developing an archaeologically literate citizenry is difficult for a number of reasons. Efforts to measure accomplishments in archaeology education are hampered by the lack of a shared understanding of what an archaeologically literate citizen would ‘look like’. To a certain extent, much of the research, assessment, and evaluation efforts in archaeology education to date have addressed specific programme goals (Levstik et al. 2005; Clark et al. 2008; Moe and Clark 2008) or have looked more broadly at deep structures of historical cognition (Davis 2005), but they have not shed much light on whether the general public has a better understanding of, or appreciation for, archaeology than it did twenty years ago.

Many parallels can be made between the profession’s desire for archaeological literacy and that of American scientists to develop scientific literacy; work on the public understanding of science is dominated by empirical studies of the understanding of scientific issues and research amongst the non-scientific public. As a result, scientists have built up a good understanding of the preconceptions, misconceptions, naive notions, interests, and opinions of their diverse publics. Their self-imposed challenge has then been to use these empirical studies to build effective communication. By contrast, there have been very few published studies of public understanding and attitudes in archaeology (Merriman 2004: 8).

As Merriman points out, the larger scientific community has focused a great deal of attention on the development of public knowledge and attitudes around key scientific concepts and issues. In 1985, the members of the American Academy for the Advancement of Sciences (AAAS) recognized the need to identify the essential understandings that a scientifically literate citizenry would possess. These were outlined in Science for All Americans, which was the first in a series of publications that together are known as Project 2061 (AAAS 1990). The AAAS launched this long-term initiative during the last time Halley’s Comet was visible from earth; the next time it will be seen is the year that the project is named after—2061. In the words of the AAAS and the developers of the project, ‘Today’s young people will, as adults, greatly influence what life on earth will be like in 2061 when Halley’s Comet returns. Being literate in science is a condition for doing so responsibly as well as for living a full and interesting life’ (AAAS 1990: back cover).

We believe that a similar effort is needed in the field of archaeology in order to identify the critical understandings that comprise archaeological literacy. In agreeing on some of the big ideas and essential understandings that an archaeologically literate citizen should possess, we, as a profession, can begin to build a deeper understanding of the publics we work with and provide them with better building blocks for constructing their knowledge of the past.

There are a number of compelling reasons for developing an archaeologically literate citizenry. Archaeologically literate citizens would understand their connection to archaeological resources and their rights and responsibilities in regard to these resources. They would be able to participate as true stakeholders in the interpretation and protection of archaeological sites and artefacts. Drawing on recent work in public archaeology, Paul Shackel (2004: 14) outlines an applied archaeology in which

… we can do archaeology outside of the traditional academic agenda and … make use of a participatory and/or collaborative framework to remember a particular heritage and commemorate a past. The authors [of the articles] are concerned about taking an active role in giving a voice to the ‘other’ and helping create a shared heritage in communities. They are all looking at diverse viewpoints and power relationships, and they are providing subordinated groups a sense of place in the past and the present.

In recent years, many archaeologists have identified broader implications for archaeological research. For example, former Society for American Archaeology president Robert Kelly (1998) states, ‘It seems simplistic, but archaeology’s purpose today is to play a role in ending racism.’ Working at the Levi-Jordan Plantation in south-east Texas, Carol McDavid (2004) brought together the descendants of both the slave owners (mostly Euro-Americans) and the enslaved people (African Americans) to interpret life at the plantation through the archaeological record. McDavid (2004: 53) thinks that archaeology can provide alternative visions ‘… to understand and critique our social, moral, and political lives, and to use these critiques to build the future. This may be how archaeology can begin to create a more relevant, democratic society.’

An assumption that has long been made in archaeology education is that an archaeologically literate citizenry will promote the protection and wise use of archaeological resources (e.g. Smith et al. 1996). While this goal is seemingly in the self-interest of the archaeological profession (Chambers 2004: 199), we believe it is also in the public interest because the past that the materials link to, as well as the materials themselves, are part of a shared heritage. From a more pragmatic stance, archaeologically literate citizens will be cognizant of the laws governing antiquities and cultural resources. In the United States, laws have protected archaeological resources on publicly owned lands for more than 100 years. There will probably always be a certain segment of the population who choose to ignore such regulations, but for most citizens, knowing that these laws exist (and why they exist) will lead to compliance and result in the preservation of cultural resources. Many US states have similar laws that apply to state-owned lands and human burials. In Canada, most of the people who participated in a survey about archaeological knowledge and attitudes thought that archaeology and the protection of sites was important but most did not know how to recognize a site, what to do if they found a site, or how archaeological sites are protected (Lea 2008).

TOWARDS AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL LITERACY: CURRENT THEMES IN ARCHAEOLOGY EDUCATION

Although there is currently no archaeological version of Project 2061, we recognize a growing trend towards focusing archaeology education activities around well-defined big ideas or themes. In March 2008, we co-chaired a symposium at the 73rd Annual Meeting of the Society for American Archaeology in Vancouver, British Columbia, that was designed to capture some of the current themes (Franklin et al. 2008). The symposium, titled ‘Archaeological Literacy: What Is It? How Is It Taught? How Do We Gauge What Is Learned?’, included eleven papers by authors from the United States, Canada, and Australia. In this section, we examine these papers as well as the work of Bartoy (this volume) to identify current themes in archaeology education.

Theme I: stewardship and preservation of archaeological sites

Stewardship and the preservation of sites and antiquities are frequently cited as a major goal of archaeology education. The profession has long thought that education about archaeological sites and the genesis of archaeological knowledge would lead to the protection and subsequent preservation of sites and the scientific data they contain (McManamon 1991). In the United States, federal laws, especially the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, mandate federal land managing agencies to ‘… establish a program to increase public awareness of the significance of archaeological resources on public and Indian lands in order to protect such resources’ (16 USC 470). Hence, stewardship and preservation have been the main goal of many archaeology education programmes and projects in the United States. Most notably, in the early 1990s, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), an agency of the US Department of Interior, developed Project Archaeology, a nationwide education programme for middle grades (grades 3–8) teachers and their students (Project Archaeology 2008). Although the programme is designed with this primary audience in mind, it has proven useful for anyone interested in teaching and learning about the nation’s rich cultural heritage, and the need to protect it. At the state level, officials in Florida recently established the Florida Public Archaeology Network (FPAN) to promote the preservation of archaeological sites through education and outreach (Pritchard and Miller 2008). Many other states have established and maintained statewide archaeology education programmes over the past twenty years.

Beyond laws and federal mandates, many archaeologists feel a commitment to teach respect for the past and inspire citizens to value the past and the places where tangible evidence of the past is still present, regardless of who owns the land (Henderson and Levstik 2008). As an example, in 1983 the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center was established in south-west Colorado, an area with arguably the most extensive and wellpreserved archaeological sites in the United States. The Center operates as a private, tax-exempt, non-profit organization, and its mission is to advance knowledge of the human experience through archaeological research, education programmes, and collaboration with American Indians. Each year the Center involves approximately 3,500 students of all ages in its research and education programmes, and it reaches thousands more through its Internet website, which includes a host of resources such as electronic databases, site reports, field trips, and research updates (http://www.crowcanyon.org).

Although federally mandated protection drives many of the archaeology education efforts in the United States, classroom educators readily recognize the ability of archaeological stewardship to engage students in civics or citizenship education (Moe 2000; Moe et al. 2002). Site preservation can provide an opportunity for civic dialogue around an authentic issue and help teachers instil democratic values. Several US archaeology education efforts are predicated on the confluence of archaeologists’ interest in teaching site stewardship and educators’ requirements to teach citizenship and ethics (e.g. Smith et al. 1996; Wheat-Stranahan 2007; Letts and Moe 2009). In Australia, archaeology is sometimes used to teach personal and legal responsibilities, thereby enhancing citizenship education and respect for the common heritage Sadilek (2008).

For citizens, the protection of heritage can provide a sense of place and a connection to the past. Working in Belize, Ebbitt (2008) finds that teachers think that learning about archaeology provides students with a way to celebrate and preserve their own (Mayan) cultural heritage; as she puts it, ‘Teaching students about history, heritage, and the cultural resources of their country is important because it exposes students to cultural diversity and may enable them to become more proud of their ancestry’ (Ebbitt 2008). In another community-based effort, educators from the Florida Public Archaeology Network spend time with members of local governments to assess, promote, and build effective archaeological ordinances (Pritchard and Miller 2008).

Theme II: fundamental concepts of archaeology

Another prominent theme in archaeology education is that of teaching the fundamental concepts of archaeology, especially context and archaeological methodology. Archaeologists have long assumed that an understanding of concepts and methodology will lead to the preservation of sites (Smith and Smardz 2000). In other words, understanding the rudiments of how archaeologists construct knowledge about the past will make people appreciate the scientific data contained in sites and the importance of intact data for creating accurate pictures of past cultures. Methods of teaching fundamental concepts range from classroom-based activities (e.g. Smith et al. 1996) to actual field and lab experience with professional archaeologists doing real research (Davis 2005).

Alexandra Jones (2008) designed an education programme for upper elementary students in the Washington, DC, area based on four learning objectives: (1) basic terminology, (2) archaeological method, (3) how to conduct an excavation, and (4) how to write a report based on an excavation. According to Jones, students achieved the objectives and, as a result, displayed respect for the archaeological record and the profession. In Kentucky, researchers found that students in their study did not always grasp the basic concepts of archaeology (Levstik et al. 2005, Henderson and Levstik 2008). Following a five-week unit on archaeology, many students did not understand the role of context in building archaeological interpretations, lacked a direct mental connection between material objects and culture, and were not clear about how artefacts lead to interpretation. Even so, the students understood that it was important to preserve archaeological sites and artefacts.

Many archaeology educators think that archaeological processes provide an engaging way to teach the basics of scientific and/or historical enquiry (observing, inferring, using evidence, contextualizing information, etc.) (MacDonald and Burtness 2000; Davis 2005; Clark et al. 2008; Moe and Clark 2008). An understanding of archaeological concepts and methods may provide an opportunity for learners in both formal and informal situations to co-construct knowledge. In a more general sense, by understanding the methods and concepts of archaeology, stakeholders may be better able to participate in the construction and/or transformation of archaeological knowledge.

Theme III: uses of archaeology

The idea that archaeology in general and archaeology education in particular can be used for various purposes, that it is beneficial to people in the present and informative for the future, is growing in credence. Through public education:

• Archaeology can be used as an educational tool to teach critical thinking and real-world problem solving (Jones 2008; Garver et al. 2008; Bartoy, Chapter 28 this volume).

• Archaeology can provide culturally relevant science curricula to help engage underserved students in learning about science and help them understand scientific methods (Clark et al. 2008).

• Archaeology can be used to create better citizens and the cultural understandings necessary to live in pluralistic societies (Ebbitt 2008; Moe and Clark 2008; Bartoy and Jeppson, Chapters 28 and 30, respectively, this volume). Archaeology can foster greater understanding of our heritage with the hope of embedding this understanding in daily decision-making processes (Pritchard and Miller 2008).

• Archaeology can be used to promote social justice and diversity and to expose the historical roots of inequality (Ebbitt 2008). At a basic level, archaeology, anthropology, and other social sciences seek to learn how people adapt to their varied environments and how they understand their worlds. From this basis, archaeology educators can address ‘the two fundamental didactic missions of anthropology: demonstrating the intelligence and rationality of all peoples and celebrating their cultural creativity and diversity’ (Trigger 2006: 524).

• Archaeology can provide a connection to one’s own heritage and promote pride in one’s own ancestry (Ebbitt 2008). For many, it is simply interesting to know about how people lived in the past, a view that seems to be shared by archaeologists, teachers, and students (Clark et al. 2008; Ebbitt 2008; Henderson and Levstik 2008).

Theme IV: access to archaeology

Over the past two decades, archaeologists have begun to step outside of their academic or compliance roles to involve the public and specific communities in discourse about archaeological practice and interpretation. ‘Public participation means more than just presenting archaeology to the public. It is now about reaching out to members of the community and making them stakeholders in the archaeological discourse’ (Shackel 2004: 14). Some archaeology educators are moving towards a participatory archaeology and actually involving stakeholders in the educational process. Carol McDavid’s (2004) pioneering work in this area involved all stakeholders in the development of an educational website about the archaeological excavations at the Levi-Jordan Plantation in south-eastern Texas.

Working in Belize, Ebbitt (2008) considers both teachers and students to be important stakeholders in archaeological research and education about the Mayan past. She has examined how teachers use the results of archaeological research to teach important concepts such as pride in ancestry and motivate students to become involved in preserving their own cultural heritage. Ebbitt views children as cultural actors and builders, or transformers, of knowledge. She sees archaeology education as a way to explore the cultural knowledge that local people have about their own history.

Increasingly, archaeologists accept multiple perspectives on the past and multiple ways to interpret the past. Through the enquiry process, archaeology educators are providing ways for students to construct their own interpretations of the past based on archaeological and historical evidence (Davis 2005; Clark et al. 2008; Moe and Clark 2008). Through an enquiry approach to education, students can be evaluated on the soundness of their interpretations rather than whether or not they got the supposed right answer.

In her survey of public archaeologists in Canada, Lea (2008) finds that many stakeholders are left out of archaeological discourse completely. For example, many museum personnel, municipal planners, First Nations’ representatives, and educators declined to participate in the survey because they did not see their work as relevant to public archaeology. Because there is no agreement on what public archaeology is in Canada, several groups with obvious interest in archaeological discourse were completely excluded from the discussion. When important stakeholders are left out of discussions about public archaeology, it is difficult to get an accurate view of shared goals and effective strategies to reach them. Lea (2008) calls for a more inclusive discussion of public archaeology in Canada.

Theme V: archaeological content

When we called for papers for the aforementioned 2008 SAA Symposium on archaeological literacy, we thought that many of our colleagues would emphasize content knowledge. Interestingly, most of the archaeology educators who participated in the symposium, and whose work was reviewed for this chapter, did not include actual archaeological content as a component of archaeological literacy. Researchers at Indiana University (Garver et al. 2008) found that university professors and graduate students thought that people should learn about the history of archaeology, its place within anthropology, prominent figures in archaeology, changes in archaeological practice, important archaeological debates, significant archaeological sites, and they should have an understanding of Cultural Resource Management.

Some researchers in archaeology education have discovered that children are interested in learning about the lives of people who lived in the past, especially their own ancestors (Clark et al. 2008; Ebbitt 2008). They want to know how people satisfied their basic needs, such as food and shelter, as well as their desires for entertainment. The children in these studies seem interested in knowing how the lives of people who lived in the past were similar to, and different from, our lives in the twenty-first century.

TOWARDS AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL LITERACY

The fact that archaeology can provide a growing number of insights into what has happened in the past suggests that it may constitute an increasingly effective basis for understanding social change. That in turn indicates that over time it also may serve as an increasingly effective guide for future development, not by providing technocratic knowledge to social planners but by helping citizens to make informed choices with respect to public policy. In a world that, as a result of increasingly powerful technologies, has become too dangerous and changing too quickly for humanity to rely to any considerable extent on trial and error, knowledge derived from archaeology may be important for human survival (Trigger 2006: 547–8).

Trigger’s statement might well serve as a call to action for the development of benchmarks for archaeological literacy, similar to those developed for scientific literacy through Project 2061. A set of clear benchmarks for archaeological literacy would help archaeology educators plan and implement programmes and projects around the overarching concepts, the big ideas, that we do not want public audiences to miss. At the risk of being overly dramatic, we believe benchmarks for archaeology education can provide guidance for developing the kinds of curricula and activities that will build the knowledge, ideas, and habits of mind that, in Trigger’s words, ‘may be important for human survival’.

It is difficult, if not impossible, to design educational materials for deep conceptual understanding if we do not have a grasp of where we hope to take the learner. We each recognize this in our work with archaeology education in the United States and find that, even on a small scale, the redesign of archaeology education curricula around overarching concepts can dramatically affect what is taught and what is learned. In 2002, Project Archaeology launched a national effort to develop comprehensive curricula to serve teachers and their students. Following the work of two prominent US educators, Grant Wiggins and Jay McTighe (2005), we began the design process by asking dozens of prominent archaeologists, archaeology educators, classroom teachers, and informal educators, ‘What do we want people to know and understand about archaeology? What are the big ideas that we want them to remember twenty or thirty years from now?’ Through this process, we developed four big ideas or enduring understandings:

1. Understanding the past is essential for understanding the present and shaping the future.

2. Learning about cultures, past and present, is essential for living in a pluralistic society and world.

3. Archaeology is a systematic way to learn about past cultures.

4. Stewardship of archaeological sites and artefacts is everyone’s responsibility.

All Project Archaeology curricular materials are designed to teach these four enduring understandings. Knowing from the beginning what kinds of knowledge we hope to develop in the learner leads naturally and seamlessly to the kinds of evaluation that allow us to determine the success of our educational efforts. Because we have identified these enduring understandings, we know that we need to examine questions such as: ‘Do learners grasp the importance of the past in understanding the present and future? Do learners understand their own responsibilities in protecting archaeological sites?’

Similarly, the Crow Canyon Archaeological Center has developed a set of essential questions that guide the content of their programmes for the public (CCAC 2007: 7):

1. What is culture?

2. How do cultures change or stay the same through time?

3. What is the relationship between humans and the environment?

4. What are ways to learn about the past?

5. Why might it be important to respect past and present cultures?

A concerted effort to identify essential understandings on a national, or perhaps international, scale has tremendous potential to push archaeology education to the next level. A coordinated effort to develop benchmarks in understanding can lead to a number of advancements in the field including a cohesive structure around which to build programme assessments and more effective educational practices (i.e. educational activities are more clearly aligned with essential concepts and content). Perhaps the most important outcome of such an initiative would be that of a public which has greater access to archaeological knowledge and is more empowered and better informed to interpret that knowledge in ways that are meaningful to their own lives and to those in their communities.

Having recognized many of the issues discussed in this chapter, the Society for American Archaeology’s Public Education Committee (SAA/PEC) launched an initiative at the March 2008 meeting to work towards the development of benchmarks for archaeological literacy. This initiative is still in a formative stage but the members of the committee acknowledge a need to work collaboratively and inclusively so that the resulting benchmarks are truly overarching and global in nature. We see this as a highly promising approach because its genesis is similar in nature to that of the Benchmarks for Science Literacy, which have been highly instrumental in reforming science education.

We would never attempt to define, single-handedly or single-mindedly, what should be included in a set of benchmarks for archaeological literacy but we have given it some thought. What we hope to see is that, at some point, archaeology education will be at centre stage teaching about the grand themes in history such as human origins, the advent of agriculture throughout the world, and the development of social complexity. Archaeology is the only window we have into these seminal events and into how humankind reached the twenty-first century. In Flannery’s words, it is the only science with the power to uncover that past.
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CHAPTER 30
PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY AND THE US CULTURE WARS

PATRICE L. JEPPSON

Patrice L. Jeppson, Ph.D., has been a historical archaeologist for more than two decades and, in addition to teaching (she is currently an Adjunct Assistant Professor at Cheyney University of Pennsylvania and West Chester University of Pennsylvania), she has conducted academic research and cultural resource studies in the American West and Mid-Atlantic, as well as in South Africa. Her major research interest involves the interface between the discipline of archaeology and the public. This includes extensive research to help build a platform for public archaeology in cyberspace, working with computer scientists and engineers to develop 3D computer applications for archaeology collections management and interpretation, and collaborating with educators to more effectively bring archaeology into schools. She currently researches the role of historical archaeology in heritage and tourism at Independence National Historical Park in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Democratic peoples hold erudition very cheap, and care but little for what occurred at Rome and Athens. (Alexis de Tocqueville, commenting on a young United States, Democracy in America, 1831)

VIEWED superficially, US archaeologists often appear to function as part of society’s progressive faction. Their interests and efforts stem from a nexus of social and economic elements regularly cursed in conservative circles. Their concern for the preservation of cultural resources runs counter to a pervasive ideology lauding unrestricted growth (that is, ‘property development’) as progress. They often find employment within a governmental infrastructure which is, to conservative eyes, an intrusive regulatory process (or, worse, their work is often funded by grants or universities, so they are, therefore, living off the taxpayer via government handouts). Given the right-leaning swell of economic control and political thought that has dominated the United States over the past several decades, US archaeologists have found themselves lumped, alongside ostracized others, as ‘couscous-eating, latte-drinking, sushi-eating, greenies’, and denigrated as part of an out-of-touch, impractical, over-educated elite. Despite this, most US archaeologists have worn the admonishing moniker of ‘liberal’ proudly. When looked at more closely, however, this designation is not necessarily deserved. US archaeologists have rarely been as progressive as they are maligned to be, nor as they are assumed by many—including themselves—to be.

This becomes clear when considering the actions taken—and, more importantly, not taken—by US archaeologists when it comes to supporting the embattled liberal agenda in the long-running culture wars that continue (despite recent electoral events) to shape US society. In this chapter, I will attempt to describe the implications of these wars in terms of public archaeology, especially public archaeological practice that intersects with public education in the United States (see also Franklin and Moe, Chapter 29 this volume). My own disciplinary speciality is historical archaeology (Jeppson 1998, 2005a, 2005b; Jeppson and Levin 2005), as well as public archaeology (Jeppson 1997, 2001, 2006, 2007; Jeppson et al. 2007, 2003; Malloy and Jeppson 2009). The comments I make in this essay are based on my personal knowledge of the current state of archaeology education in the United States, informed by two decades of observation while doing archaeological, public archaeological, and anthropological fieldwork. This background includes indepth study of the infrastructural context shaping the adoption of archaeology for educational needs both in the USA and in apartheid-era South Africa (Jeppson 1997, forthcoming), and four years (1998–2002) collaborating with a social studies specialist in the USA to produce archaeologically enriched instructional content and education programming for the Center for Archaeology in the Baltimore County Public Schools (Jeppson et al. 2001; Jeppson and Brauer 2007, 2003).

First, I will explain what I mean by the term ‘culture wars’. I will then discuss why these culture wars are important in terms of formal education in the United States, narrowing the focus to one particularly embattled area of education, social studies. I will then discuss why archaeology is (or could be) relevant to social studies as it is practised in the formal education sphere. These comments will focus on historical archaeology, because it is what I know best, but many of the arguments I will make would apply to prehistoric archaeology practice as well. Next I will reflect upon why this potential relevance has not been fully realized. This will include a discussion of the embedded cultural assumptions at play in the United States. Here I will also examine the negative attitudes that US archaeologists have about outreach to formal education in general, and describe some recent shifts within professional archaeology societies that indicate that some of these attitudes may be changing. Finally I will argue that archaeology’s lack of engagement with education’s needs has served to work against those promoting a more inclusive democracy, that the choice of either engagement or non-engagement with the formal education community constitutes a social action with consequences, and that an alternative course of action is desirable.

THE US CULTURE WARS

The term ‘culture wars’ refers to an ever-evolving set of contrasting ideals about the shaping of American society. These values, attitudes, and lifestyles reflect individual and culture group hopes and dreams, and are based in identity politics and collectively subjective wants and needs. The ideas reflect the opportunities of power and the limits of struggle and they are responsible for broad social conflict that has simmered for more than a century. The ensuing public and private debates polarize American society, and are found manifest in concerns related to education, morality, and religion. They are part of decisions made about gun control, art and history funding, separation of Church and state, privacy, recreational drug use, abortion, and gay rights, among other concerns. ‘Culture wars’ has become a generic term for contemporary disputes over values where, as part of partisan politics, the embattled positions are commonly labelled as either ‘secular progressive’ or ‘traditionalist’ (Hunter 1991; Gates 1992; Jensen 1995; Jay 1997; Alexander 2000; Nolan 1996; Luke 2002). These world views are expressed both within and outside a variety of social contexts, including religion, ethnicity, class, politics, and, as I will discuss below, education.

FORMAL EDUCATION AS A CULTURE WARS BATTLEFIELD

In any Western society a main site of intergenerational transmission of culture is the formal education system. School classrooms constitute a major means for inculcating a nation’s shared set of values and beliefs. However, compared to most other nation states, the educational operations of the USA are unusual. The difference is based in a commonly overlooked American trait (and one that happens to be centrally relevant to archaeology education practice, as will be seen below)—the reserved right of local governance, as expressed in the US Constitution. This form of decentralized governance has created more than 15,000 separate, individually controlled, educational jurisdictions that operate, for the most part, autonomously. This atomized structure is referred to colloquially as ‘the public school education system’. In each of the fifty US states, decisionmaking at city and or county (regional) level determines which educational topics are instructed in classrooms and what methods are employed in teaching them. These curriculum decisions direct the actions of locally employed public servants (school educators) who in essence are charged with shaping the nation’s youth—and therefore, the nation.

Because the decision-making for this social structuring is locally generated, community discussions about what and how to teach frequently morph into the ideological battlefields of the culture wars. The most recognizable community-level fights over curriculum content involve science instruction, where hot spots flare up, district by district, over the teaching of evolution and or the teaching of intelligent design or creationism—the conservative fundamentalist Christian explanation of human development, taught alone or alongside the science of human evolution (Forrest 2003). Less recognized (but equally as important for the nation’s development and central to an archaeology for democracy) are battles over another taught subject—what is known in the US public education system as social studies (Nash et al. 1997). Just as science practice itself is not affected by the intelligent design theory (because it is a religious theory), the research aims of social science itself have not changed as a result of the culture wars. The battles under discussion play out in the court of public opinion with an aim of permeating mainstream society with a particular view of America, its history, and its role in global society.

Social studies is the umbrella term for a group of related disciplines concerned with the social relationships and the functioning of society (Merriam-Webster 2009). During the early years of school education (kindergarten through to 4th grade) social studies is commonly taught as one, multidisciplinary subject whereas in later years (in grades 5–12) it forms a separate departmental subject area offering courses in history, economics, psychology, etc. The field is a recognized teaching speciality with formal training, and the professional body of scholars and teachers known as the National Council for Social Studies (NCSS) defines the social studies purview as the ‘integrated study of the social sciences and humanities to promote civic competence’ (see http://www.social-studies.org/about). NCSS identifies archaeology as part of this multidisciplinary approach to the study of human society—alongside the disciplines of history, anthropology, economics, political science, sociology, geography, law, philosophy, psychology, and religion, as well as appropriate content from the humanities and involvement in civic affairs.

Social Studies as a taught subject emerged in the early twentieth century as part of a progressive social, political, and economic response to accelerated urbanization, industrialization, and immigration. Since that time (for more than a century) social studies education has been a lightning rod in the culture wars waged between progressive and conservative (or traditional) factions of society (Symcox 2002; Zimmerman 2002; Evans 2004). Social studies education is at the heart of US educational debates and is ‘central to how Americans view themselves’ (Joe Nathan, quoted in Robson 2003). Its history is marked by conflict. In the early twentieth century’s Progressive Era, social studies was valued as an instrument of social reform, and was consequently reviled by many, particularly those in power. During the Depression of the 1930s, social studies classroom content was attacked for its emphasis on economic justice teachings. In the 1950s, Cold War conservatives condemned social studies as communistic. In the turmoil of the 1960s, social studies was the source of a battle waged over what educational focus should comprise American history and memory—whether schools ought to teach the traditional history canon or the (then) ‘new social history’ (also known as ‘history from the bottom up’; Zimmerman 2002). The late twentieth-century focus of social studies was in large part a reaction against the earlier traditional ‘important people and places’ and ‘name and date’ style history shepherded by a profession heavily dominated by white male Protestants (Nash 2003). The rectified curricular content ‘looks much like America … A more inclusive and democratically conceived history is playing a role in establishing history as core knowledge within the social studies’ (Nash 2003: http://www.thefreeli-brary.com/Social+studies+reform%3a+Q%26A+with+Gary+B.+Nash.+(Curriculum+Update%3a+the…-a010536734).

In today’s battles for the minds (and hearts) of society, the broader, more humanistic, social studies approach squares off against a traditional history curriculum that is more narrowly focused (and regularly chided as the stories of famous, dead, white males). More specifically, this educational theatre of the culture wars now centres around the issue of multiculturalism—namely, whether or not schooling should aim towards assimilation and the celebration of cultural diversity, including religious diversity. Since 9/11 (the attacks on the World Trade Center in September of 2001), this has played out in debates over (for example) courses that focus on ‘Western Civilization’ or ‘World History/World Cultures/World Civilizations’. Depending on the outcome of this decision, students either learn about the cultural history of Europeans (the Western canon) perceived as ‘our tradition’—which carries within it a notion of intentionally directed evolutionary ‘progress’—or they receive a more globally nuanced introduction to the world that includes all human civilizations across space and over time. When archaeology’s findings are appropriated for educational use in this milieu it serves one of these two masters. It either supports a traditional documentary-based history interpretation (usually physically verifying, by example, what is already known from written records) or the uniqueness of its database is mined for new insights into everyday life that are not otherwise knowable and these novel contributions are employed to enrich the study of humanity.

The battles over these instructional directions are both philosophical and pedagogical, and they are playing out in hundreds of districts across every state. Ensuring that the traditional approach is chosen in any particular battle is a self-proclaimed priority of the right-wing agenda (Shor 1992). The decisions made, at their core, are political and social decisions about whether human society and its past will be taught within narrower or broader understandings.

In championing a return to a traditional history focus, the conservative movement makes use of a web of research institutes and organizations supported by conservative funders to advance conservative policy objectives. These often operate in isolation from traditional academic circles, although the movement has been able to establish strategic beachheads at a host of elite universities (Brock 2004). Two examples are prominent and powerful right-wing think tanks, The American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and The Thomas B. Fordham Foundation, where (self-defined) social studies contrarians generate ‘white papers’ with talking points aimed at organizing the masses (AEI 2003; Leming et al. 2003; Jacoby 2004). The messages they generate about social studies education are successfully communicated through the Republican noise machine, which includes conservative talk radio, talking-heads television programming, and both print and online journalism (Brock 2004). The audience for this agenda includes already-committed followers as well as viewers and listeners who are critically unaware of the bases of support that their favourite media outlets enjoy, or of their larger objectives to frame public discourse. Campaigns to shape public education policy argue, for example, ‘that in most U.S. schools, the serious study of history and civics has been replaced by nebulous, contentlight, and morally shaky social studies curriculum’ that, among other things, denigrates the study of American heroes, sees free market economics as imperialist, and promotes cultural relativism (Schneider 2004). The advocates for these conservative education policy agendas claim there is a systematic dissolution of American cultural heritage taking place in schools as history is downsized into ‘dull-witted subjects, gutted of all passion and focused on seemingly value-free events’ (Schneider 2004).

The mass media material produced by this agenda could, arguably, simply be ignored by those who disagree, and tolerated as part of protected speech in a free America. What is troublesome, however, is that what is likewise ignored (and not argued against in equally public forums) is the conservative movement’s strategy to gain control of school education through local governance—and as noted earlier, the US Constitution limits federal involvement in education. This means that education policy-making is largely in the hands of private interest groups (Symcox 2002). Therefore, these attempts to control the educational system in favour of traditional perspectives have implications which extend past simple free-speech arguments: they are well-funded conservative cultural and political attacks, which, when successful, create a competitive advantage for just one segment of broader society (Balmer 2006).

These attacks gained national legislative teeth when a religiously conservative, Republican-led Congress and the Bush-Cheney administration united in passing the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (see http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html and http://www.edweek.org/rc/issues/no-child-left-behind/). This legislation included mandates for academic achievement by adding performance evaluation through standardized testing. Tied to the funding streams sent to individual public school districts by the federal government, this structural change has penetrated localized educational operations as part of the debates, already mentioned, that take place district by district (Eagle Forum News 2004). One result has been that social studies instruction has been diluted or replaced by tested-for subjects (namely reading, mathematics, and, increasingly, traditional history). Recent analysis supports the argument that these sorts of changes were intended by the conservatives who argued for the Standards movement in the first place (Manzo 2004). This development has had particular impact on the minority student’s learning experience; recently, for example, the elimination of social studies classes dealing with ethnicity was proposed for some Arizona schools—where, as it happens, minorities are the majority of the population (Scarpinato 2009). In Texas, a newly appointed member to the board now revising the Texas Social Studies Standards is a clergyman with no social studies expertise, who is on record for suggesting that California’s wildfires and Hurricane Katrina were divine punishments for tolerance of homosexuality (Simons 2009; Texas Freedom Network 2009). In some US school districts today, social studies has been pushed off the curriculum table to the point that it only enters the classroom under what is usually called language arts; that is, subsumed under reading or writing instruction.

The culture wars have likewise taken a toll in numerous other arenas of importance to education and to archaeology. Due to the conservative-dominated Congress, 1995–2005, the research climate has been chilled with the slicing of the National Endowment for Humanities budget—a federal agency that funds history-related activities and programmes (American Academy of Arts and Sciences 2009). There has also been significant reduction (and even partial elimination) of Congressional appropriations for federal programmes dedicated to the preservation of cultural resources, particularly under the Bush-Cheney reign (2000–8), when many cultural (and natural) resource regulations went unenforced while economic exploitation of the public lands expanded (Devine 2004; National Resources Defense Council 2009). Similar actions have attempted to change federal grant funding for history and history education initiatives as the right has tried to dictate scholarly discourse (Craig 2003; History News Network 2006).

One example of how this has happened will illustrate. United States Congressman Tom Tancredo (R Colorado, 1999–2009), the sponsor of the Our Heritage Our Hope legislation (House Concurrent Resolution 377, 2004, 108th Congress), and the Higher Education for Freedom Act (HR 2004, Introduced In House, 110th Congress), characterized social studies content on his Congressional web page as ‘Venomous and anti-American rhetoric’, ‘Negative impressions of America’, and ‘A corrosive kind of moral relativism’ (Tancredo 2004). His legislation called for recognizing the ‘Importance of Western Civilization’ and charged Congress to ‘encourage local school boards and State departments of education to ensure that “Traditional” history concepts and ideals are effectively taught’ (copies of these bills can be read at the Congressman’s website cited here).

Tancredo’s legislation was an effort to legislate a scholarly definition for American history teaching, purposefully defining it as ‘(A) the significant constitutional, political, intellectual, economic, and foreign policy trends and issues that have shaped the course of American history and (B) the key episodes, turning points, and leading figures involved in the constitutional, political, intellectual, diplomatic, and economic history of the United States’.

This effort to legally enforce traditional history is just one piece of federal legislation designed to have an institutional, deep-reaching affect on society; there have been others at federal as well as state and local levels. Much such legislation is aimed at post-secondary programmes and courses and, most disturbingly, at students who are training to teach these subjects in the nation’s schools. Thus, there has been a strategic effort aimed at shaping teachers who inculcate the youth into society’s values and beliefs.

ARCHAEOLOGY’S RELEVANCE TO SOCIAL STUDIES

Social studies teachers provide a majority of the nation’s 53 million students with a learning experience with ten major educational themes, all of which can be, or already are, informed by archaeology. These include, as listed on the previously cited NCSS website: culture; people, places, and environments; individuals, groups, and institutions; production, distribution, and consumption; global connections; time, continuity, and change; individual development and identity; power, authority, and governance; science, technology, and society; civic ideals and practices.

These themes will look familiar to all archaeologists, but especially to practitioners of American historical archaeology because that sub-field, in particular, is concerned with the very same topics. Because it is my own speciality, I will use historical archaeology to illustrate what I mean.

Although historical archaeology offers resources useful for traditional history instruction, and for meeting any introduced (traditional) history standards mandated by the No Child Left Behind programme and other aspects of the conservative agenda, its research objectives, data, and results mesh even more comprehensively with the broad study of human society taught as part of the interdisciplinary social studies. A common mantra of American historical archaeology since its formation in the 1960s is that it offers a more democratic understanding of the past than that produced in traditional history (which is dependent solely on the documentary record). Historical archaeologists explore the life experience of women, children, the poor, and the enslaved whose lives are rarely documented in historical records or, when they are included, are written about by elite, white, males. We explore subaltern existence by examining the material perspectives of ethnicity, and, in various archaeologies of inequality, we examine the problems associated with capitalism, domination, and resistance that define power relations in our (supposedly) classless society (among others, McGuire and Paynter 1991; Leone and Potter 1999). Historical archaeology’s interpretations have tugged at the foundations of America’s myths and icons. We dig into the smelly, unsanitary existence of colonial ancestors, explore the telling residues of past battles (e.g. Little Big Horn), and uncover the everyday hardships—and cultural richness—of the lives of the enslaved, the celestial sojourner, and the factory worker (among many others, see Walthall 1991; Ferguson 1992; Franzen 1992; Beaudry 1993; Fox 1993; Wegars 1993).

In short, historical archaeology’s relevance to social studies, and thus to the culture wars as well, was established long ago. Through historical archaeology, students can engage actively and critically in learning about the past and can challenge traditional conservative meta-narratives with competing narratives of their own. NCSS President Adrian Davis has gone as far as saying that ‘historical archaeology could help save Social Studies’ (quoted in Jeppson and Tetrault 2002; emphasis added). I would argue that is something that historical archaeology should be doing.

CLOSE TO HOME: TAKEN-FOR-GRANTED AND UNEXPLORED POSSIBILITIES

Sadly, however, in the United States, most archaeologists exhibit a decided lack of interest in social studies education—or, for that matter, archaeological outreach more generally. It is perhaps true that public archaeology is becoming somewhat more accepted as a legitimate arena for archaeological practice and research (Potter 1994; Derry and Malloy 2003; Jameson and Baugher 2007; Little and Shackel 2007; Sabloff 2008), but even those who do what they might call educational outreach (class tours, websites, public talks, etc.) usually overlook the function that formal education plays in society, and are critically unaware of the battlefields I describe above. The connections between what is taught (and, as important, not taught) in public schools, and the role archaeology can play in supporting the development of a more progressive society by contributing to social studies education, are, for the most part, unexplored.

How could this possibly be so? It seems improbable on the face of it, given what archaeology’s subject matter can reveal—be it glimpses of life experience from prehistory, or historical archaeology’s illuminations of subaltern life in the more recent past, as described above. In any case, the issue is no small matter. Formal school education forms the front line in the US culture wars, and the stakes in these wars are significant. They determine which groups benefit from societal inclusion, which are excluded, and how participation in US democracy is defined and practised. Yet, there is little archaeology presence on this battlefield. In order to explain this lack of interest, it is necessary to reflect upon the political, social, and economic circumstances surrounding the development of US archaeology, and consider how this broader context has led to the development of a disciplinary tradition for public archaeology that is unlike that found elsewhere in metropolitan archaeology.

There are several broadly held cultural values and beliefs that influence the structure of the US formal education system, and, by extension, the ways that archaeology intersects with it. In addition, archaeology’s disciplinary history, especially in the United States, has predisposed American archaeologists to focus on particular forms of outreach, and on particular messages. Both of these underlay a set of assumptions that have helped to create and support an archaeology that tends to devalue formal education—and, as well, the work of the public archaeologists who wish to engage with it and other forms of outreach (I realize that I am painting with a rather broad brush here, and note again that these comments are based on my own observation and practice). First I will examine these broader cultural values, with particular attention to the role of intellectualism in general. Then I will discuss how the history of archaeology in the United States has played into the ways that archaeologists deal (or not) with public education agendas.

The broad cultural values I refer to are well known, and include the ideologies of independence, rugged individualism, and self-reliance. These are not bad in themselves, and certainly they have served the United States in fruitful ways, but when conjoined with the unique structure of decentralized education described above, they have also served to fetishize self-education and devalue intellectual activity. Added to this is the fact that the USA has no national curriculum. The Department of Education (a Presidential Cabinet-level agency) does function to establish policies relating to federal financial aid for education, to collect and disseminate information on education, to identify issues and problems in education, and to enforce equal access to education by prohibiting discrimination (US Department of Education 2007), but operationalizing a national matriculation exam standardizing the content to be taught in the nation’s classrooms is not a part of its purview.

Moreover, popular societal sentiment holds formal educators in relatively low regard which reinforces their abysmal pay scale, limits their support in countering employment cutbacks, and burdens them with a mediocre social image and/or class status (Gordon 1994; American Federation of Teachers 2008; Cavanagh 2009). Teacher salaries are almost universally lower than those paid to professionals with comparable education in corporate or other fields of employment. Even academics who research and teach at upper levels are commonly regarded as impractical at best and parasitic at worst. Unlike in France (where public intellectuals are revered), or elsewhere in western Europe (where university professors enjoy social esteem), US scholars lack the cultural capital that their international peers enjoy. In addition, scholars who attempt to merge their intellectual activities with active civic engagement are devalued even more, to the point that a commitment to popularizing one’s scholarship can actually diminish professional standing (Sabloff 2008: 106). This leads in turn to job security issues in the academy, the only place university professors really hold prestige (Muwakkil 2004).

Intellectualism is even linked with subversion by some of the conservative electorate and its leadership, which has held the reins of much local, state, and, until recently, national governmental structure (Hofstadter 1963; Gore 2007), and, as noted earlier, these conservative sentiments invade the world of formal schooling through the distinctive operation of the localized educational system (Eagle Forum News 2004; Balmer 2006). Added to this, for decades intellectualism in the USA has been popularly equated with irrelevancy. One notable example was when the testimony of several of the nation’s pre-eminent constitutional law and American history scholars was ridiculed and then ignored by conservative legislators during the Clinton impeachment hearings (Bernstein 1999; Baker 2000; Rakove 2002; another example is described in McGhee, Chapter 11 this volume).

In short, the designation ‘educated elite’ has been wielded as a pejorative club by conservatives in political and economic power. The war on intellectuals—liberals—is accompanied by an orchestrated effort to defund the left, namely liberal advocacy groups, in an effort to stymie not just liberal ideation but the way liberal government operates in the participatory form of US democracy (Conlan 1998; Kaplan 2004; Frank 2008). The result of all this is a perfect storm that degrades learning at all levels, which in turn creates a situation in which archaeologists who engage with public education are often derided. Some archaeologists have even suggested that those who do archaeology education are not qualified to evaluate the work of their peers, proposing instead that public work would be better evaluated by ‘traditional scholars’ (Goldstein 1998).

This dismissive attitude reveals the degree to which US archaeologists are uncritically aware of the context of their practice. They enact their society’s cultural values and beliefs as they judge the value of public archaeology work that engages with public education. It also causes them to overlook the specialized pedagogical expertise of trained educators. US archaeologists routinely suggest to educators both what and how they should be teaching with archaeological data. This is interesting, because we are quite happy to defer to specialists for many research-related tasks (to conservators for advice on leather artefacts, to faunal specialists to analyse animal bones, for example). Even though most have no professional training as educators, many archaeologists unquestioningly assume that they know how to educate, not only when designing and conducting outreach programming, but even when writing archaeology-based lesson plans or resource materials, where a higher degree of specialized skill is required.

I turn now to the history of archaeology in the United States and its role in underpinning these attitudes, and the relationships of this history to public education, archaeology, and progressive/traditionalist culture wars. The founders of the American republic cautioned about the need for an informed electorate for a functioning democracy, and in the struggle for a more progressive America, this founding ideal is a relevant benchmark for considering archaeology’s potential contribution to education. Since its inception as a discipline in the USA the occasional academic archaeologist has worked with educators to make archaeological research methods and results publicly accessible. In the latter part of the twentieth century, these independent efforts coalesced as part of a small but discipline-wide movement (Society for American Archaeology Public Relations Committee 1985–95, Society for American Archaeology Education Subcommittee of the Public Education Committee, 1990–1). By the late 1980s, a concerted effort by educationally invested archaeologists led to a cross-society collaboration between the American Anthropological Association, the Society for American Archaeology, and the Society for Historical Archaeology that aimed to provide resources and assistance to state and national educational groups (Education and Archaeology Work Group 1991a, 1991b). This orientation for educational outreach was successful but short-lived (Education and Archaeology Work Group 1991c) and in the following years an alarming disjuncture emerged between the cultural role that school education plays in US society—the enculturation of society’s knowledge, values, and beliefs—and the stewardship ethic that came to dominate in US archaeology. For the next several decades the primary purpose of most educational outreach was to ensure continuing public support for archaeological site legal protections and to enlist public cooperation in efforts to protect sites from looting, vandalism, and economic development.

This shift in emphasis for educational outreach emerged alongside the spread of the processualist research paradigm that came to dominate the regional discipline for several decades. While advancing the discipline, the ‘New Archaeology’s’ objectivist methodologies incurred a detached involvement with the public (Wylie and Pinsky 1989). Its base orientation in logical positivism also structured archaeology’s educational messages, which began to focus on the science of archaeology rather than on the historical interpretations that result from archaeological research. Lessons on field methods, such as dendrochronology and stratigraphy, became an end in themselves. This educational emphasis on science and methods was in keeping with the processualist’s concern for generalized laws of human behaviour, and was thus likewise antithetical to the particularistic study of human society that had characterized the previous major theoretical framework (culture history) and the competing, contemporaneous, cognitive/mentalist/idealist paradigm (e.g. structuralism and symbolic approaches).

This educational emphasis on science was not welcomed by all. First, there was an irrational fear raised that a focus on ‘archaeological methods’ would hand over strategies for digging sites to non-professionals (Jeppson and Brauer 2003). A more serious issue was the unanthropological aspects of a science methods approach. This concern was expressed by members of the Society of American Archaeology (SAA) Public Relations Committee (PRC) who, until 1990, were responsible for the society’s educational outreach:

… it is important that ‘science education’ be viewed broadly rather than as technical training. Our experience among non-Western peoples brings out the biases that frequently obstruct creative and constructive thinking: for example, failing to respect and learn from the scientific knowledge of uneducated people, or assuming that labour-saving machinery is the answer to economic problems. We in these bridging disciplines urge the encouragement of interdisciplinary programs both for teachers and for students, to raise awareness of our culture as one among many of our culture’s unexamined premises and their effects upon thinking, and to present cultural ecology, the interaction between humans, other forms of life, and the environment. (Response to American Academy for the Advancement of Science, regarding a coalition for education in the sciences, http://www.saa.org/publicftp/PUBLIC/resources/outhist_SAAPRarchive.html)

The New Archaeology’s mechanics were, however, well suited to cultural resources management (CRM) which began its climb to predominance in US archaeological practice during this same period and which further shaped archaeology’s educational outreach. Significant education programmes were launched in the 1990s under the first Bush administration’s ‘management’ of public lands. Archaeology and archaeology education during this period were both shaped by the laws and procedures of the regulatory compliance system, which was governed by various federal agencies and the public purse. The proposals and initiatives of the SAA Public Relations Committee, 1985–92, document this shift in emphasis: ‘Care should be taken that the Task Force not appear simply an extension of the Federal program of public education and outreach’ (Meeting Minutes, 20 April 1990, Formal Education Task Force of the Public Education Committee, http://www.saa.org/publicftp/PUBLIC/resources/outhist_formaleducPEC.html).

Influenced by the prevailing theoretical framework and the CRM context of practice, the primary aim of archaeology education became to convince the public to help preserve archaeological sites, not to learn from those sites in order to gain a deeper (and possibly more liberal) understanding of the country’s history and its emerging society. While worthy in intent, this stewardship-based motivation reflected and served the selfinterest of the profession (while accommodating the nation’s pro-development, economic, cultural sentiment). For the most part, during this period US archaeologists and archaeological societies used educational outreach to proselytize for and about archaeology’s needs, even as school educators routinely made use of archaeological research results when educating the nation’s youth by creating lesson plans, ‘fake digs’, and other classroom-based activities, generally without archaeologist input. This instructional content might or might not touch on the topic of archaeology’s methods (a mainstay of archaeological outreach) or on the need to preserve sites (the primary concern of archaeology’s outreach mission). When archaeologists engaged with the process at all, they did so not for educator needs, nor for democracy’s needs, but for their own (Jeppson 2001, 2010; Jeppson and Brauer 2003, 2007).

Beyond the impact of disciplinary paradigms, archaeology society ethics statements also serve as indicators of the embedded intentions of most US archaeology outreach—they shape what takes place and therefore determine, in part, whether US archaeology’s educational outreach is based on archaeology’s needs or the public’s. For example, the SAA’s eight ‘Principles of Archaeological Ethics’ (http://saa.org/AbouttheSociety/PrinciplesofArchaeologicalEthics/tabid/203/Default.aspx) (the development of which was described in Lynott and Wylie 2002) lists ‘Stewardship’ as Principle #1, and ‘Public Education and Outreach’ is further down the list as Principle #4 (SAA 2009). Even though the SAA’s core ethic does acknowledge that ‘stewardship requires that archaeologists become aware of and respect the wide range of other legitimate interests in the possible uses of archaeological sites’ (Lynott and Wylie 2002: 31), primary focus of the education-specific Principle #4 is on preserving sites, not on using archaeology for wider societal purposes.

Stewardship, while not specified outright, is a guiding theme in the Society for Historical Archaeology’s (SHA’s) ethics statement (Ethical Principles of the Society for Historical Archaeology: http://www.sha.org/about/ethics.cfm accessed 20 July 2009), although it is positioned less centrally, within Principle 7 (of 7), which states that ‘Members of the Society for Historical Archaeology encourage education about archaeology, strive to engage citizens in the research process and publicly disseminate the major findings of their research, to the extent compatible with resource protection and legal obligations’ (SHA 2007; emphasis added). Although the SHA ethics codes could be perceived as reflecting a lesser concern for acknowledging the public’s interest in the past and archaeology’s responsibility to the public (at first glance, Principle 7 reads as a tacked-on afterthought), this perception would not be accurate, given the history of the field. Historical archaeology as it is practised today emerged as part of the aforementioned 1960s–70s new social history movement that studied history ‘from below’ through a focus on everyday people and how they shape society (Stearns 1994: 46). Historical archaeology contributes knowledge about those who lived in the recent past and thus its practitioners routinely deal with descendants and with living memories. As a result, historical archaeology has a long and continuous record of outreach and public engagement even though this part of practice was not regularly featured in scholarly publications in the earlier days of the discipline. Public involvement and outreach was a major component of early work by, among others, Fleming (1971), Deetz (1977; the excavation of the Parting Ways site), and Bridges and Salwen (1980). More recently, public work has been discussed within scholarly archaeological writing (including Potter 1994; McDavid and Babson 1997; Derry 2003; McGuire 2008, to name but only a very few examples). I would argue that the formal SHA ethics principles reflect the employment context of the document’s primary authors, most of whom were federal agency-based professionals (namely, National Park Service archaeologists) who work primarily within the regulatory process. The SHA ethics code, as a result, appears quite unlike the more idealistic standards in the revised SAA ethics, which were guided in large part by scholars in the academy, including a noted professor of philosophy.

It also bears noting that many civically engaged US archaeologists rely on the ethical guidelines of professional societies other than those of the SAA or SHA for their public archaeology work. Some turn to the guidelines of the Society for Applied Anthropology (SfAA) (see McGhee n.d.). Others (Pyburn 1999) advocate borrowing from the field of bioethics, whose standards are in turn drawn from the UNESCO’s science ethics (see Ren 2006: 14–15; UNESCO 2006). Others rely on NAGPRA (the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990, http://www.nps.gov/history/nagpra/accessed 20 July 2009), a far-reaching federal law passed in 1990 in response to descendant (Native American) publics, which is considered by some as human rights legislation (Tsosie 1997). US archaeology ethical standards also contrast with those of the Canadian Archaeological Society code, which was drafted in collaboration with First Nations peoples (Lilley 2000), and with the ethical code of the World Archaeological Congress, a society organized with representatives from all continents and from Indigenous peoples with a stated goal to ‘liberate[s] archaeology from scientific colonialism …’ with an archaeology ‘… conducted under the control of, or in complete collaboration with stakeholders in a particular past’ (Zimmerman 2006: 86).

Just as personal morals are derived from broader society’s ethics, professional practices are derived from disciplinary theoretical traditions and, in the case of archaeology outreach, a Kuhnian paradigm shift from processual archaeology to more emphasis on post-processual archaeology has led, in my view, to a more responsive, publicly oriented, and activist archaeology which is oriented towards meeting the needs of archaeology’s publics, not just meeting the needs of the discipline. This objective is reflected across current and recent practice in the decade-old international peer-reviewed journal Public Archaeology, in conference themes, symposia, and workshops, in the initiation of new society initiatives and working groups, in thematic issues of scholarly journals, several book series, and in the arrival of several new university programmes and academic courses.

This development has invigorated historical archaeology’s outreach to social studies education at both societal and grass roots levels. These efforts usually aim beyond the topics of archaeological methods and stewardship and instead share the results of social studies research. Significantly, engagement with educators is geared towards learning how historical archaeologists can be more effective in their outreach to social studies education. The SHA Public Education and Interpretation Committee (PEIC) has sponsored panels with social studies leaders and educator rank and file to discuss how to write, package, and deliver archaeology resources that will help educators, especially social studies educators, to teach (Jeppson 2002, 2003, 2004). The PEIC joined with the SHA’s Inter-Society Relations Committee in launching an initiative encouraging SHA members to join local, state, and regional social studies councils and to participate in their conferences (Zierden 2003). SHA’s delegate to NCSS works hard to establish a relationship with the NCSS national executive and, in 2002, the NCSS returned the interest and appointed a liaison to the SHA. More recently, the SHA has joined with SAA and the Archaeological Institute of America to create the Archaeology Education Clearinghouse (http://www.archaeologyeducationclearinghouse.org/accessed 20 July 2009). This fulfils a need identified during the earlier inter-society archaeology education collaboration in 1990–1 that I mentioned earlier. This alliance is facilitating ways for archaeologists to share educational resources, skills, and expertise with educators (Malloy and Jeppson 2009); we are learning from each other.

Beyond and alongside these professional society actions, historical archaeologists routinely reach out to social studies curriculum specialists and classroom teachers. These efforts include collaboratively created curriculum packages and educational support materials designed to enrich and support social studies teaching and include targeted outreach tied to site-specific or regional audiences, including descendant communities (among other examples, the Baltimore Country Public Schools archaeology programme at Oregon Ridge, 1984–2006 (see Jeppson et al. 2003, http://www.p-j.net/pjeppson/or/tv.htm accessed 20 July 2009); the Chicora Foundation’s South Carolina-based archaeology lesson plans (see http://www.chicora.org/curricula-materials.html accessed 20 July 2009); the Dowden’s Ordinary lesson plan for African-American history (Kapp 2005); and the 2008 Independence Park Institute’s Historical Archaeology Summer Institute for Teachers (Levin and Collins 2009). Historical archaeologists are, as a group and as individuals, committed to contributing fruitfully to a more progressive society, but much more remains to be done.

CONCLUSION: THE ARCHAEOLOGIST AS CULTURE WARRIOR

US archaeologists are starting to realize that the culture wars, and the battle against social studies education, matter in terms of how and whether archaeology is perceived and used in contemporary society. We are beginning to understand that archaeology can work against trends that are undemocratic and harmful to society and how we can provide ways for citizens to work towards a more participatory democracy. Despite this progress, unfortunately there still remains a lack of greater contextual awareness, a lack of reflexivity, and a lack of professional rigour in much of US archaeology’s educational outreach. That is, archaeology outreach is still, too often, seen as ‘just education’ and is dismissed because education’s role in society is not explicitly understood or appreciated. Few US archaeologists approach the educational outreach enterprise as a site of cultural activity where actions matter, and fewer still treat their education outreach to the same level of pre-field research, or proficiency of scholarly preparation, that is expected and required in other archaeological endeavours.

Self-reflection is needed to understand and correct for this. US archaeologists, like everyone else, are inevitably blind to the tacit operations of their own culture, so it is not unusual therefore that archaeologists can take existing outreach traditions for granted, and treat them as neutral positions when they are not. Once the factors conditioning the assumptions underlying our broader practice are recognized, it becomes possible for US archaeologists to consider what else their educational outreach can and might be. That is, in sum, the point of this chapter.

In the politically charged US educational arena, archaeologists deal with polarized ideologies that have direct bearing not just on archaeology’s survival but on the kind of society the USA will have. The conservative political agenda advocates for a return to traditional history as the subject most suitable for US public school education. Countering this is another position, one supportive of the progressive movement in society, which desires that history, anthropology, geography, sociology, economics—and archaeology—be taught as interrelated aspects of human life. This can occur if they are taught under the broader social studies umbrella.

Archaeologists will contribute to society in any case—whether their educational outreach focuses on science, traditional history, or social studies. In each case, however, there are also consequences. The decisions that archaeologists make about this will help shape the kind of society America will be. The archaeologist’s choice can be to acknowledge archaeology’s social studies roots and then guide its contributions towards creating a more representative understanding of society. This is best done by engaging with educators to find ways for archaeology to meet their needs. In doing this, archaeologists will be working towards not just a more democratic archaeology, but a more progressive America.
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CHAPTER 31
DESCENDANT COMMUNITY PARTNERING, THE POLITICS OF TIME, AND THE LOGISTICS OF REALITY

TALES FROM NORTH AMERICAN, AFRICAN DIASPORA, ARCHAEOLOGY

JAMES M. DAVIDSON
JAMIE C. BRANDON

James M. Davidson and Jamie C. Brandon have been leaders in the field of African Diaspora Archaeology since the mid-1990s, helping to frame the disciplinary discourse about this archaeological speciality within the larger field of historical archaeology. They have collaborated on various projects in Arkansas, Texas, and Florida, including those described here. Brandon is the co-owner and moderator for the African Diaspora Archaeology Listserv, and is the Arkansas Archeological Survey’s Research Station Archeologist, responsible for conducting excavations and public outreach for eleven counties in south-western Arkansas. He has worked closely with several descendant communities to document and save endangered African-American cemeteries and is also an assistant research professor at the University of Arkansas. Davidson is a historical archaeologist and associate professor at the University of Florida, in the Departments of Anthropology and African-American Studies. His research interests include the nineteenth-century death experience and the African Diaspora, with a particular focus on two key sites: Freedman’s Cemetery in Dallas, Texas, and the Kingsley Plantation on Fort George Island, Florida.

THE last twenty years have seen an increasing awareness that control of archaeological resources and knowledge must be shared with ‘descendant groups, other impacted communities and the public at large’ (Franklin 1997: 39)—especially given the growing concern that we demonstrate what has been termed the ‘public benefits of archaeology’ (e.g. Little 2002; Merriman 2004; Shackel 2004). This is, of course, doubly true within the archaeology of the African Diaspora where researchers ‘must be informed by an awareness of long-standing debates about the politics of the past among African-Americans’ (La Roche and Blakey 1997: 87).

In some ways, however, we agree with Ann Pyburn, who stated in relation to Mayan archaeology that

While the needs and wishes of local people and descendant communities must figure large in the archaeology of the next century, we archaeologists are not quite ready to meet them. We clearly have good intentions … Nevertheless, in our very enthusiasm to do something big and good, to make up for errors of the past and of course to outdo each other, we run the risk of promotions that will backfire … (Pyburn 2003: 287)

Pyburn asserts that we need to rethink our craft with an eye towards engagement before we can go out into the world and ‘do good’. We are trained as archaeologists and that, at least at present, leaves most of us ill suited to negotiate the terrain of community engagement. Thus, what we are still not clear about are ways we should go about our engagement with descendant communities and the broader public. Clearly, there is not a single answer—nor should there be. On the other hand, researchers influenced by critical theory (e.g. Epperson 2004; Matthews 2009) have pointed out (quite correctly in many instances) that there may be established ways to not engage descendant communities. They have charged that many white scholars still commonly deploy strategies of incorporation and vulgar anti-essentialism in order to retain control of knowledge production.

As a way of furthering our understanding of the complexities of descendant community engagement and offering some suggestions as to methodology, this chapter will explore some diverse examples. Even though we do not purport to represent the entire width and breadth of descendant community partnering, in nearly two decades of research we have explored several sites located in the nineteenth- and early twentiethcentury American South. These sites have been investigated with a variety of levels of community engagement and all have particular historical trajectories that have often helped determine the timbre and extent of this interaction. The example sites we will be drawing on include the Freedman’s Cemetery and Juliette Street Projects in Dallas, Texas, the Van Winkle’s Mill project in the rural Arkansas Ozark Mountains, and the site of the Rosewood Massacre in northern Florida. Each of these sites has very different community dynamics and how we, or others, responded to them is unique as well.

Our work, both together and apart, underscores the diversity of descendant communities and stakeholders in any given project. To make our accounts clearer, some segments of this chapter are attributed to a single author (as noted in the subheadings); otherwise the text is co-written. This was done to preserve the voice of each author and to avoid confusion about which author’s perspective is being expressed, and with which project each of the authors is associated.

MULTIPLE SCALES (ANALYTIC REGISTERS) OF DESCENDANT COMMUNITIES

Our first methodological point regards the multiple scales of descendant communities and builds upon our similar discussions elsewhere (e.g. Brandon 2008a). Researchers in the African Diaspora must recognize that there is a complex layering of descendant communities, other impacted communities, and publics who are stakeholders in our work. Mack and Blakey (2004: 14), for instance, have pointed out that the ‘descendant community is not a monolithic entity but is comprised of individuals and groups with widely divergent ideologies, cultural backgrounds, and belief systems as well as various age and socioeconomic groups’. Descendant communities are

… heterogeneous and composed of individuals who do not necessarily share the same vision of archaeology, archaeologists, or the study of their heritage. It is one thing to hope that we can be successful in forging relationships with descendants; it is quite another ride into town expecting blanket enthusiasm and full cooperation simply because we reach out with good intentions. (Franklin and McKee 2004: 4)

This aspect comes to the foreground when researchers are faced with choices about which analytic register they are going to use when dealing with descendant communities. For Wilkie’s work in Louisiana she was ‘most comfortable, from an intellectual and emotive perspective, when addressing directly the concerns and research questions of those most intimately involved’ with the site she was studying—the direct lineal descendants of the plantation tenants (Wilkie 2004: 117). Linda Derry found that listening to the larger, metaphorical descendant community placed her in conflict with the lineal descendants when they teased her about listening to those ‘big city blacks’: ‘After all, one said, “what did they know about things down here?”’ (Derry 1997: 20).

These examples are analogous to the situations that North American prehistoric archaeologists face fairly regularly when dealing with Native American stakeholders in the context of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA; 25 USC 3001)—both in the context of pre-removal consulting and repatriation. The letter of the NAGPRA law is that lineal descendants have ownership of these human remains and archaeological materials. In the vast majority of cases, however, archaeologists, Native American groups, and policy-makers—thanks to the ‘fuzziness’ of the material record, ever-changing identity, racist policies of genocide, contradictory ways of understanding historical narratives, and many, many other over-determined factors—reach no agreement about who are (or were) the lineal descendant communities. When several very disparate groups assert to be the descendant community, each claiming rights to their cultural patrimony, archaeology becomes (to borrow a phrase from McDavid 1997: 1) ‘a source of discord and conflict’.

Researchers who work within the archaeology of the African Diaspora in America—especially those who focus on the nineteenth and twentieth centuries—usually have both a lineal descendant commnity and the larger African-American community of the area and/or region. These overlapping communities are highlighted in all of our projects below. However, probably the best example of the complexity of (and tension between) descendant communities can be found in our work in Dallas, Texas, with the Freedman’s Cemetery project (1991–2000) and, to a lesser extent, our work on Juliette Street (2002).

COLLIDING WITH PROGRESS AT FREEDMAN’S CEMETERY (DAVIDSON)

Academically based archaeological research is, by definition, ideally grounded in foresight and forethought. Sites can be carefully chosen that meet the research (or activist/social justice) interests of the principal investigator or advanced graduate student, and there should be time to engage the local or descendant community within an enlightened dialogue, to marry the interests of the researcher with those of the majority community’s interests or wishes. In contrast, cultural resource management (CRM) or contract archaeology, which constitutes the majority of archaeological research in North America, can have a very different goal or goals, which may or may not include a desire or mandate for community involvement beyond the cursory.

Contract archaeology is grounded within ‘destruction’ as well as progress, in at least two fundamental ways. Wholesale destruction of historic sites inevitably occurs, despite the selected salvage of at least limited aspects of a select few. The other, often unacknowledged, destruction is the impact on living communities through large-scale public works projects, such as highway creation or widening, which often displace individual homes or entire neighbourhoods and which can create lingering impediments. Power and control of the present is contested, but within minority societies, contestations of the past and the ‘construction’ of these various pasts—many of which are all but forgotten—are occurring simultaneously with the physical construction of concrete and steel. The recognition of these pasts is vital to the endurance of present-day identities (Davidson 2004b; Mullins 2004, 2006).

One means to mitigate these losses and negative impacts is through some form of community-involved historic preservation or archaeology; this includes those archaeologies that deal with descendant groups by necessity, and those that seek out such partnering by choice. The former group includes archaeologies derived primarily from CRM, and sites that are so political or potentially polarizing in nature that a partnership is in the best interest of the firm or government. A common example would be the potential impact upon isolated burials or entire cemeteries by development. The latter form of descendant community partnering can have any number of rationales, but they include issues of social justice, a conscious feeling to ‘give back to the community’, to teach about the benefits of archaeology generally, and a personal interest or stake in the community, period, or site.

One example of this type is Freedman’s Cemetery (located just north of downtown Dallas, Texas), a historic African-American cemetery originally founded in 1869 within the fledgling settlement of Freedman’s Town, a community created by formerly enslaved people in the days and weeks following news of the Civil War’s end on 19 June 1865. In this regard Dallas was not unique; rather, literally hundreds such communities of recently emancipated black men and women sprang up overnight in the American South during the Civil War and its immediate aftermath. Freedman’s Cemetery saw continuous use as the primary burial ground for black Dallas from its founding in 1869 until its forced closure in 1907. Due to expansion of North Central Expressway, beginning in 1991, the Texas Department of Transportation sponsored intensive archaeological investigations at Freedman’s Cemetery; in all, 1,150 burials containing the remains of 1,157 individuals were exhumed archaeologically and subjected to detailed analyses (Condon et al. 1998; Davidson 1999, 2004a, 2007, 2008; Peter et al. 2000; Davidson et al. 2002).

Freedman’s Cemetery is a vastly important site; it is a priceless archaeological treasure that engendered contentious, polarizing politics, as well as a commensurate ‘community-making’ experience. It was emotionally difficult, because it opened up a window that exposed hidden wrongs perpetrated against the black community, but Freedman’s also opened up invaluable insights into their combined pasts.

At the time of its closure in 1907, Freedman’s Cemetery was four acres in extent. Through a series of unscrupulous land sales by numerous parties, including the city of Dallas, this had been whittled down through the years to 1.22 acres. It was this acreage that in 1965 had been simultaneously condemned and transformed by the Dallas City Council into a public park, complete with playground equipment and picnic tables atop unmarked graves (Davidson 1999: 65–77, 98).

The ‘discovery’ of Freedman’s Cemetery in December 1985 during initial right-of-way surveys, and the dawning realization that the highway expansion would severely impact it, initiated the interaction of several entities on the local, state, and federal levels, as well as private individuals. At various times interested parties included the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT), the City of Dallas (initially through the Dallas Park Board), Black Dallas Remembered, Inc. (the local African-American historical society), the local African-American Museum, the Temple Emanu-El Cemetery Association, the FDIC (the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, an independent corporation created by the United States government to guarantee bank deposits), Southland Corporation (the parent company of the ubiquitous ‘7–11’ corner convenience stores that exist across the United States and Canada), and various community members including those who could claim a familial relationship to individuals interred there. Although TxDOT was aware of the cemetery’s existence within the proposed right of way as early as December 1985, state officials did not initiate contact with the African-American community. Rather, in August 1989, at their own insistence and without any apparent outreach from TxDOT, black community leaders addressed a concerned letter to the highway department regarding any impacts the cemetery might face (Peters 2000: 3–5).

Obviously any archaeological endeavour dealing with human skeletal remains can be extremely contentious; especially so when the proposed widening of a contemporary highway uncovers a grim truth; that the same expressway had paved over nearly an acre of graves when originally constructed in 1946 and 1947, or just forty years after the last burial was interred there, and when the African-American community had little or no voice to protest their desecration. In part to control the message and potential political fallout regarding the ramifications of this past desecration and impending future impacts, TxDOT chose to excavate the cemetery as an entirely in-house project, which, given its scope and complexity, was an unusual deviation from normal agency practices. Such circumstances demand an open dialogue and at least some transparency; to put a public face and ‘best-spin’ on the project two full-time public relations spokesmen worked on the North Central Expressway Project for TxDOT, which included Freedman’s Cemetery.

From 1989 to its signing in the autumn of 1991, TxDOT officials ostensibly worked with the ‘descendant community’, forging the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), but beyond initial public Park Board meetings, the negotiation of specific elements of the MOU with community members was conducted exclusively with Dr Mamie McKnight (1990), who was the founder/president of the black historical society, Black Dallas Remembered, Inc., but not a lineal descendant of anyone interred within Freedman’s Cemetery. In Dallas, as elsewhere (see LaRoche, Chapter 32 this volume, for other examples), there was no single consensus or monolithic black community; the reality was much more complicated and contentious, with many different factions and points of view. By circumventing the voice and desire of the lineal descendants in the formulation of the MOU, however, TxDOT officials in part only forestalled controversy. The necessity of this, from TxDOT’s perspective, was to obtain legal cover for the activities of the highway department (both past and present); ‘community engagement’ was therefore an expedient process aimed at creating a superficial act of inclusion.

Throughout the Freedman’s Project, TxDOT district engineers saw the archaeology as a continual impediment to construction. At my final job interview with TxDOT in March 1992, both the district engineer overseeing North Central Expressway’s expansion and the Environmental Division’s head archaeologist asked what I thought the duties of my new job might entail. When I replied that it was to archaeologically exhume human burials, I was told, ‘no’, that my job was ‘to build highways’. At all stages of the Freedman’s Project, there was a constant complaint that the archaeology was moving too slowly. Even before exhumations began in November 1991, full-scale construction on North Central Expressway had begun at the highway’s northernmost extent, and was proceeding slowly southwards. As the exhumation of burials proceeded, the engineers were increasingly apprehensive that the archaeology would not be completed when the construction arrived at Lemmon Avenue and Freedman’s Cemetery. If this worst-case scenario occurred, it would have cost the state tens of millions of dollars in delays and cost overruns.

Consequently, constant pressure was exerted on the archaeological project team by district engineers, including the strongly worded and oft-repeated suggestion that we consider that the burials hand-excavated up to that date could constitute the ‘archaeological sample’. They suggested that the bulk of the remaining graves, numbering in the high hundreds, could be exhumed mechanically and quickly with a trained backhoe operator and superficial archaeological monitoring. The pressure to comply with this radical proposal was most strongly felt by the osteologists and Principal Investigator (or PI), and because the PI had an established rapport with members of the African-American community built up over several years, she was especially urged to help ‘sell’ this expedited removal plan to local black activists.

After several rebuffs by the archaeological team to this and other ‘time saving’ plans offered by the engineers, the Principal Investigator was removed from her position at Freedman’s Cemetery on the pretence of completing a backlog of previous reports of investigations, and transferred back to the home office in Austin. With a loss of leadership, and fearing the order to begin mechanical removal of graves, I and other archaeological and osteological staff attended an evening Dallas Parks Department meeting, convened so that a local highway department representative could ‘communicate’ to the black community the latest talking points regarding the Freedman’s Project. We took this opportunity to privately inform black community leaders Dr Mamie McKnight (as mentioned earlier, the president of the black historical society and signatory of the MOU) and Dr Robert Prince (lineal descendant of Dock Rowen the last cemetery trustee; Prince 1993) that the Principal Investigator had been removed from the project, and that while we officially could do nothing about it (indeed, we had been ordered not to communicate with the public in any way regarding the ongoing power struggle, or suffer possible dismissal), we privately urged them to publicly protest this move. When these same community leaders communicated their displeasure with these actions, in the following days, the Principal Investigator was allowed to return to Dallas and the subject of mechanical removal of burials was never seriously considered again.

While there were factions and divisions during the Freedman’s Project between the engineers and archaeologists, and even between elements of the highway department’s archaeology programme, on many occasions the black community—despite previous personal differences—were able, initially, to present a united front. This united front within the black community cracked, however, under the most contentious and divisive issue that affected the Freedman’s Project—the issue of DNA.

No skeletal DNA samples were collected from the graves at Freedman’s Cemetery. This lack of collection stems directly from the MOU executed between TxDOT, the Texas Historical Commission, and Black Dallas Remembered, Inc., signed in 1991 when DNA had not yet been successfully extracted from archaeological material. By 1993, technological advances made skeletal DNA an option, and TxDOT officials considered its potential collection, but Dr Mamie McKnight, the legal signatory for Black Dallas Remembered, declined to alter the existing MOU despite requests from lineal descendants of individuals interred within Freedman’s Cemetery, most vocally by Dr Robert Prince and Dr Emerson Emory, that such samples be collected (Dallas Morning News, 16 August 1993).

With the end of formal excavations in August 1994, coinciding with the final burial’s removal and analysis, TxDOT officials debated the fate of the greater Freedman’s Project. An existing contract with University of Texas–Southwestern Medical Center to perform basic osteological and historical analyses generated an osteological report by the autumn of 1995, but due to continued infighting between and amongst black community leaders and Freedman’s personnel, the final plan for analysis, write-up, and report completion aspects of the overarching project were delayed until 1998, when a consensus could be reached regarding what aspects of the recovered archaeological data would be included. When the Freedman’s Cemetery project ground to a halt during these later stages, the stoppage was often portrayed in the press (and among archaeologists) as being due to political tensions between the descendant community and the archaeologists. The political reality of the breakdown, however, was much more complicated. The ‘battle lines’, if you will, were drawn with a split within both the descendant community and the various groups of researchers—with members of each on both sides.

No one project is of one voice or perspective. Freedman’s Cemetery fell into the first category of community involvement, with a community partnering beginning indifferently and dictated out of political necessity, but many individuals not already employed by the highway department actually joined and remained with the Freedman’s Project specifically because they were motivated by aspects of the second rationale—to work with the living community and preserve this important archaeological resource.

This was very heady stuff for me, a naive 24-year-old when I joined the Freedman’s Project in March 1992. Everything about the Freedman’s Project was revelation, revealing about the hundreds of historical lives we uncovered through our excavations, and personally revelatory, a true life-changing experience. As I began working at Freedman’s Cemetery, by slow increments I became aware of the devastation that had occurred to the North Dallas Freedman’s Town community (where the cemetery was located). This destruction began with the construction of North Central Expressway in the 1940s, then with the Woodall Rodgers Freeway in the 1960s to 1980s, and finally by unchecked commercial development in the 1980s and 1990s. When I arrived in 1992, the entire historic Hall and State black business district, once known as the ‘Harlem of the South’, was gone. Some of the businesses lost were the Harlem Tavern, the Hall Street Recreation Club, the North Dallas Taxi Cab Company, the State Beauty Shop, Papa Dad’s Barbeque, the McMillan Sanitarium, and the State Theater (1930, 1937 Dallas City Directories). So too, many of the early black homes of this North Dallas neighbourhood were either gone or were actively being torn down, bulldozed away, leaving only the ghostly remnants of street signs, sidewalks, and driveways that led to nowhere. The late 1990s saw expensive town homes and condominiums built over these same sites, destroying any last remnant of salvation through archaeology.

Living just blocks away from the cemetery, and seeing the neighbourhood every day for four years as the Freedman’s Project was ongoing, I was at first puzzled by the existence of this vacant scar in Dallas’s urban centre, and only later saddened and angry to realize what these vacant lots, through the pages of Dallas’s city directories and other archival sources, had once held. In a visceral way, even to an outsider it was clear that a sort of crime had been committed against the black community, a historical legacy taken without anyone acknowledging its due.

Undoubtedly, Freedman’s Cemetery admirably serves as the heart and core metaphor for the Black Experience in Dallas, but it is, by itself, an incomplete expression of that time. A neighbourhood-based study in the old North Dallas Freedman’s Town, grounded within household archaeology, could create a linkage between the Freedman’s Project, and the insights created through it, to both the historical community it once served as well as the living community who look to it as a symbol of both its past and its present. Although the expansion of North Central Expressway in the early 1990s also impacted many other historical sites, including elements of the old North Dallas Freedman’s Town, the highway department did not archaeologically mitigate any property save for Freedman’s Cemetery. With this massive loss of opportunity, how could a connection through a project of memory or archaeology still be made to the living community, both past and present?

COMMUNITY PARTNERING AT JULIETTE STREET, DALLAS TEXAS (BRANDON)

In searching for a means to engage honestly with the living community regarding their heritage, all of these motivations came together on a single house lot within the old North Dallas Freedman’s Town neighbourhood (Figure 31.1). This area is now a bustling arts district in the last throes of revitalization and new urbanism. The African-American residents have largely been pushed out of what had once been synonymous with ‘Black Dallas’, the area stripped of both its historical precedence and African-American residents. The current name given to this same area is ‘Uptown’ or the ‘Citiplace Neighborhood’, the latter named for the adjacent Citiplace Tower, which was for many years the headquarters for the Southland Corporation (as mentioned above, the parent company of the ‘7–11’ stores). One potential means of mitigating this historical loss, through archaeology, has heretofore been lacking, due to a failure to enforce state and federal antiquities laws locally. This is, in part, based on a State Historic Preservation Office policy biased against valuing late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century sites (e.g. Barile 2004; Davidson 2004b: 79–86; Denton 1999: 13). While this bias has been changing in recent years, the virtual lack of enforcement of state and federal antiquities laws in the urban Dallas area remains a near constant.
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FIGURE 31.1 St Paul United Methodist Church in the shadow of development in downtown Dallas, Texas, 2002. (Photo: James Davidson.)

This erasure of black history and of community in Dallas first inspired an archival study of a single block of an abandoned street in the centre of North Dallas Freedman’s Town—Juliette Street (Davidson and Brandon 2001; Davidson et al. 2002; Davidson 2004b). In early 2002 we turned rhetoric into action and began the process of looking for historic properties in the North Dallas Freedman’s Town area (see Davidson 2004b: 86–8 for a more thorough discussion), with the goal of an archaeological pilot study in North Dallas Freedman’s Town.

After conducting a week-long survey of the district, we realized that the earliest and most intact section of the earliest part of the old Freedman’s Town settlement was the area studied archivally—a road, long since abandoned, once known as Juliette Street. Settled by freedmen and their families in the late 1860s, this portion was incorporated into the city of Dallas in 1874. From its earliest days until its demise in the 1960s, Juliette Street always was African American.

Of all the structures that once lined Juliette Street, St Paul United Methodist Church is the only survivor. Founded at its present location in the summer of 1873, the present-day Gothic-style brick structure was begun in 1901 and finally completed in 1925. Moreover, the congregation owned not only the church property but also an adjacent lot where a house had once stood. Since we were also seeking community input and involvement, the church met both criteria beautifully.

In the spring of 2002 we travelled to Dallas along with our graduate mentor—Dr Maria Franklin—to meet with Reverend Sharon Paterson and key members of the St Paul congregation, to explain what we had in mind, and also to solicit their input regarding what they would like to see accomplished and what research questions they would like to see addressed during the course of the summer and beyond. We listened to church elders as they spoke about community loss and specifically the attempts to silence the African-American heritage of historic Black Dallas (Figure 31.2).

We were excited—here was a descendant community that spoke in similar ways and was interested in similar questions to the archaeological researchers. My most vivid memories of the project revolve around our shared language—one example was this first meeting between archaeologists and congregation members where Davidson, who had been involved in research in Dallas since the early 1990s (see above), became very animated while describing past racial and political injustices in Dallas. The shocked look on congregation members’ faces soon changed to openness and agreement as they began to join in adding supportive historical elements to Davidson’s narratives. Davidson had inadvertently let the members of St Paul know, first, that he had ‘done his homework’ on Black Dallas and came prepared to the project, and, second, that he was deeply passionate about Dallas’s history and respectful of the community’s story.
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FIGURE 31.2 Drs Maria Franklin and James Davidson consult with long-time members of St Paul Methodist Church in Dallas, Texas, about local history and genealogy, 2001. (Photo: Jamie Brandon.)

The church elders implemented several excellent elements in our initial research design, many of which revolved around engaging young people in the church and the community’s history (St Paul was celebrating its 129th anniversary on Juliette Street). It was decided to merge elements of the church’s summer youth programme, Camp Succeed, into the field school, so that in the weeks to come the undergraduate field school students, having been taught basic excavation techniques, would in turn teach children from the community.

Before we could finalize the project, we would have to seek ultimate approval from the congregation as a whole. Accordingly, we travelled to Dallas one Sunday morning, and during a regular church service Davidson climbed onto the stage and took to the pulpit, explaining our background, including previous work on the Freedman’s Project, the history of the house lot just outside the stained glass windows, and the goals of the proposed field school. Receiving a warm welcome (and even some hallelujahs), the 2002 University of Texas at Austin Archaeological Field School entered into an ongoing community partnership with the staff and congregation of St Paul at the Cole House site.

Despite the micro-diaspora that has driven the former residents of the Juliette Street area to the outlying areas of greater Dallas, St Paul serves as a tangible articulation point for this non-geographic community. Every Sunday former area residents and their descendants come to the church from all over the Dallas ‘Metroplex’, renewing their ties, recreating the community, and keeping the cultural memory of Freedman’s Town alive.

The congregation includes many who remember Juliette Street and the surrounding blocks fondly, as well as lineal descendants who once resided there; this included descendants of the Cole family, who once lived in the shotgun house we excavated in 2002. Our archaeological goals were simple: to open a small window into some of the processes of community and social construction that occurred in Black Dallas in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This insight is especially important because these communities were formed within inherently racist societal structures, revealing at least some of the outcomes of racism on the lives of individuals.

The house lot owned by the church was extremely small, measuring only 23 feet by 87 feet in extent. By every measure, the Cole House appears to have been a classic shotgun house, probably with three rooms and no hall to connect them. Based on Sanborn Insurance maps, and comparisons to a 1906 shotgun house currently preserved at Dallas’s Old City Park, the Cole House stood approximately 43 feet in length, and only 12 feet in width.

A series of working-class African-American families resided on this property from its initial purchase in 1880 to 1962, when the structure was razed and the lot purchased by the church. As the name of the site might suggest, the longest occupation was by the Cole family, from 1886 to 1910, or for some twenty-five years. Within this tiny shotgun house resided Thomas Cole and his wife Nora, and it was here that their four daughters were born and raised: Henrietta, Della, Sallie, and Viola. Both Thomas and Nora were born into slavery in Texas during the Civil War; while their children were all born in the 1880s. Thomas Cole was, depending upon the year, a day labourer, a carpenter, and, later, owner of a horse feed and fuel business. According to the 1900 census and later city directories, Nora never worked outside the home. Fittingly, the entire family attended St Paul, and Thomas Cole served as a trustee for the church. Their descendants, Reggie Smith and his mother Ava Cox, are still members of St Paul.

Our relationship with St Paul may have gone smoothly, in part, because we shared similar ideas about the stories we wanted to tell about the past, but there were, of course, elements of tension in negotiating the Juliette Street Project. These tensions did not, however, stem so much from our relationship with the St Paul congregation, but with other stakeholders in the project—such as Alexander Troup, the avocational archaeologist who had first discovered intact archaeological features on Juliette Street in 1990 (see Davidson 2004b), and local historians of Black Dallas (some also a part of the larger black community). Many were suspicious of us as outsiders to the Dallas community. Thus, in retrospect, our success in this project involved not only a concordance of interests between us and our research partners, but also the specificity of the community with which we partnered.

When we contacted the church in the spring of 2002, Reverend Patterson and others were attempting to secure external sources of funding for much-needed repairs to the venerable structure. Simultaneously, there was subtle pressure on the church to ‘sell out’ and move, as their property lies in the middle of the ever-developing, upscale Dallas Arts District. Due to this conflicting geography, the church had difficulty in securing this much-needed funding. Through our 2002 field school excavations, we brought attention to the church’s long and distinguished history, as the last ‘living’ link to the Freedman’s Town that has all but vanished, as well as calling attention to its current plight. As a result, St Paul received press coverage with multiple stories in the Dallas Morning News and the local TV news. Through this added publicity, the church received over a thousand dollars in badly needed funds.

The actual archaeological data and artefacts recovered during excavations were slight; the house lot had been scraped once when the house was razed in the early 1960s, and again by the church to aid in drainage issues. The only intact deposits were recovered from portions of the backyard. Even before we began the Cole House excavation, we realized that the site integrity was probably marginal, and much ‘richer’ or more intact sites could have been chosen. We instead chose the descendant community first, and came to view the integrity of the site as secondary to the first goal of direct community involvement. Despite the fact that the actual amount of intact nineteenth-century material was indeed small, we considered the project a success, with the very act of archaeology a positive one, engendering community good will, putting a spotlight on St Paul, and giving a small voice to this lost past.

Our 2002 work on Juliette Street was just the smallest step taken towards the goal of understanding some of the societal processes African-American families both experienced and created in the earliest stages of building a life for themselves after enslavement. It was our hope that, from this small positive first step, future work would materially add to this picture, through future excavations of the block’s eighteen former structures. These encompassed residents from a wide economic range, ranging from Dallas’s black elite (Dock Rowen) to its working poor (Jane Reese), and contained virtually every aspect of daily life—home, commercial, spiritual, and social—admirably serving as a proxy for Black Dallas, and the living counterpoint for the burial population of Freedman’s Cemetery.

Unfortunately, this last intact portion of Juliette Street, which was itself the most intact and earliest remaining portion of Freedman’s Town area, has been all but destroyed. At the time the archival study of Juliette Street was published in 2004 (Davidson 2004b), the City of Dallas already had plans under way to expand the adjacent Arts District into this space, with the construction of a Dallas Museum of Natural History annex museum. While this did not occur, the archaeological integrity of the block was essentially destroyed with the construction of One Arts Plaza, a $125 million multiuse development, the first of three buildings covering over 10 acres at the eastern edge of the Dallas Arts District.

Jodi Skipper, one of our colleagues who is currently a doctoral student working with Dr Maria Franklin at the University of Texas at Austin, is actively engaged with the St Paul congregation in creating artefact displays and, more importantly, a social history of the community through the church itself. The archaeological scope of the project was truncated through the block’s destruction via commercial development, but the social history aspect was expanded, again allowing the living community to act as guide, directing the scope and focus of the project as a whole.

RACE, PROPERTY OWNERSHIP, REMEMBERING, AND INTENTIONAL FORGETTING (BRANDON AND DAVIDSON)

Example 1 (Brandon)

Descendant community partnering is often considered the domain of minority groups, with archaeologies of the majority or dominant group routinely explored by white archaeologists with little or no controversy or involvement with modern-day descendants. This lack of engagement between archaeologists and white or dominant groups often occurs in part because their past and present is assured, and felt to be under their control. Interactions between white descendant communities, however, can be just as crucial, beneficial, and/or contentious as those with minority communities.

One example of such an archaeology is Van Winkle’s Mill, a late nineteenth-century sawmill community in the Arkansas Ozark Mountains which originally used enslaved labour and later freed African-American labour after the Civil War (Brandon et al. 2000; Brandon and Davidson 2003, 2005; Brandon 2004). Van Winkle’s Mill, unlike our work in Dallas, was not initially conceived of as a project that would partner with descendant communities when it began in 1997. The fact that one of the lineal descendant communities—the white Van Winkle descendants—came to us touched off a larger dialogue with both lineal descendant communities and larger, more general stakeholders during this ten-year project.

Van Winkle’s Mill in the rural Ozarks is a place where African-American heritage has been silenced in the local, regional, and national historical narratives, and much of the lineal African-American descendant community has also almost completely dispersed geographically (Brandon 2004: 111–17; Brandon and Davidson 2005: 125–6). The dominant historical narrative in the Ozarks is a regional- and national-level trope that remembers the Ozarks as a place historically inhabited by white, anti-modern, yeomen farmers—the ‘hillbilly’. The combination of physical diaspora (which itself was due to economic factors and racial discrimination) and the oppressive force of historical memory made engagement with African-American descendants at Van Winkle’s Mill extremely difficult.

The opportunity to explore this regional and national-level narrative was, however, what originally drew us to Van Winkle’s Mill. Here we had the opportunity to talk about many diverse aspects of Ozark history that were often silenced—with African-American heritage in the Ozarks being at the top of the list (e.g. Brandon and Hilliard 1998; Brandon 2008b). The lineal descendants of Peter Van Winkle, the white mill owner who enslaved a part of his workforce, were already aware of the site and had written a family history. They were well organized (they even had a round-robin newsletter that they sent out at intervals) and became actively engaged throughout the project not only with the archaeologists but also with Arkansas State Parks, who was developing the site as a park that interpreted the ‘hidden diversity’ of the Arkansas Ozarks (Figure 31.3).

As we listened to the white descendant community, it became clear that they had their own silences they were fighting, and their own narrative that they were attempting to inscribe on the past of Van Winkle’s Mill. Remembering the now forgotten figure of Peter Van Winkle was so important that the Van Winkle family history, published in 1993, made Peter the central icon—Peter Marseilles Van Winkle: His Life and Times, his Ancestors Back to the 16th Century and Most of his Descendants (Hicks 1990). Although several members of the white descendant community were not opposed to (or even were in favour of) confronting the legacy of slavery at Van Winkle’s Mill, other white descendants—in keeping with the dominant cultural memory of the region and in an effort to protect their ancestor’s heroic place in the historical narrative—were against even mentioning slavery at Van Winkle’s Mill. Part of our work involved maintaining good relationships with all, even as we attempted to pursue our own research objective to study the African-American archaeology of the site.

Archaeological investigations in Van Winkle’s Hollow spanned 1997 to 2005, and included excavations at the main house, the sawmill area, the blacksmith’s shop, and, most extensively, two slave/freedman’s quarters occupied before and after Emancipation. In 2002, in an attempt to tell the complex story of diversity in the nineteenth-century Ozarks (and how it has come to be forgotten) beyond the archaeology itself, we partnered with lineal descendant communities, The Rogers Historical Museum, Hobbs State Park, the Arkansas Humanities Council, and the Bentonville and Rogers School Districts to launch a project as a part of their educational programmes for schools. Using historical documents, archaeological information, family history, and other sources, we proposed to expose some 1,300 fifth-grade children in Benton County schools to critical history through the story of Van Winkle’s Mill.
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FIGURE 31.3 Benton County School District Students doing first-person interpretation at Van Winkle’s Mill greet descendants of Peter Van Winkle during a public interpretative event, 2003. (Photo: Jamie Brandon.)

The curriculum was multidisciplinary and sought to introduce students to aspects of the natural environment that made the lumber mill possible, the social, political, and economic history of north-west Arkansas, the concept of industrial slavery and African-American heritage in the Ozarks, the impact of the Civil War on the region, and how different types of sources (including historical archaeology) come together to reconstruct the history of a site. The programme included a class visit to provide background information for (and primary documentation of) Van Winkle’s Mill, and a field trip to the site where students rotated through several key interpretative locations. Students dressed up as key historical figures—including Peter Van Winkle and his wife Temperance—and put on plays in the hollow, with several elderly Van Winkle descendants in attendance.

The Van Winkle programme was widely considered an overall success from an educational standpoint. Thirty-six fifth-grade classes participated and the Rogers Historical Museum won the ‘2004 Educational Program of the Year’ award from the Arkansas Museums Association for the programme. Yet some aspects of the programme were clearly more successful than others and we believe this is due to several forces, including the resilience of cultural memory and the confusion caused by the complexity of the two historical narratives being presented (i.e. the story of the African-American community at Van Winkle’s Mill and the story of Peter Van Winkle and industrial heritage in the Ozarks). Student evaluations made it clear that while we were successful in tackling the hillbilly stereotype through the story of Peter Van Winkle and his mill, the critical history of enslavement at the mill was lost in the translation.

It should be evident that, although highly flexible and contradictory, there is also a certain resilient quality to cultural memory. This can be seen in works such as Richard Handler and Eric Gable’s The New History in an Old Museum (1997) which chronicles the complications and difficulties of the attempts of social historians to introduce critical views of colonial America (including a revised examination of slavery and the African-American colonial experience) into the public interpretations at Williamsburg. The identity of Williamsburg’s white citizens had been actively remade in cultural memory with the American Revolution as its focus (Handler and Gable 1997: 33). This substitution of the colonial trope for the Civil War trope in both local and national cultural memory is not unlike the hillbilly trope’s ascendancy in the Ozarks—focusing attention on a favoured protagonist and erasing the diversity of Williamsburg from memory. This resistance to constructionist views of history and alternative historical narratives at Colonial Williamsburg strikes a resonance with some of our experiences at Van Winkle’s Mill. It is difficult to complicate the cultural memory of the Ozarks with such topics as diversity, modernity, industrialism, slavery, and racism.

It is important to emphasize a final point with regard to this site. The white Van Winkle descendant community, centred around Marilyn Hicks, great-granddaughter of Peter Van Winkle, although relatively affluent, no longer owned the mill or the greater Van Winkle properties—this acreage is now owned by Arkansas State Parks. Although we were sensitive to the Van Winkle descendants’ interests, and even though they had approached us to partner with them, they did not own the physical property under study. To gain access to the property, we had to first gain permission from state officials in north-west Arkansas and Little Rock. In one sense, then, the position of the descendants was similar to most African-American communities: they were alienated from actual ‘ownership’ of the physical landscape of their cultural heritage. If the white descendants of Peter Van Winkle we partnered with had not understood or were unsympathetic to our archaeological emphasis on African-American enslavement and emancipation, we could have proceeded, in legal terms, without their input or cooperation. This would have resulted in a lack of engagement with, and a denial of, one descendant community’s wishes or desires. Although archaeology in an ideal world would serve all interests equally and proceed within a ‘do no harm’ philosophy, archaeology deals with the real world, with all of its nuance and inequalities, both past and present. In fact, the power of historical archaeology lies in large part within its purview to expose and confront these past inequalities so that lessons might be learned from them. Our primary focus on those who laboured under slavery and later emancipation, despite the potential for protests from white descendants, would have served the greater conscience of the discipline.

Example 2 (Davidson)

The alienation from the palpable, physical, historical landscape, commonly experienced at some level by many African-American communities, can be seen most poignantly in the fourth and final site to be discussed—Rosewood, Florida—which in many ways is a mirror image of Van Winkle’s Mill, and easily stands as the most contentious archaeology in this essay. Rosewood was located in western Levy County, Florida, and only nine miles from the Gulf of Mexico. Although founded in the 1850s, this tiny town is known only for what transpired between 1 January and 7 January 1923—a horrible sequence of events which rapidly unfolded in the black town of Rosewood and the adjacent white community of Sumner, causing the destruction of the former. That New Year’s Day morning, a white woman in Sumner, Fannie Taylor, claimed that a strange black man had forced his way into her home and assaulted her. The Rosewood survivors remember it another way; that Fannie Taylor had been having an affair with a white railroad employee who travelled up and down the line that went through town. For some reason, that New Year’s Day morning, they had quarrelled and he had assaulted her. With a black eye and bruises to explain, Mrs Taylor chose an easy lie over the hard truth. But her lie had dire repercussions; in less than a week an all white mob numbering in the hundreds methodically looted, vandalized, and then torched the town of Rosewood (Figure 31.4 (Anonymous 1923)), in the process killing several innocent men and women, driving out the entire black population of the town, who would never return, and essentially destroying any above-ground signature of its very existence (Jones et al. 1993; Dye 1996; Colburn 1997; Jenkins 2003; Davidson and Gonzalez-Tennant 2008).

When it was destroyed in January 1923, the little town was all but exclusively African American and contained two general stores, one black and one white owned, two churches, a school, a Masonic Hall, a baseball diamond, a railroad depot, a small community cemetery, as well as dozens of private homes, barns, and outbuildings. The town’s name, Rosewood, was derived from the local cedar trees, and the inhabitants worked primarily in the timber industry, either at the local sawmill in nearby Sumner or in the collection of turpentine in the woods surrounding the small settlement (Dye 1996).

Rosewood shares a similar span of time, scope, and economy with Van Winkle’s Hollow; both were composed of tiny communities whose economies were based in the timber industry. The starkest difference between Van Winkle and Rosewood is that Van Winkle’s Hollow was slowly abandoned and allowed to grow wild in the first half of the twentieth century, as its surrounding lands were over timbered and the mill rendered obsolete; Rosewood’s demise was immediate and violent.
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FIGURE 31.4 Photo of Rosewood Fire, from 1923 newspaper account (Anonymous 1923). (Photo: Jamie Brandon.)

The town of Rosewood, and what happened there, was for decades remembered only by the perpetrators, the survivors, and their descendants. Its story became common knowledge only in the early 1980s through a series of newspaper articles, culminating a decade later in the creation of a historical truth commission mandated by the state. Because of the commission’s findings, in 1994 the state of Florida officially finally recognized the gross violation of the Rosewood community’s civil rights and loss of property with a monetary compensation of two million dollars. Unfortunately, the reparations bill failed to address the return of lost property. Virtually all of what was once Rosewood is in the hands of white landowners, ambivalent or even actively hostile to any attempt at remembering this past. Attempts to contact current landowners by mail, enquiring about the potential of initiating archaeology on their properties, have all been ignored.

Since my arrival at the University of Florida in 2004, I have slowly begun a Rosewood Memory project, first by approaching Lizzie Jenkins, a Rosewood descendant, retired schoolteacher, and historian, who has organized several Rosewood events including banquets with speakers. I spoke to the descendants and Rosewood supporters at the banquet in 2005, and began to slowly expand upon previous histories of Rosewood by implementing a comprehensive land deed search. I hope to reconstruct the history of the physical town and to document how these properties were lost by Rosewood’s survivors after the town’s destruction (losses that appear to be due to seizure from back taxes and unscrupulous land transfers).

After the Rosewood Massacre, many African Americans left Levy County, never to return. In the 2000 federal census, the population was almost entirely white (10.97 per cent African American). Although dispersed throughout Florida and the United States, the Rosewood descendant community exists and is open to remembering its past, but again it is not monolithic; there are at least four rival organizations formed by descendants to promote the memory of the town and its demise—The Real Rosewood Foundation (founded by Lizzie Jenkins), Remembering Rosewood, The Rosewood Forum, and the Rosewood Heritage Foundation.

The Rosewood Memory Project is also being directed by Edward Gonzalez-Tennant, a graduate student at the University of Florida, as his doctoral dissertation. In part, Gonzalez-Tennant is combining the land deed study with a sophisticated GIS to digitally model the town, recreating a virtual Rosewood that will be combined with an easily accessible website and interface, all for purposes of public education. We also now have access to a small portion of the town. A retired African-American professor has purchased five acres in historic Rosewood, and is eager to begin an archaeological investigation. For the first time, we can practise traditional aspects of ‘dirt archaeology’. This engagement is a partnership with a private landowner, however, who while black is not a Rosewood descendant. Although there are many different descendant groups and disparate points of view about how to commemorate the town and its past, beginning an archaeological investigation of Rosewood at this entry point will necessarily mean that we are collaborating with an outsider. Even though this collaborator is part of the greater African-American community, we may inadvertently alienate lineal descendants in the process. Further, although we ostensibly have a small foothold in Rosewood, we still do not as yet have access to the main parts of the town-the churches, stores, depot, cemetery, or the Sarah Carrier house, where the siege and hours-long gun battle took place, and where four people died.

ETHNOGRAPHIC METHODS, HISTORICAL NARRATIVES, AND DESCENDANT COMMUNITIES

This essay has demonstrated how complicated, contradictory, multifaceted, and poly-vocal these things called descendant communities can be, but it has not directly discussed applied methods of research and discourse that we develop to help us engage. If every situation is different and the political nuances of descendant communities are so varied, how are we to partner with them in a meaningful way without the unintended consequences alluded to by Pyburn? It seems to us that researchers engaged in the archaeology of the African Diaspora have already prescribed a basic, overall, operational answer to this dilemma. We heard it when Linda Derry explained how she got past community disinterest in Selma, Alabama: ‘I had to find someone willing to talk to me, and I had to start listening (Derry 1997: 21, original emphasis). We heard it when Maria Franklin said that the ‘success or failure of our attempts to establish ties with black Americans will hinge upon our level of sensitivity, openness, and understanding of the histories and viewpoints that they bring to the exchange’ (Franklin 1997: 37, original emphasis).

Our colleagues in social and cultural anthropology who work with contemporary cultures do this on a daily basis (McDavid 2004: 37–8). They have to constantly negotiate a balance between their wants/needs/interests as researchers and those of their informants. Further, it is understood that the process is dynamic and continuous; it should be initiated in the project design and continue through implementation by way of dialogue and negotiation with those studied (Shackel and Chambers 2004).

In short, we as archaeologists—especially those of us who see ourselves as activists—should learn to put some training as cultural anthropologists to work—take the time to learn the political terrain, identify the diverse stakeholders, listen to the discourses, and negotiate as best we can a working relationship. One of the answers is sustained ethnographic engagement (Reeves 2004: 75–7). We have now entered a time when archaeologists consistently engage living communities—and diverse, contradictory ones at that—to the extent that the old Willey and Phillips (1958: 2) maxim that ‘archaeology is anthropology or it is nothing’ takes on a new and greater meaning.
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CHAPTER 32
THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF ARCHAEOLOGY

THE BENEFITS OF PUBLIC INTERVENTION AT AFRICAN-AMERICAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES

CHERYL JANIFER LAROCHE

Cheryl Janifer LaRoche holds a doctoral degree in American Studies as a Ford Fellow from the University of Maryland, College Park, and is a well-known lecturer, author, public speaker, consultant, researcher, cultural heritage specialist, conservator and professor whose work crosses several disciplines within the study of the African Diaspora. Her work has had a profound effect on historical archaeology, especially with regard to the research designs used to study the African Diaspora and the development of politically informed educational outreach programming. A sampling of her projects includes the President’s House archaeological project in Philadelphia, the Josiah Henson site in Montgomery County Maryland, the Boston African Meeting House and UMass Boston project, the Duffield Street Project in Brooklyn, New York, the Harriet Tubman Historic Area for the National Park Service, the African Burial Ground Project and Five Points Project in New York City, the Philadelphia First African Baptist Church, and the Henrietta Marie Slave Ship project. She is now completing work on her first book, a study of the relationship between free black communities and the Underground Railroad.

INTRODUCTION

ARCHAEOLOGY occupies an important place in historicizing the African-American experience—principally where little historical evidence survives. Sites reveal key, often seminal, yet generally unknown aspects of African-American history and culture. Archaeology is particularly useful where traditional historical methods relying on textual evidence are used to define a poorly documented or forgotten African-American past. Given that historical archaeology has the capacity to create links among historical evidence, the oral record, and material and cultural forms of expressions, it should come as no surprise that conflicts over outcomes at African-American heritage sites can be so virulent. As with archaeology in general, the nature of African-American archaeology is such that archaeologists are continually challenged by the unexpected and hampered by the unknown. These are the qualities of the field that alternately inflame and inspire the public.

Focusing on African-American sites in particular, this chapter examines the constructive outcomes, lasting societal benefits, and enduring commemorative legacies that arise when individuals act collectively to define historical value and meaning through archaeology. Public intervention shaped research and eventual outcomes at the four sites discussed in this essay: The President’s House in Philadelphia, the Henrietta Marie (a slave ship that sank off the coast of Key West, Florida in 1701), the Freedmen’s Cemetery in Alexandria, VA, and New York City’s African Burial Ground. These projects, among the most powerful archaeological projects of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries associated with African-American history in the United States, exist in scope, scale, and outcomes solely because of sustained activism on the part of committed individuals, descendant communities, stakeholders, and scholarly activists. For each site, the public has played a major role in reclamation, scholarly and public interpretation, and, finally, monumental recognition. Cultural production and various forms of artistic expression have assured an enduring legacy for these sites as well. Beginning with the President’s House archaeological project in Philadelphia as a comparative model, this chapter considers African-American archaeological sites born in controversy and sustained by public and scholarly activism.

THE PRESIDENT’S HOUSE ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECT, PHILADELPHIA

Although New York City served as the nation’s first capital from 1785 to 1790, the seat of government was relocated to Philadelphia in 1790 (before being moved to its current location in Washington, DC, in 1800). The first President of the United States, George Washington, and his wife Martha moved from New York to the new capital city of Philadelphia, where the home of statesman Robert Morris served as the first executive mansion. Washington described the dwelling at Sixth and Market Streets as ‘the best single house in the city’ although ‘inadequate to the commodious accommodation of my family’ without additions (Washington 1790). Also requiring accommodations were the nine enslaved workers President Washington and Mrs Washington held in slavery at the President’s House between 1790 and 1797. Seven of the nine were known as dower slaves, meaning they were enslaved by Martha Washington and controlled by her estate.

According to Pennsylvania’s Gradual Abolition Act, enslaved persons residing in the city were entitled to their freedom after a six-month residency period. Washington, however, consistently rotated his enslaved workforce out of state before that time limit, even though the Act first allowed and then closed the loophole by specifically prohibiting this practice (Independence Hall Association 1995; see also Lawler n.d.). Therefore, the President and the First Lady illegally held all nine of the captives in slavery in Pennsylvania during the presidential years. In contrast, John Adams, the nation’s second President who occupied the house from 1797 to 1800, stood as one of the few early US statesmen who did not own slaves. In short, as the capital of the young republic moved from New York to Philadelphia, the Commander-in-Chief, along with the majority of the statesmen he led, continued to actively perpetuate the practice of slavery. The President’s House archaeological project, therefore, evolved as a multi-layered site, rich in historical and contemporary interpretative frames. The story that archaeology more fully exposed encompassed both the promise of a new democracy, as expressed in the executive branch of the newly formed government, and the nation’s ongoing relationship with slavery. The story of the house, moreover, goes beyond bondage by drawing attention to the dichotomy between the rhetoric of liberty and the unconscionable reality of slavery, both nationally and locally.

Defying Washington and the new government in seeking the freedom promised but not granted in the Constitution, Martha Washington’s personal maid, Ona ‘Oney’ Judge, escaped from the President’s house to Portsmouth, New Hampshire, in 1796 (Gerson 2000). It had long been believed that President Washington’s famed cook, Hercules, also escaped from the executive mansion. Recent scholarship reveals, however, that Hercules escaped from Washington’s Virginia home at Mount Vernon. In choosing to seek his freedom on Washington’s 65th birthday, Hercules escaped, as had Ona Judge and so many successful escapees before him, when the enslaver was distracted and preoccupied.

These compelling life stories, and other aspects of the archaeological and historical narratives described here, galvanized the public, whose insistence fostered historical reinterpretation as well as redefined contemporary, archaeological, institutional, and municipal practices. Fruitful opportunities for re-examining many aspects of American history converged. At the intersection between archaeology and public participation at the President’s House site interpretations of the excavation of the house foundations and reassessment of its occupants are pushing American history in new directions.

This chapter will recount how the public asserted its influence over archaeological research and interpretation at the site where ‘our first two presidents literally invented what it meant to be the Chief Executive of the United States’, where Washington signed the Fugitive Slave Act of 1793, and from which one brave woman, a trusted and valued captive, escaped slavery (Gerson 2000; Wiencek 2003; City of Philadelphia 2005: 2). The impetus for the excavation of the President’s House was not simply an archaeological exploration of George Washington as America’s first President, but rather a contextualization of George Washington, the icon, as the first of America’s twelve slaveholding president’s, eight of whom held blacks in captivity while they served as President of the United States.

Archaeology and the process of protest

The archaeological excavations of the President’s House which took place between March and July of 2007, were, in fact, driven by and were a result of archaeology at the Liberty Bell pavilion. In light of and expanding upon this larger context, a brief account needs to unfold—one which did not, originally, include a role for archaeology of the President’s House site. The President’s House original location on Market Street was ‘less than six hundred feet from Independence Hall’ (Lawler 2002a: 5). Most important for our purposes here, the remains of the President’s House lay buried in front of the new Liberty Bell Pavilion. The site stands at the epicentre of both modern and historic Philadelphia (Figure 32.1).
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FIGURE 32.1 Photograph of Liberty Bell Pavilion with full-sized outline overlay of the President’s House site. (Courtesy of Edward Lawler, Jr., and UShistory.org.)

Between 1999 and 2001, the National Park Service (NPS or Park Service) oversaw archaeological investigations to make way for construction of the Liberty Bell Pavilion which was completed in 2003. John Milner Associates excavated out buildings and structures associated with George Washington’s occupation. At that time, NPS did not call for the excavation of the area immediately surrounding the actual Pavilion structure, and had no plans to do so, citing the well-tested strategy that the area was outside the footprint of the proposed Liberty Bell structure. Furthermore, the NPS assessment of the area determined that there was not much of the house left to excavate—the analysis suggested that there might be traces of intact remains in a few areas, but traces only, thus not ‘worth’ the considerable expense of doing archaeology. In short, Independence National Historical Park had no plans to excavate the underlying and associated remains of the President’s House when the Liberty Bell Pavilion was built, despite the established location of the immediate associated remains (Figure 32.2). In fact, NPS thought so little of the general area of the site as a historical resource that from 1954 to 2003 a public toilet with a bronze commemorative plaque attached to a wall outside the bathroom stood above the footprint of the main portion of the original house (City of Philadelphia 2005: 3).
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FIGURE 32.2 Location map of President’s House site with aerial view insert. (Courtesy of URS Corporation.)

The decision not to excavate beyond the footprint of the pavilion has wrought lifelong consequences. In November 2001, WHYY radio first aired a segment about a growing dispute followed by a 2002 article by architectural historian Edward Lawler, Jr. Lawler’s article brought to public light the problems inherent in the original plan—at first in terms of how the Liberty Bell Pavilion itself was publicly interpreted and commemorated and, later, in terms of how the underlying archaeological remains were considered.

Lawler’s article, ‘The President’s House in Philadelphia: The Rediscovery of a Lost Landmark’ (Lawler 2002a), highlighted several points which, in part, established the research parameters of the excavations that did, finally, take place. At the time it was published, however, nothing about Lawler’s ‘article caused more controversy or received more public attention … than the revelation that as visitors approached what would be the new Liberty Bell Center they would cross over the area where George Washington’s slaves had once lived’ (Miller 2005: n.p.). Lawler concluded his article by stating, ‘the last thing that a visitor will walk across or pass before entering the Liberty Bell Center will be the slave quarters that George Washington added to the President’s House’. The quarters for George Washington’s enslaved liverymen were buried a mere five feet from the entrance to the pavilion. Visitors would have to walk over slave quarters for their encounter with the Liberty Bell, one of the nation’s most important and recognized symbols of liberty and freedom. Given the iconic status of the Bell as a symbol of abolitionists’ efforts to put an end to American slavery, noted historian Gary Nash, among many others, lashed out and demanded that the Park Service stop ‘murdering’ historical memory (Loviglio 2002).

As Lawler first described the President’s House site and the Park Service announced ‘that it would not change its interpretive plans for the [Pavilion] site’ (Lawler 2002a: 9–94; Miller 2005: n.p.), controversy erupted. The Philadelphia public conceived of the site in terms of its ability to contribute to African-American history, and to set the record straight about slavery and the founding of the nation. African-American community groups demanded a fuller history be told, one that included the story of George and Martha Washington’s enslaved workers. It should be noted here that the Park Service had initially insisted that the story of Washington’s enslaved workers was distinct from the story of the Liberty Bell, and best told elsewhere (Salisbury and Saffron 2002). This official position notwithstanding, the metaphor of a trampled history of slavery, buried and forgotten beneath the entrance to the iconic symbol of liberty, ignited a level of public indignation that would not allow this injustice to continue. At the President’s House site, ‘the stories of American slavery and American freedom came together in a single, and very significant, site’, and what better place to tell the story than ‘on the threshold of the Liberty Bell’? (City of Philadelphia 2005: 2; Miller 2005: n.p.).

As construction for the Liberty Bell Pavilion began, Nash’s public comments in March 2002 directed attention to Lawler’s article (Independence National Historical Park 2006). In their article for the Philadelphia Inquirer, Stephen Salisbury and Ingor Saffron (2002) brought forth the power of the press, a critical element in ensuring positive outcomes for community or publicly based activism. Their article directed more public attention to Lawler’s work and that public interest escalated around the interpretative component of the new pavilion (Independence National Historical Park 2006). Archaeology of the house remains was not being addressed—yet.

Self-appointed oversight, advocacy, and activist support groups formed: Avenging the Ancestors Coalition (ATAC), Generations Unlimited (which later would have a contentious split from ATAC), and the Ad Hoc Historians, a coalition of area historians, among others. ATAC started an extensive letter-writing campaign, mobilized both Philadelphia’s mayor and US Congressional delegations, demanding ‘the story of enslaved people in the President’s House get the attention it deserves’, distinct from yet deeply connected to the Liberty Bell site (Holt 2008).

Together, the coalitions began insisting NPS commemorate not only the President’s House but also ‘the long-obscured story of slavery within it’. Their principal unifying theme, constantly advanced by Philadelphia’s famed curator and bibliophile Charles Blockson, stressed that ‘the experience of the Liberty Bell could not be complete without a full portrayal of the economic role enslaved and free Africans played in this country’s formation’ (City of Philadelphia 2005: 4). A formally sanctioned oversight committee included Edward Lawler, representatives from two of the aforementioned advocacy groups (ATAC and Generations Unlimited), Philadelphia’s African-American Museum, the Convention and Tourism Bureau, Independence Hall Association, the Mayor’s Chief of Staff’s office for the city of Philadelphia, and the Director of Communications for US Representative Robert A. Brady among others. Thus, the public, armed with Edward Lawler’s findings, intervened at the outset of the process and remained a vital co-participant throughout every subsequent phase.

In an 8 October 2003 letter from Mayor John F. Street to defence attorney Michael Coard, a private citizen at the helm of ATAC, the Mayor committed the city to $1.5 million towards commemoration efforts and further pledged to lobby at the state and federal level for full funding of the project. During this period, the idea of doing archaeology at the site (in addition to the commemorative monument and public interpretation) crystallized for the public. The activist groups mentioned above, along with several key politicians (including Mayor Street), revisited, and invited the NPS to review, the question of whether there was any archaeology left to investigate at this site. As noted earlier, the NPS had originally maintained that there were, at best, only traces. In a remarkable confluence of political will, financial power, and citizen activism, the city of Philadelphia urged the NPS to do the investigation it never intended to do—that is, to find anything that might be left on this site to amplify the story of those Washington had enslaved.

By 2005, after a heated, contentious fight, NPS and INHP, in partnership with the city of Philadelphia, announced in the Request for Qualifications (RFQ) that they now considered the project ‘to be one of the top interpretive opportunities that the National Park Service has to offer’ and an ‘opportunity to tell a story of national importance in an honest, inspiring, and informative way’ (City of Philadelphia 2005: 2). From the outset, the RFQ called for a ‘permanent, outdoor commemorative installation’ to be erected on the footprint of the President’s House. Not quite two years after Mayor Street pledged the $1.5 million of city funds, US Congressman Chaka Fattah, joined by US Congressman Robert Brady, announced a $3.6 million federal grant to fund the project (City of Philadelphia 2005: 2, 4, 5). To date the project has raised $11.1 million largely from city, state, and federal contributors (Mayor John Street, 2003, $1,500,000; 2007 $1,500,000; 2007 $800,000 (Archaeology). Congressmen Chaka Fattah and Robert Brady, 2005, $3,600,000. Mayor Michael Nutter, 2008, $200,000 (Fundraiser). Pennsylvania Governor Edward Rendell, 2009, $3,500,000 (Delaware River Port Authority)).

The President’s House site underscores ‘the diversity of descendant communities and stakeholders in any given project’ emphasized by Davidson and Brandon (this volume). Local African-American grass roots activism at the President’s House site, civic engagement, and involvement by city officials and Congressional representatives combined with ‘a pragmatic archaeology approach have helped move this forgotten, overlooked, and evaded national story into broader public memory’ (Jeppson 2007). Philadelphia activists demanded and received representation and worked in tandem with scholarly and professional communities and with city and federal government officials to align Independence National Park and the National Park Service with the public’s declaration of the archaeological and historical significance of the site.

A central demand for racial diversity at all levels of the project also sparked disagreement. ATAC spokesperson Coard distilled the demand to its essence, ‘It would be the height of historical hypocrisy’ that the project would move forward ‘without the paid contributions of the sons and daughters of those who were enslaved here and built here in the first place’. Black activist Sacaree Rhodes of Generations Unlimited, a faithful and vigilant watchdog, was even more direct, ‘We will raise hell if they [African Americans] don’t get the work.’ Rhodes’s focus has been on minority participation virtually since the beginning of planning for the project more than six years ago. City officials managing the commemoration project, slated for completion and dedication in 2010, say they agree with this necessity: ‘From the project’s beginnings under Mayor John F. Street, officials indicate that maximizing minority participation in the design, interpretation, and construction of the memorial has been a priority’ (Salisbury 2009a).

Moreover, demands for racial inclusiveness impacted the archaeological community as well. As the work moved forward, the project met head-on the problem of the lack of diversity within the archaeological community as they searched for African-American archaeologists to participate. Questions about racial diversity were consistently aimed at the archaeology team, which led to numerous discussions about the lack of diversity within the archaeological profession and the relatively small number of historical archaeologists of colour in the United States (for background on this issue see Franklin 1997). Using high-profile sites such as the President’s House to increase diversity in the profession was a topic of discussion without an action plan, however; activists were far more concerned about the immediately attainable goals of including available minority contractors.

As the excavation got under way, a sturdy, utilitarian wooden public viewing platform was erected to give visitors visual access overlooking the site (see Figure 32.3). Text panels placed along the length of the structure contained a brief history, a historic drawing of the original house, and listed the names and labour required of the enslaved workers held captive in the house by the Washingtons. The panels also provided the winning designs for the future memorial, plans for which had developed, as noted earlier, before it was finally decided to do any archaeology. The public consistently read every word of the panels.
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FIGURE 32.3 Public viewing platform overlooking President’s House Site. (Photo: Patrice Jeppson.)

All along, as alluded to above, it had been understood that a substantial portion of the original footprint of the presidential living space had been destroyed and that recovery of the foundation of the main building was unlikely. Excavation of the outbuildings was central to the research and, fittingly, the foundation of the kitchen where the enslaved Africans would have worked (and perhaps slept) was the first feature exposed. Archaeologists also uncovered the foundation of a bow window, ‘the ceremonial space chosen by our first president to express his power as chief executive’, not six feet away from the foundation of the kitchen where ‘Washington exploited his power as slaveholder’. It became all too clear at the President’s House site that the ‘immeasurable distance between freedom and slavery was lived out under one roof’ (LaRoche 2007a).

The surprise discovery of the remnants of the bow window inspired visitors to consider the new ways the President found to express the power of his office through architectural elements. The bow window also inspired patriotic meaning, as the public learned that its prototypical elliptical shape may have served as inspiration for the oval rooms at the centre of the White House that continue to define the modern presidency. Alternatively, visitors often reviled Washington, especially when the remains of the kitchen foundation and narrow basement passageway connecting the kitchen to the main house were uncovered. Many of the illegally held enslaved African captives who toiled in the main house worked in the kitchen, and would have moved the food from the kitchen to the main house out of sight along this passageway.

These antithetical discoveries left the archaeologists, working from that simple wooden platform, charged with the daunting task of helping the public grapple with the incoherence of a nation founded on the principals of democratic ideals while its leaders condoned and encouraged slavery. From our daily interactions, it fell to archaeologists (rather than NPS scripted public interpreters) to patiently (for the most part) lead the public into deeper discussions of both the meaning and the price of freedom and to handle the challenging, often painful aspects of race, slavery, and the presidency. For many of our visitors, it was the first time they had thought about the founding of the nation through the lens of African-American history. As Ad Hoc historian Randall Miller observed, ‘Something remarkable has happened at the site … Linking Washington and slavery has visibly placed African Americans at the center of the American story’ (Salisbury 2009b).

Several older African-American visitors openly wept after hearing our presentations. Never, they thought, would they witness a historical interpretation discussing the role of the enslaved labour of African Americans in building the foundation for the mighty nation we are today. They were visibly moved by the narrative. In a 2007 letter to Mayor John Street and INHP Superintendent Dennis Reidenbach, the Ad Hoc Historians (2007) also expressed how deeply moving they found ‘the substantial archaeological finds at the President’s House site and the honest and challenging conversations about race, history, and truth that take place daily on the observation platform’.

Most recently, differences have arisen over the racial identity of one of the occupants of the house, Samuel Fraunces, a free black man who was George Washington’s steward and the former proprietor of New York’s well-known Fraunces Tavern. Fraunces’s presence at the President’s House, where he worked from 1790 to 1794, complicates issues surrounding race, slavery, and the coexistence of slavery and freedom inside the President’s House (as well as in the ‘free’ state of Philadelphia). Known as ‘Black Sam’ in the historical record, Charles Blockson has found references to Fraunces as Negro, coloured, Haitian Negro, Mulatto, ‘fastidious old Negro’, and swarthy (Association for the Study of Negro Life and History 1950: 8; Blockson n.d.). Conflicting census data identifying Fraunces as mulatto and as a white slaveholder in the United States Census of 1790 have thrown his racial identity into dispute, and Fraunces did, at one point, join a group of white masons opposed to black participation.

In short, the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century implications of the racializing anachronism ‘Black Sam’ have not been adequately explored, although historian Shane White concludes the arguments against Fraunces being black are not very convincing (White 1988: 456 n. 23). There are historians who claim that references to ‘Black Sam’s’ racial identity may refer to his temper, to his ‘exceeding swarthy complexion’ (Eberlein 1953: 167; see Rice 1983), or to his appearance from working in the kitchen (Booker 2009). Such undocumented, unsupported simplistic conjecture, however, will not erase the harsh consequences or the complications of racial identity for African Americans during the years before the Civil War. Conflicting interpretations, coupled with census descriptions of Fraunces as white, should serve as important instructive tools for highlighting the fluidity of racial categories and shifting classifications rather than as a firm and immutable question around race where one side stands to lose and another gain an important historical figure.

In addition to Samuel Fraunces, having the names of the nine enslaved workers has added significance to the site. Cornel West has identified the dehumanizing, devaluing, degrading effects of ‘black namelessness’ to impose subordinate roles, stations, and identities on blacks (West 2000: 128). Understandably, knowing the names of those who had been held in slavery in the nations’ first executive mansion has added great meaning for the public. When charged with helping to devise an appropriate closing ceremony, at the end of the initial excavations, I drew inspiration from Moll, Ona Judge and her brother Austin, from Hercules and his son Richmond, and from Joe Richardson, Christopher Shields, Giles, and Paris. I also found inspiration in the power of artefacts, even newly minted ones. With permission from Fire Chief Daniel Williams and the help of the Philadelphia Fire Department, we impressed each of the nine names on small brass name plates and, during the closing ceremonies, placed them in the corner of the space which had been the mansion’s kitchen. These subterranean markers were intended to function as placeholders and were retrieved during the re-excavation phase for the construction of the planned memorial. A Philadelphia quarter with Washington’s likeness and a John Adams presidential dollar coin were also buried to represent the two presidents who had occupied the house. These modern artefacts are slated to become part of the permanent memorial display.

OUTCOMES

Cultural production, in addition to the scholarly production of archaeological and historical data, represents an important and integral aspect of archaeological projects that attract significant African-American involvement. Cultural expression has taken many forms, and has included music, theatre, art, literature, and commemoration. The Philadelphia Folklore Project staged Parallel Destinies, a work-in-progress multimedia performance piece that commemorates the lives of the nine African Americans enslaved at the President’s House. The life of Oney Judge, Martha Washington’s escaped seamstress, inspired two children’s books and two stage productions. In A Thirst for Freedom, a play performed in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, Emory Wilson turned local history into drama. After her extraordinary escape from the President’s House, Judge lived the remainder of her long life as a ‘free, albeit fugitive woman until her death at 75 in Greenland, New Hampshire on 25 February 1848, nearly 50 years after the deaths of George and Martha Washington’ (see Proclamation 2008).

Drawing directly from the archaeological project, Philadelphia playwright Thomas Gibbons turned to the controversy at the Liberty Bell Pavilion and the President’s House site to premier A House with No Walls, a play loosely based in part on Oney Judge’s life at the executive mansion. Gibbons chose the medium of theatre to probe the historical dimensions and contemporary social issues raised by the archaeological project (Zinman 2007). On 25 February 2008, the city of Philadelphia issued a ‘Citation Honoring the Memory of Oney Judge’ on the 160th anniversary of her death. In addition to cultural remembrances, the excavations inspired National Geographic television to re-examine the life of George Washington. Although the archaeology was a small component of the resulting television special, The Real George Washington, the popularity of the project during its excavation had been the catalyst for the show.

ATAC’s commemoration of the site combines the political with the cultural. On 3 July, the Coalition holds annual demonstrations at the Market Street site to remember ‘Black Independence Day’, much in the spirit of Frederick Douglass’s ‘What to the Slave is the Fourth of July?’ (Douglass 1852). And finally, marking the closing ceremonies at the archaeological site at the end of the excavation phase, Yoruba practitioners poured libation in honour of the ancestors.

From the beginning of the project, as the public insisted on a memorial, the city of Philadelphia agreed to manage a design competition. Designers were given five cultural values (identity, memory, agency, dignity, and truth) and six themes to interpret, including the stories of the nine people held there in slavery, Philadelphia’s free African communities, and ‘the long and contentious process of retrieving and publicly acknowledging this history’ (City of Philadelphia 2005: 10; Holt 2008: 9). The RFQ mandated that not only should the outer boundaries of the President’s House be clearly demarcated, but also that the footprint of the Slave Quarters ‘be conspicuously highlighted and a solemn “sense of place” clearly established’ (City of Philadelphia 2005: 9).

The design team of Kelly/Maiello, Architects & Planners, won the competition prior to the archaeological excavations. Archaeology had originally been intended to yield information about the ten-year period that George Washington and John Adams had occupied the house (between 1790 and 1800), but no artefacts directly relating to either President were recovered. However, the unearthing of foundation of the building, particularly the remnants of the kitchen, bow window, and passageway, represented the major archaeological discoveries, so the public insisted that these elements be incorporated into the Kelly/Maiello design. After much debate, as well as technical considerations, the design team reconfigured their plans to include display of the archaeological features. Although the final design has not been without contention (see Issues 2009), the project moved ahead.

The memorial was dedicated in December of 2010 (Figure 32.4). The project emerged from a contentious intellectual controversy centred on the extent and depth of the interpretation of the horrors of slavery. The accompanying exhibit tells the story through five video installations, seventeen illustrated glass panels, along with a series of other panels. Visitors are able to peer down into a glass vitrine that allows a view of the archeological resources at the house and a memorial to the nine enslaved African captives held by Washington (Mayes 2010). The final exhibit grapples with the observation made by Michael Coard, founding member of Avenging the Ancestors Coalition (ATAC). ‘While 50–50 equality in the exhibit’s interpretation is the perfect goal in a perfect society, America is not a perfect society and American history has not been told perfectly—or even equally. Therefore, the goal here must be equity, in order to finally begin to level the playing field. In other words, while the always-told story of George Washington and the presidency obviously should be included here, the never-told story of the enslaved and free blacks who made the historic George Washington possible and this historic presidency possible must not only be included in the exhibit but also must conspicuously permeate it’ (NPS and City of Philadelphia 2009).
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FIGURE 32.4 The end of the day after hundreds had gathered to dedicate the memorial ‘The President’s House: Freedom and Slavery in the Making of a New Nation. (Photo: Cheryl J. LaRoche.)

HENRIETTA MARIE

As a young graduate student in 1983, David Moore was hired to work with shipwreck salvor Henry Taylor, under an agreement with treasure salvor Melvin A. Fisher, to oversee the excavation and research in a renewed effort to explore a wrecked slave ship that had been found off the coast of Key West, Florida. Ten years earlier, black treasure hunter Moe Molinar had first discovered in the remnants of the ship a treasure of a different sort. A painful reality awaited him at the bottom of the sea; a pair of encrusted shackles, irons ‘designed to fit tightly around wrists much like his own’ (Cottman 1999: 12). During the ten years between Molinar’s discovery and Moore’s re-examination, the artefacts languished uninvestigated in a Key West, Florida warehouse.

Moore, intrigued by the mystery, was hired to re-examine the site. When the ship’s bronze watch bell was recovered during the 1983 field season, Moore painstakingly chipped at the accreted limestone from the artefact to reveal a name and a date embossed around its waist: Henrietta Marie, 1699 (Moore and Malcolm 2008). The unexpected recovery of the bell allowed researchers to identify the ship by name, which sharply focused the research. Subsequently, Moore (1989) investigated the ship as the subject of his Master’s thesis research, documenting that the 80-feet-long, 120-ton ship had been part of the infamous slave trade.

In 1991 the Mel Fisher Maritime Heritage Society (MFMHS) began developing a major travelling exhibition focused on the wreck, A Slave Ship Speaks: The Wreck of the Henrietta Marie (Mel Fisher Maritime Heritage Society 2001). That same year, African Americans first took interest in the ship when the newly organized National Association of Black Scuba divers (NABS) learned of the wreck, twenty years after Molinar’s original discovery. NABS co-founder, Rick Powell, had been told of the slaver by fellow member Gene Tinnie, who had seen the small exhibit in Key West at the Mel Fisher Maritime Museum. Powell sought Moore in Tampa and requested a lecture.

The scuba divers invited archaeologists Moore and Corey Malcolm to make a presentation and to bring some of the ship’s artefacts to their 1991 NABS annual Dive Summit held in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. Their presentation electrified the membership. Oswald Sykes, who later led the Henrietta Marie Project Committee, recalled that he and several other members wept when they first touched the shackles (Sullivan 1994). The shackles, particularly the smallest intended for children, personify the inhumanity of the Middle Passage and the hardships of the slave trade. These were the artefacts that haunted members of NABS and moved them towards a decision to place a memorial plaque at the site of the wreck in 1992.

NABS then raised funds to finance the Henrietta Marie memorial project. After a storm-related delay, the ceremony was scheduled for May of 1993. This commemorative act attracted the attention of the media. Newspaper reporters from New York, Washington, DC, Miami, and other cities accompanied the scuba divers on their solemn three-and-a-half-hour journey to the wreck site. The reporters were joined by two television crews. Officials from the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) had granted permission for emplacement of the monument and joined the group to monitor the coral reefs and the remains of the wreck site as the bronze plaque, set in a one-ton concrete memorial, was lowered into place facing east towards the shores of West Africa (Sullivan 1994; Moore and Malcolm 2008).

NABS attention to the site and the subsequent placing of the memorial plaque ‘helped thrust the Henrietta Marie into the public eye, not to mention the eye of the archaeological community’ (Moore, pers. comm., 2009). At that time, however, the professional archaeological community was loath to enter into any discussions about the ship in professional settings. In large part, the professional archaeology community sees Fisher (and other salvors who excavate offshore shipwrecks for profit) as treasure hunters, not legitimate archaeologists. This attitude is the norm even when the work itself is legal, and when the salvor attempts to share the findings of the work with the public, both of which were true in this case.

In 1998, Moore, Malcolm, and LaRoche decided to face the negative opinions within our professional community, and to move the dialogue about the ship beyond topics of hull structure and tonnage. LaRoche was especially interested in exploring the human dimension of its cargo, the African captives (the ship sank on New Ground Reef on the last leg the Triangle trade (between Europe, Africa and the Americas); 190 of the enslaved Africans originally on the ship had been discharged in Jamaica and were not aboard at the time of the wreck). At the Annual Meetings of the Society for Historical and Underwater Archaeology (referred to here as SHA), which met in Atlanta in 1998, LaRoche put together a session which brought in archaeologists David Moore and Corey Malcolm from the Henrietta Marie project, along with David Johnson and Dorrick Grey, to put the ship and its contents into a larger context. The session was entitled ‘The Archaeology of the Middle Passage: The Wreck of The Henrietta Marie as an Episode in the History of the African Diaspora’. Importantly, archaeologists John Broadwater from NOAA, who was on the Advisory Council for Underwater Archaeology (ACUA), and James Miller, the Florida State Archaeologist and State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for the State of Florida, were very supportive. Together they stood in the face of potential professional opposition and acted as discussants for the controversial session.

As it turned out, the session was a great success—the room was filled to overflowing—and it brought the site to the attention of the larger archaeological community, which in turn helped to garner recognition and the professional legitimacy the ship deserved. Pulitzer Prize-winning author for the Atlanta Journal Constitution Mike Toner, the science writer with an avid interest in archaeology, attended the session and wrote a long article which appeared in ‘Science Watch’, the science section of the newspaper, on the last day of the meetings (Toner 1998). The media continued to play an important role in bringing wide public recognition to the ship. In June 2001 the National Geographic Society expressed an interest in publishing an article on the significance of Henrietta Marie, bringing it national and international attention thirty years after its initial discovery (Steinberg 2002; Moore and Malcolm 2008: 26).

Here again, the lack of racial diversity within the profession was an unspoken factor in how events transpired, before and after the session. At the time of its discovery, as noted above, the underwater archaeological community had taken a staunch position against treasure salvors. The fact that the Henrietta Marie was discovered by treasure hunters overshadowed Moore and Malcolm’s subsequent archaeological investigations, and for much of the marine archaeological community, the ship’s association with Mel Fisher outweighed its historical significance. Unfortunately, there were very few African-American archaeologists to argue, from within the profession, about how certain sites can have important and valid cultural meanings that are as important as their scientific or political meanings. Acting as public stewards for the historical and archaeological resource, however, the members of NABS found a depth of meaning in the Henrietta Marie that transcended admiralty law and the ways that it privileges scientific archaeological practice over cultural value. The impetus to force the profession to an understanding of the importance of this site came from one of its publics—the African-American diver community applying pressure from outside. Moore, Malcolm, and LaRoche worked inside the profession. This made it possible for Moore and Malcolm (2008) to discuss the wreck, in a professional journal, as ‘a truly representative example of a late seventeenth century slave ship’ that not only provides a rare glimpse into the African slave trade, but also serves as a baseline against which to compare and contrast all future discoveries.

OUTCOMES

Acknowledged in International Handbook of Underwater Archaeology for bringing international attention to the nautical components of the slave trade, the Henrietta Marie stimulated the development of two sets of educational materials. In addition to the travelling exhibit which has been in constant demand since its inception, the Mel Fisher Maritime Heritage Society (MFMHS) has developed a package containing posters, maps, activity sheets, and illustrations that direct students’ attention to the ship wreck and its role within the larger slave trade. The Fisher organization continues to use the evidence and experience gained from the Henrietta Marie to affect systems thinking, sustainability, stewardship, and social justice within museums and educational institutions. Prentice-Hall has developed a teacher’s manual, a student workbook, and an associated reader focused on the history of the Henrietta Marie and, ironically, on ‘traditional’ underwater archaeology methods to investigate shipwrecks (Ruppe and Barstad 2002: 627).

One of the most important results centres on the continued work of NABS to introduce underwater archaeology to African-American divers. Marine biologist and NABS co-founder Dr José Jones reflected on the organization’s involvement with the Henrietta Marie: ‘our subsequent placing a one-ton plaque on the site launched us into the fascinating field of underwater archeology. Had it not been for this initial involvement, we would not have started “Diving With A Purpose” or volunteered to both study and work as advocate underwater archeologists’ (Jones, pers. comm., 2009).

In 2004, Kenneth Stewart, NABS southern regional representative, became inspired by underwater archaeologist Brenda Lanzendorf and The Guerrero Project, a film documenting the search for a nineteenth-century Spanish ship that was wrecked on a reef while illegally transporting 561 African slaves. Stewart gathered ten young volunteer divers from Tennessee, urging them to ‘dive with a purpose’ (Marquis 2008). The group flew to Biscayne to train with Lanzendorf and begin mapping one of the ninety-one undocumented wrecks on Biscayne’s ocean floor. Biscayne National Park (BISC) and NABS entered into a partnership to institute the ‘Diving With a Purpose’ (DWP) programme at the park to assist BISC in performing Congressionally mandated condition assessments of NPS archaeological sites (there are several underwater parks within the NPS system). With more than 110 archaeological sites and approximately 43 intact shipwreck sites, BISC is the largest marine park in the NPS system. ‘The partnership is designed to create a park-sponsored field training program that will result in a highly trained volunteer-based team of underwater archeologists to document the remains of BISC’s shipwrecks.’ The project began with four divers in 2004 and has grown to forty-two divers in 2009. A ‘Train the Trainer’ programme ensures the project’s sustainability. Since 2004, sixty-two divers have received certification as avocational archaeological divers and twelve veteran divers have been certified as instructors. DWP’s long-range goal is to generate volunteer dive teams that can complete 75 per cent of the required fieldwork associated with the documentation process independently. To make this an attainable goal, DWP initiated a scholarship fund designed to attract youths to diving. In hopes of sparking a long-term interest in underwater archaeology, donations solicited by DWP make it possible for an annually selected high school student to accompany the dive team to BISC. DWP volunteers are helping the Biscayne park to plot a maritime heritage trail that will eventually enable park visitors to navigate on their own, without harming the sites, In 2009, the US Department of the Interior selected NABS’ Diving With a Purpose programme as the winner of the ‘Take Pride in America Award’ in the Public Private Partnership category (Archaeology 2009; Take Pride 2009). The Award recognized DWP as a ‘wonderful program allowing our nation’s youth to develop a sense of pride and stewardship for the outdoors’ (Take Pride 2009). Dr Jones and the NABS community derive great satisfaction from what they have been able to accomplish in introducing African-American youth to the field of underwater archaeology. Arts activist Dinizulu Gene Tinnie offers the ship’s larger meaning, ‘The Henrietta Marie symbolizes in many ways the beginning of America’s long-awaited coming to terms with a national trauma, an invitation for our collective healing to proceed. Her sparse remains and history-laden artefacts confront us squarely with the tangible evidence of a past which can be neither changed nor denied’ (Tinnie n.d.).

FREEDMEN’S CEMETERY, ALEXANDRIA, VA

Alexandria archaeologist Pamela Cressey and her colleagues at Alexandria Archaeology (sponsored by the city of Alexandria, Virginia, and one of few municipal archaeology programmes in the USA) first read about Alexandria’s Freedmen’s Cemetery when city historian T. Michael Miller rediscovered it, in the archival record, in 1987. Since the precise location was at that time unknown, archaeologists later registered the site in a Virginia state survey of abandoned cemeteries. Virginia historian Wesley Pippenger added further information to Miller’s when he recovered and transcribed the cemetery burial records, which contained the names of more than 1,800 freedmen, half of whom were children. Cause and time of death and other invaluable health- and life-related information was noted in these records (Richardson 2007; Bertsch 2008); ironically, many of the freedmen and women experienced only months or weeks of freedom before their deaths.

With subsequent research, archaeologists were able to delineate the probable location of the site, which turned out to be near the Wilson Bridge in Alexandria City. By the time dismantling and reconstruction of the Wilson Bridge began in the early 1990s, archaeologists had gathered enough information about the cemetery to contribute to the environmental impact statement (Cressey and Vinton 2007) required by federal law for the bridge project.

The cemetery on South Washington Street came into existence when Alexandria’s Superintendent of Contrabands, Revd Albert Gladwin, and Military Governor John P. Slough authorized seizing as abandoned an undeveloped parcel of land from its pro-Confederate owner. By late February 1864, the federal government put the land to use as a cemetery for African Americans. At war’s end, responsibility for Freedmen’s Cemetery was transferred to the new Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen and Abandoned Lands (commonly known as the Freedmen’s Bureau). When the Bureau relinquished federal control of the land in 1868 and closed the cemetery, the abandoned land was reclaimed by attorney Francis Smith, former owner of the parcel. The whitewashed headboards marking the graves were removed, though, as is often the case across the USA the graves were not (Friends of Freedmen’s Cemetery 2007).

The local Alexandria black community cared for the cemetery from its closing until early in the twentieth century when the George Washington Memorial Parkway was built over a portion of the grave site. The cemetery was again disturbed in the 1940s. Despite a 1939 tax map identifying the ‘Negro Cemetery’, a Flying A gas station was built atop the burying ground. By the mid-1960s, construction for the Capital Beltway, Interstate 495, had destroyed the southern edge. In addition to the gas station, by the late 1990s an office building, a parking lot, and an embankment overlooking Interstate 95 occupied the site (Richardson 2007; Bertsch 2008).

On 30 January 1997, Lillie Finklea read an article in the Washington Post detailing the Wilson Bridge Improvement Project of the Federal Highway Administration and Virginia Department of Transportation. Here, for the first time, this lifelong African-American Alexandria resident learned of this Civil War era cemetery, a burial ground started by the US government. Enslaved African-American refugees had flooded into Union-controlled towns and forts seeking safety behind Union lines in cities such as Alexandria or Washington, DC. As the war continued, these refugees had become known, first, as contrabands of war, and later as freedmen. Many joined the wartime effort. Initially the cemetery contained the graves of United States Colored Troops (USCT) as well as women and children before injured soldiers petitioned for the right to be buried among their own at the Soldiers’ Cemetery. In 1865, all USCTs originally buried at Freedmen’s Cemetery were disinterred and reburied at Soldiers’ Cemetery, also referred to as Alexandria National Cemetery (Richardson 2007).

Finklea found it unacceptable that the bridge project intended to use the historically significant cemetery location as a staging area for an urban deck project. She thought it preposterous that the project would take place on the cemetery and that the ‘black refugees had been given so little respect’ (Cressey and Vinton 2007: 405). Alarmed that the cemetery was again in danger of being ignored and disrespected during the process of completing 1990s federal bridge project, Finklea, wrote letters to local black churches, to no avail. Undaunted, she talked to a black activist who guided her towards archaeology. Finklea, along with waterfront environmental activist and former Alexandria city council member Ellen Pickering, eventually found her way to Alexandria Archaeology, knowing of its long-term interest in and support of Africa-American heritage.

Outcomes

Finklea became a volunteer with Alexandria Archaeology and began researching the freedmen buried in the cemetery. She also found an advocate and partner in another Alexandria resident, Louise Massoud, which led to the formation of the Friends of the Freedmen’s Cemetery in 1997. Together the interracial pair planned to memorialize the site of the former cemetery as sacred ground. In May they organized a special tribute, a Memorial Day wreath-laying, which helped publicly identify the site as a cemetery. Two members of the Alexandria City Council joined their efforts, and issued a proclamation declaring the last week of May a ‘Week of Remembrance of the Freedmen’s Cemetery’. Finklea and Massoud expanded their efforts as interest from other Alexandria officials grew, attracting more city council members, the local branch of the NAACP, and some churches and civic associations—some of which began making financial donations. Most importantly, public awareness increased as the media took interest.

Remote sensing was undertaken twice and several stages of archaeology identified graves and determined patterning and spacing. The city did trenching at the gas station site to confirm the fact that there were still graves present. Archaeologists worked in partnership with The Friends of Freedmen’s Cemetery, providing technical expertise, and the Friends attended meetings with archaeologists and agencies to determine the future of the cemetery. An opportunity for increased funding led the Friends to propose that the city purchase the entire cemetery, including the gas station.

Finklea, Massoud, and the Friends of Freedmen’s Cemetery raised funds and secured a grant from the Virginia Foundation for the Humanities to build a website (http://www.freedmenscemetery.org), produce a pamphlet, and erect a state historic marker. Both women worked closely with city archaeologists and with staff at the Alexandria Black History Museum, which opened an exhibition about the cemetery. In 2007, the City used a portion of the mitigation funds from the Wilson Bridge project ($5.5 million) to purchase the land; the office building and the gas station were both torn down. With the city purchase of the property, more land was opened for investigation. With the exception of the area beneath the remaining concrete slabs, the entire acre and a half of the property was eventually investigated. City archaeologists documented remaining grave shafts, and discovered (but did not disturb) nearly 500 burials.

The site was officially rededicated as a cemetery, and Finklea and Massoud served on a steering committee to select a winning design for a public competition to memorialize the site. The city of Alexandria announced the winning design for the ‘Alexandria Contrabands and Freedmen’s Cemetery Memorial’ (Bertsch 2008), and the remaining mitigation funds are earmarked for a memorial scheduled for completion in 2011.

For Cressey, it has been a perfect partnership. The public was able to create a vision and go well beyond Section 106 requirements to both save the place and honour those buried. Yet, without the technical knowledge, skills, and the willingness of government and archaeologists to meet the demands of the public, rescuing this archaeological resource would have been very difficult to achieve. It could not have been done alone, and in turn the public would have had a much more difficult time than they did, because they would not have been operating with a full set of information that historical archaeology can provide. Memorial interpretation is being developed in tandem with the public, which will make the final decisions, establish guidelines for, and set the future course of the project.

Most significantly, this project illustrates how the actions of a single, committed individual from the public, working in collaboration with technical experts and committed partners, both brought the Freedmen’s Cemetery project into existence and impacted the ultimate outcome of the archaeological project. Cressey has observed that, had it not been for Lillie’s vision and commitment and her partnership with Louise, ‘the land occupied by the cemetery would not have purchased and treated with dignity, protected or saved, nor a memorial established’ (Cressey, pers. comm., 2009).

In appreciation of their efforts, the city of Alexandria proclaimed Lillie Finklea and Louise Massoud as ‘Living Legends’ for their vision and dedication, and for making a tangible difference to the quality of life in Alexandria (Bertsch 2008). They promoted public awareness and advocated returning land to public ownership for the creation of a permanent memorial park at the cemetery site. Their efforts are now coming to fruition through the Contraband and Freedmen’s Cemetery Memorial Project (Cressey and Vinton 2007).

Cressey has observed that archaeologists often have a limited sphere of influence and limited amounts of money. Furthermore, highway projects, such as the Wilson Bridge project, are not in the habit of purchasing the land impacted by their work, or of creating memorials. Furthermore, Section 106 of the National Antiquities Act has nothing to do with creating meaning. It is left to the public to define meaning, and the site in situ carries the greatest meaning for them. ‘It may be interesting to see a dig but ultimately what I’ve been taught here is [that] having real places survive with real stories has the greatest meaning, it is people living today connecting with the past.’ Cressey continued, ‘we never knew where it would end up, we just knew the right thing to do [was] to save this place and make it have meaning and they grew through the process as well’ (Cressey, pers. comm., 2009).

Alexandria Archaeology looks at ‘the value archaeology contributes to the town’s knowledge of its heritage and enriches residents and visitors’ (Cressey and Vinton 2007: 396). While the acquisition of knowledge was seen as important, citizens also believed that archaeological resources made places more significant. Historical importance became the reason to protect a place and create a museum, a park, or other open space

NEW YORK CITY’S AFRICAN BURIAL GROUND

Throughout most of the 1990s, New York City’s African Burial Ground emerged as a prototype for archaeological projects born of public activism (LaRoche and Blakey 1997)- An insistent public recognized the colonial period cemetery’s deep historical and spiritual significance well in advance of the government officials who were in control of the site. Located in Lower Manhattan, at Broadway, Duane, Elk, and Reade Streets, the African Burial Ground functioned as the primary cemetery for free and enslaved colonial Africans and African Americans for the better part of the eighteenth century. Burials continued until about 1795, and by 1812, the demands of an encroaching city left the cemetery covered with up to 25 feet of fill.

Evidence of the cemetery first came to light in 1991 during the early phases of a construction project for a 34-storey federal office building. Excavations in advance of building construction exposed human remains one block north of historic City Hall, in the heart of lower Manhattan. The long-forgotten burial ground was about to make headlines. In the process, its discovery redefined and forever changed the relationship between archaeologists and the publics they serve.

Peggy King Jorde first learned about the burial ground while working as a planner in then Mayor David Dinkins’s Office of Construction. Instantly captivated, she kept the site at the forefront of her efforts and directed a constant stream of memos to colleagues in the Dinkins administration, alerting them to the cemetery’s potential importance. Initially, her efforts received scant attention until news reports began focusing on the excavations. Mounting public concern, particularly within the city’s African-American community, fused the public together in a powerful (although internally volatile) coalition. During the crucial early days of the project, Emilyn Brown and Howard Wright, editors of a local grass roots publication, Ground Truth, kept the New York public informed before mainstream media decided to dedicate itself to the story. (The Office of Public Education and Information eventually hired Emilyn Brown and assumed responsibility for Ground Truth, which became the official newsletter for the project.)

In 1991, New York Democrat Senator David A. Paterson brought together a cross-section of concerned citizens, many from the African-American community, to establish a Task Force for the Oversight of the African Burial Ground. In the winter of 1991–2, long-time New York residents Rodger and Debbie Taylor worked with other organizations to hold a candlelight prayer vigil as demonstrations mounted against further disturbance of the cemetery. The Mayor officially established an Advisory Committee on the African Burial Ground. As a result of the continuing publicity, Dinkins named Jorde as the city’s representative to a committee formed to address community concerns and she officially began working with the project (Shaw 1998). Jorde became the project executive for the memorial to be erected at the African Burial Ground in lower Manhattan, which she hoped would symbolize ‘what the site really means’, and in 1993, the African Burial Ground Federal Steering Committee recommended that the memorial ‘celebrate the spirit of Africans, their culture, their struggles and victories in life and death’. David Paterson, who was state Senator at the time (Democrat, Lower Manhattan), was also a member of the steering committee leading the fight to keep the grounds intact, intending that the memorial would serve the multiple expectations for appropriate commemoration. Paterson noted, ‘For African-Americans, this is our Ellis Island.’ Reflecting the type of determination that characterized the public stance at all of the sites in this essay, Paterson added, ‘at some point, we will prevail’ (Shelby 1998).

The excavated remains represented the earliest and largest bioarchaeological colonial population in the Americas. By the end of the project, archaeologists had recovered the remains of 419 individuals, half of whom were children. The Scientific Director, Michael Blakey, discussed the project in the realm of human rights: ‘There has been some discussion at the U.N. about the right to know. For descendants of the enslaved in different parts of the world to have the right to know [is] about the past and the right to memorialize history so that it might not happen again’ (Archaeology 2003). Historical omissions, Blakey continued, ‘are made in order to create a convenient view of national and white identity at the expense of our understanding our world and also at the expense of African-American identity’ (Archaeology 2003). For more in-depth discussions of the project, see Harrington 1993; LaRoche and Blakey 1997; Mack and Blakey 2004; ABG n.d.a; Schomburg Center for Research in Black Culture n.d. (Partial funding for the African Burial Ground: excavation $6.3 million; research $5.4 million; education $4.5 million; memorial (art, consulting) $3 million; Visitors’ Center (consulting) $1 million; total $21.2 million (General Services Administration as cited in Ingrassia 2001).)

Outcomes

In 1993, the site received the first of several recognitions which have marked its important status, when the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission designated the African Burial Ground and Commons Historic District a New York landmark. ‘Two-ninety Broadway’, the new office building which precipitated construction at the site in the first place, now stands on a portion of the site where the enslaved Africans were buried (as noted earlier, in such cases, excavations are limited to the area impacted by construction and this area was decreased in response to protests, so not all graves were excavated). At the time the building was being erected, the Advisory Committee insisted that permanent commemorative expressions form enduring and embedded components of the structure. Therefore the lobby at 290 Broadway now contains six major works of art: Unearthed (a bronze patinaed sculpture by Frank Bender); Claude Lynds’s America’s Song (a 32-foot-tall concrete, granite, stainless steel, and fibre optics sculpture); The New Ring Shout (one of Houston Conwill’s famous terrazzo and polished brass mosaic floors); a 15-foot bronze sculpture, Africa Rising, by Barbara Chase-Riboud; Renewal (Tomie Arai’s 38-foot-wide silkscreen on canvas), and an ‘Untitled’ glass mosaic by Rodger Brown.

These works of art are in addition to the Rodney Leon commemorative memorial sculpture that now occupies the majority of the remaining burial ground (ABG n.d.b). Leon’s spiralling design, which covers a substantial portion of the burial ground site, has a sunken granite court with symbols and hieroglyphics. The jutting ‘ancestral chamber’ represents ‘the soaring African spirit embracing and comforting all those who enter’ (ABG n.d.c). (See Figure 32.5.)

The African Burial Ground Project was awarded the 2008 ‘Preserve America Presidential Award’. At that time, the project was remembered as ‘a testimonial to a positive and collaborative partnership among many parties, including the Department of the Interior’s National Park Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Howard University, the Schomburg Center for Research in Black Culture, and the African American community’ (GSA 2008). Through constant vigilance on the part of the concerned public, the African Burial Ground and slavery in New York are now canonical in the retelling of early New York history.

[image: Image]

FIGURE 32.5 African Burial Ground Memorial. (Image: Cherie A. Butler, African Burial Ground.)

CONCLUSION

This chapter examines important examples of the ways in which members of the public, in particular African-American members of the public, have been able to force agencies, cities, and even our own colleagues to figure out ways to do archaeology anyway—to take important but previously avoided histories seriously, to study them properly, and to give them the recognition they deserve. There are many people inside the ‘system’ who also work, often sub rosa, as allies of this effort (McDavid, communication regarding this volume).

At the President’s House, the public demanded that archaeology be undertaken and formed partnerships for each phase. Public insistence dictated that exhibits at the Liberty Bell Center adjacent to the President’s House site be redesigned to reflect the contradictions among slavery, freedom, and democracy at the founding of the nation. Commemoration at the site now includes the footprint of the President’s House, and the spaces occupied by George and Martha Washington’s enslaved workforce. At Alexandria’s Freedmen’s Cemetery, the actions of one woman, Lillie Finklea, in partnership with Louise Moussad, impacted the course and outcome of archaeology associated with the Wilson Bridge project. At both the President’s House site and at Freedmen’s Cemetery project in Alexandria, Virginia, had the public not intervened, the resulting historical and cultural legacy would have gone unrealized. These two projects exist exclusively because of public activism.

In 1993, the National Association of Black Scuba divers (NABS) lit a metaphorical flame of conscience and stewardship by dedicating a bronze plaque in commemoration of the Henrietta Marie, a slave ship that sank thirty-five miles west of Key West, Florida in the summer of 1701. NABS bypassed the nautical archaeological community, which would have ignored the ship indefinitely because of the taint of discovery by Florida treasure hunter Melvin Fisher. In honouring the enslaved Africans who endured the middle passage, NABS brought this rare archaeological find to the attention of the world. The fourth site, the African Burial Ground, a seventeenth-century African-American cemetery located in Lower Manhattan, has been called the single most important, historic urban archaeological project undertaken in the United States (Associated Press 2007). It was also one of the most highly contested archaeological sites in American history. Peggy King Jorde used the power of her position as a planner in former New York Mayor David Dinkins’s Office of Construction to alert the public, articulate her vision, and define the meaning of the archaeological finds.

During the early days of the African Burial Ground project in New York, a project manager suggested excavating the remains using the ‘coroner’s method of excavation’ which would have altered the scientific integrity of the data from the site (Dunlap 1991; Cantwell and Wall 2003: 283). However, the public insisted on the replacement of the archaeological team and the naming of Michael Blakey as the scientific director, which led to a reconceived research design (and also forced the name change from the ‘Negroes Burial Ground’ to the ‘African Burial Ground’). As New York City archaeologists Ann Marie Cantwell and Diana di Zigera Wall (2003) have observed, ‘This was the first time in New York that archaeologists had come into direct conflict with another group that had powerful and legitimate, though very different claims to the past’ (288). The public influenced the course and overall outcomes of these four projects. This is not to say, however, that every important archaeological site with an African-American historical component must be born of contention.

Over the past twenty years I have worked as an archaeological conservator, researcher, collaborator, or cultural heritage specialist for each of the sites discussed here. I have witnessed hard-won battles centred on African-American history, archaeology, and preservation at sites of overarching and, many thought, supreme importance. It gives me great pause to think that such compelling archaeological and now national resources were not deemed worthy of exploration on their own historical and archaeological merit at the time of their discovery. The African-American public first had to define meaning and significance and then had to fight to sustain the vision. As a result, I now understand the necessity of activism and protest—the process of protest. It would appear that the educational process—that is, teaching municipalities, institutions, and organizations that are in control of land below which these resources exist—is an ongoing challenge. A knowing and committed public must define the significance inherent in such major archaeological finds, and as archaeologists we continue to witness and experience the relevance of our work beyond the discipline. Archaeology feeds the hunger for a usable past.

Paradoxically, our work destroys archaeological resources even as it safeguards particular facets of heritage, ensuring that they do not disappear from the consciousness of current and future generations. These endangered sites of unparalleled relevance and disturbing realities around America’s racial history provide a tangible African-American-centred history that lies at the foundation of the American nation. Media attention, adequate funding, support of important government officials, and sustained activism have made each of these projects, and public participation in them, possible. Monumentality, an important aspect of commemoration, will make certain that the sites remain at the forefront of America’s conscience. For too long, plaques and signs have been the paltry primary markers of African-American heritage. With the building of monuments, public action is altering the landscape of American history.

Battles about heritage take a tremendous toll on the people who wage them. Locked in multiple, conflicting, and deeply unequal relationships centred on saving heritage sites, preservation activists must turn to collaboration and partnerships as important tools for remembering and honouring the past. African Americans have always had to safeguard their history, and never has that been more important than today, as growth and development threaten to wipe out what is left of local heritage. If this compelling history is successfully erased and literally paved over, the United States will go no further in confronting its past or in grappling with the major contributions that African Americans have made in the face of incredible hardship and abuse. This is what lay at the core of the President’s House activism and what has sustained the projects discussed here. The organic processes of dislodging historicism, disrupting proprietary archaeological thought, tampering with and ultimately altering architectural designs, and responding to public demands head-on are the liberating and daunting results of the collaborative process.

Reactions to these archaeological projects have had tangible, explainable elements as well as difficult-to-quantify, abstract spiritual and emotional components. At the President’s House, the public engaged with the intangible and wrestled with the deeper meaning of freedom and personal liberty in the face of slavery. Archaeology at the site introduced the American public to a story that was completely different from the national narrative. It is a story of George and Martha Washington as told by how they lived their lives rather than as they may have wished to be remembered (LaRoche 2007b). Slavery, the presidency, and the stories of Hercules and Ona Judge and all the other Africans enslaved by our first and subsequent presidents collided with patriot rhetoric at the Liberty Bell pavilion.

As the President’s House site demonstrates, public interest in archaeology will fuel increasingly engaging projects in which the public will participate as collaborators and contributors, excavators, laboratory workers, researchers, and as oral and local historians. A shared common past may be a predictor of what people deem historically important; race, however, is no predictor of solidarity. For the sites included here, internal strife fractured cohesiveness and partnerships. Activists had to form solid coalitions that transcend race, class, and gender, and have reached across the boundaries of professional, educational, and social rank in order to survive.

What began as a fight about race, place, and space at the President’s House site, for example, soon fused with expressions of cultural production, commemoration, and national symbolic meaning. NPS now recognizes ‘The intricate lives of the people who lived at the house, indentured and enslaved, is a central story for this site. And the metastory, the voice of protests from the African-American community that resulted in the funding of the site is a story of passion and the importance of participating in the actions to make a difference in society’ (National Park Service (NPS) Digest 2010).

Archaeology has been the proving ground for a type of public inclusion and civic engagement that is often advocated, but difficult to practise. The President’s House project came closer than any other in my experience to establishing parity among government entities, activist groups, archaeologists, the scholarly community, and the public. In the end, if I may speak for Jed Levin, Patrice Jeppson, Douglas Mooney, Steven Tull, and myself, we were as much altered by the process as were the visitors to the site. We were able to accomplish something that has eluded the nation for centuries. With archaeology as the catalyst, we engaged in a compelling unscripted, open, honest public dialogue around race on that platform unlike any I have witnessed. Sharon Holt, one of the Ad Hoc Historians, observed, as archaeologists ‘encouraged expressions of emotion as well as curiosity, the excavation viewing platform became, in the words of singer-songwriter Leonard Cohen, one of the “holy places where the races meet”’ (Holt 2008: 11).
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CHAPTER 33
PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY AND INDIGENOUS ARCHAEOLOGY

INTERSECTIONS AND DIVERGENCES FROM A NATIVE AMERICAN PERSPECTIVE

JOE WATKINS

Joe Watkins, Director of the Native American Studies Program at the University of Oklahoma, has been involved in archaeology for more than forty years. Before moving to Oklahoma, he was an Associate Professor of Anthropology at the University of New Mexico. He received his Bachelor’s of Arts degree in Anthropology from the University of Oklahoma and his Master of Arts and Doctor of Philosophy degrees in Anthropology from Southern Methodist University, where his doctorate examined archaeologists’ responses to questionnaire scenarios concerning American Indian issues. He studies anthropology’s relationships with descendant communities and aboriginal populations, having published numerous articles on these topics. His book Indigenous Archaeology: American Indian Values and Scientific Practice (AltaMira Press, 2000) is a seminal work in Indigenous Archaeology, while his second book, Reclaiming Physical Heritage: Repatriation and Sacred Sites (Chelsea House Publishers, 2005), is written towards creating an awareness of major Native American issues among high school and early college students.

THE chapter will look at Public Archaeology and Indigenous Archaeology in terms of each branch’s utility to Native American groups in the United States. It will provide a brief history and description of Indigenous archaeology and then examine some of the intersections and divergences between both. It will discuss how public archaeology can benefit tribal groups, some of its strengths and weaknesses, and some of the shortcomings within current public archaeology programmes and ideas. It will close with suggestions for making public archaeology better suited to Native American use either as a part of a hybrid public Indigenous archaeology or as a means in and of itself.

A detailed presentation of Native American perspectives concerning archaeology is presented in Ferguson (1996), and I have written extensively on the history of relationships between Indigenous groups and archaeologists elsewhere (Watkins 2001, 2003, 2005). As a result, that history will not be recounted here. However, it is imperative to note that some of those conflicts revolve as much around control over resources that exist in the present as they do about the construction or interpretation of the past. Many archaeologists have come to understand why Indigenous groups feel they have the right to determine how their direct ancestors (materials relating to the last 500 years or so) are treated, while others continue to question whether Indigenous people should have the right to control cultural material that is thousands of years old and believed by some archaeologists to be part of the heritage of humankind (Knudson 1991; Mulvaney 1991; Meighan 1992). More recently, McGhee (2008: 580) observes, ‘The past is a universe open to all, and if archaeologists choose not to base their interpretations on the evidence of oral tradition, religious faith, or on the imaginative use of other forms of information, they should have no part in denying others the right to do so.’

Archaeologists, as professionals trained in the so-called ‘objective’ scientific method, generally consider themselves to be the authorities when it comes to decisions concerning the materials in the archaeological record. Additionally, because of society’s recognition of the rigours of formal education, archaeologists are generally seen to possess knowledge that is somehow beyond the understanding of non-scientists; they are the keepers of that knowledge. As the ‘recognized’ authority on the scientific record held within archaeological and heritage sites, archaeologists have substantial power over resources associated with the culture history of Indigenous peoples: a situation which leaves descendant communities and their individual members feeling powerless concerning the disposition of their archaeological sites and the materials associated with them. This power differential can sometimes lead to the impression of archaeologists as arrogant and insensitive while native people are often (oftentimes with justification) perceived to be antagonistic towards archaeological research.

Do scientists have the right to practise science, even if their values are in direct conflict with populations around them? As a corollary, must Indigenous populations serve as the experimental database for those scientists? The scientific perspective seems to speak to the collective benefit of humanity, but that perspective seems guided primarily by a Western notion that conveniently dismisses other perspectives as parochial. In this situation, Tsosie writes,

… it is obvious that the appeal here is for the entire world to accept the supreme value of scientific knowledge over all other cultural, political and social values which might govern the claim for control of ancient human remains. This type of claim constitutes an imperialistic endeavor that seems more consistent with the colonial history of science than its modern-day proponents want to admit. (1999: 632)

IF ARCHAEOLOGY AS A RULE DOES NOT MEET THE NEEDS OF INDIGENOUS POPULATIONS, THEN WHY SHOULD SUCH GROUPS ‘CARE’ ABOUT IT—THAT IS, WHAT USE IS ARCHAEOLOGY TO INDIGENOUS GROUPS?

Archaeology, in its simplest form, is the scientific study of material items of past cultures in an attempt to answer questions about, or to form broad generalizations or characterizations about, humans. While it has been in existence for more than 100 years, it continues to evolve as its practitioners mature and as the people it studies increase their involvement with it. Moreover, it continues to evolve from the purely academic pursuit it was in the past to one where numerous ‘stakeholders’ exert a growing involvement with it (Kerber 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Silliman 2008). It is important to note, however, that, even though archaeology has developed means of speaking about the past in an informed and expert manner, ‘many Native Americans have expressed concern that it is too narrowly focused and does not serve all of their needs’ (Ferguson 2003: 137). By extension, then, it might also be stated that archaeology, as it is practised by the majority of its practitioners, does not adequately serve the needs of Indigenous populations.

Don Sampson, a former Board of Trustees Chairman for the Confederated tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, stated in a position paper that tribal groups are not opposed to the practice of archaeology and anthropology, but that ‘we do reject the notion that science is the answer to everything and therefore it should take precedence over the religious rights and beliefs of American citizens’ (Sampson 1997).

Among many Native Americans, oral history and oral tradition are accepted as a legitimate means of knowing the past. However, when entwined with sacred or religious beliefs, they can grow to be considered the only source. In these sorts of situations, archaeology more often than not is seen as of limited relevance. As Anyon et al. (1997: 84) point out, it is not necessarily the case that American Indians see no value in archaeology as a means of knowing the past, but rather that archaeology and oral traditions are separate categories of knowledge, each one appropriate within its own cultural context, and each one capable of providing information about the past.

Roger Echo-Hawk (2000: 288) notes, ‘Oral traditions and the archaeological record both … provide important knowledge about the ancient past. Archaeology is inherently multidisciplinary, so the study of oral literature should exist as one more realm of legitimate inquiry … that can be employed to add useful oral information to our models of human history.’ Nicholas (2008: 1666) also notes: ‘Oral histories often have a central role in Indigenous archaeology, for example, especially when different (i.e., customary) definitions of significance are identified, or when linked to archaeology through the congruence of methods and data, as promoted by Indigenous scholars.’

While such an approach at integrating these two lines of evidence might be profitable as a means of illuminating the past, not all archaeologists see it as appropriate. Ronald Mason (1997: 3) writes, ‘[Archaeology] by its very nature must challenge, not respect, or acknowledge as valid, such folk renditions of the past because traditional knowledge has produced flat earths, geocentrism, women arising out of men’s ribs, talking ravens and the historically late first people of the Black Hills upwelling from holes in the ground.’

Still, archaeology and American Indian histories and ideas are often mutually supportive of each other. The work of Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh in the San Pedro River Valley of Arizona (2006: 4) attempted to tie the archaeology of the area with ‘learning how Native peoples conceive of the ancestors, documenting the cultural values descendant communities have for ancestral villages and understanding the historical narratives embedded in tribal traditions’. Ultimately, it succeeded in making ‘both the process and results of archaeological research more relevant to contemporary Native Americans’ (24) by bringing out ‘a mosaic of histories and meanings’ (257). It should be noted, however, that the authors do not advocate the wholesale acceptance of traditional histories as literal truth: ‘Nonetheless, we think archaeologists should seek to identify the social and cultural process implicated in tribal narratives about the past’ (Ferguson and Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2006:247).

In the broadest terms, American archaeology can be divided between academic and compliance archaeology. Academic archaeology focuses primarily on questions of interest to the specific researcher regardless (or in spite) of any outside constraints. Compliance archaeology (a subset of public archaeology equated to cultural or heritage resources management—see Praetzellis and McGhee in this volume) requires the integration of archaeological practice within limits imposed by legislation, regulation, or some other aspect driving the process.

This does not mean academic archaeologists do not comply with or have not been impacted by federal historic preservation legislation, but that, as a general rule, they have not been impacted as strongly as compliance archaeologists. Compliance archaeologists, by the very nature of their career choices, are more controlled by federal regulations in the normal practice of their business. On the other hand, academic archaeologists come under the strictures of statutory compliance primarily if they choose to conduct research in geographic or academic areas where governmental regulations (such as federal permits, specialized curation agreements, or tribal requirements, for example) are required. And it is this dichotomy between ‘compliance’ and ‘academic’ archaeologists that might be seen to form the basis for many conflicting issues within the discipline.

As a result of the 1992 Amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act, twelve American Indian tribes took over a portion of the historic preservation duties from State Historic Preservation Officers in July 1996. By the end of April of 2001, 27 tribes had Tribal Historic Preservation Officers in place to formally participate in the national historic preservation programme. As of 7 February 2009, there are 78 Tribal Historic Preservation Officers spread over 24 states.

The reasons and involvement of Native Americans in archaeology are varied, as are the locations and breadth of the programmes operated by each group. The National Association of Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (NATHPO), a national non-profit organization established in 1998 to ‘support the preservation, maintenance and revitalization of the culture and traditions’ of Native Americans, notes that Tribal Historic Preservation Officers ‘believe that their work is an active expression of tribal sovereignty as they assume … historic preservation responsibilities for their respective tribal lands’ (http://www.nathpo.org/PDF/2006_success_stories.pdf emphasis in original). The reader is referred to various edited volumes (such as Swidler et al. 1997; Dongoske et al. 2000; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008), and numerous articles (Anyon et al. 1997; Dongoske et al. 1997) among many other publications that outline and discuss Native American involvement in archaeology and cultural resources management.

Assumption of historic preservation functions by tribal programmes, however, can be seen as both detrimental and beneficial. While the assumption of such duties allows the tribe to fully participate within the established federal historic preservation system and exercise its own concepts of tribal sovereignty, at the same time it places a burden on tribal administration. The tribe must adhere to federally defined concepts such as mitigation, qualifications of personnel, and significance, and generally must accede to a formalized idea of consultation. Finally, tribal programmes for tribes without a large land base (such as tribes in Oklahoma where there are no reservations and only fractionated or minimal amounts of tribally owned land) are severely under-funded and must try to deal with floods of consultation requests from federal, state, and local agencies as well as private consultants involved in compliance programmes.

As an aspect of cultural resource management, these programmes generally are thought to fall under the rubric of ‘public archaeology’, a branch of archaeology that deals with the public in one aspect or another. Public archaeology can be defined as ‘Basically archaeological education, informing the general public about archaeology and the past’ (Fagan 2000: 403). The National Park Service, tasked with protecting the public interests in shared heritage, established a programme intended to protect archaeological resources impacted by public funds on public lands or which require a public permit. This concept of cultural resources management forms a second definition of ‘public archaeology’.

Perhaps a broader understanding of public archaeology can be gained by looking at the web page of the Archaeology for the Public section of the Society for American Archaeology (at http://www.saa.org/public/forArchaeologists/forArchaeologists.html). The website does not provide a fixed definition of public archaeology, but rather provides ‘an evolving snapshot of what public archaeology has been, an understanding about the ways it is practiced in the present, and some insight into how this realm of archaeological practice is galloping towards the future’.

In theory, then, public archaeology involves not only public education and public outreach, but all aspects of involving the public in the results of archaeology. Shackel and Chambers (2004) recognize that pubic archaeology can have many functions. Places in Mind: Public Archaeology as Applied Anthropology pulls together a collection of articles that look at the public uses and benefits of archaeology. The volume has three major themes: using social and political structures of communities to empower subordinated groups, making archaeology applicable to non-traditional communities, and using archaeology to understand and create a sense of heritage.

In his epilogue to the volume, Chambers (2004: 196) prefers to call this the ‘public stage of applied archaeology’, broadening the definition of public archaeology from one where archaeologists expend efforts merely to educate or involve the public in archaeological work to one associated with ‘new incentives on the part of varied constituencies and interests to make claims on the significance and ownership of heritage materials and their interpretation’ (197) and one where ‘the public can be seen as having come to play important roles in determining the nature of archaeological practice in various contexts of heritage resource decision making’ (207 n. 2, emphasis in the original). In this regard, the public takes on an active rather than a passive role in archaeological resource management.

Public archaeology can be seen to provide benefits to all groups within the concept of ‘public’. In this regard, archaeology can been seen to step outside of the seemingly objective perspective of ‘science’ and into a more open view of itself as involving and integrating the views and perspectives of the public within whose heritage it is working. Shackel (2004: 14) reminds us that ‘Public participation means more than just presenting the archaeology to the public … [but] is now about reaching out to members of the community and making them stakeholders in the archaeological discourse.’

One such example of a public archaeology project, the Levy Jordan Public Archaeology Project, evolved from ‘a “traditional” archaeological project with little public involvement … to a public archaeology project controlled by members of ethnically diverse local descendant communities’ (McDavid 2004: 36-7). By using four concepts—reflexivity, multivocality, interactivity, and contextuality—McDavid was able to ‘decenter the archaeologist as the authoritative source of The Truth about the history of this plantation’ (2004: 40). While no American Indian descendant groups were involved in the project, it serves as a good example of the way that public archaeology can help ‘empower’ subordinated groups.

Hantman (2004) chronicles his collaboration with the Monacan tribe of Virginia about the use of the archaeological narrative as a means of documenting the history and social identity of a non-federally recognized Indian tribe as a means of helping move them from ‘a marginal Indian people to a central one’ (27). This is but one of a growing number of instances of collaboration between Native American groups and public archaeologists that reach beyond the aspects of public education and towards making archaeology relevant to American Indian groups.

Public archaeology, as a method of involving public groups in the practice of archaeology, has a powerful possibility of benefiting tribal groups by allowing the full involvement of the tribal group within all aspects of the programme. But this benefit will not be experienced by the Native American groups alone. Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2008: 7) note that collaborative research, the type of research most often found within good public archaeology programmes of late, ‘responds to the shortcomings of scientific investigations that disregard the communities that are affected by the research process; it is an attempt to restore fairness to archaeological practice by aspiring to create benefits for both the practitioners of science and its subjects.’

Within this problematic aspect of public archaeology, other problems and shortcomings exist. One problem at the forefront relates to inconsistent or non-existent training of the public archaeologist. Archaeologists whose primary responsibilities related to compliance with federal legislation that drives and impacts the compliance aspects of public archaeology can generally develop an understanding of the processes and procedures involved. Those who are involved with the public education aspects of the field, however, are generally not prepared by academic institutions to develop the sorts of programmes that benefit the public beyond the most basic methods of public outreach or generalized education. In this regard, training focused on educational ideas and concepts and increased financial support for programme development and publications should be considered essential for strengthening tribal involvement in public archaeology.

ENTER INDIGENOUS ARCHAEOLOGY

While public archaeology, as a sub-discipline of archaeology, attempts to provide a public aspect to all publics, Indigenous archaeology, as another sub-discipline of the field, proposes to provide specialized perspectives on the general field of archaeology.

Indigenous archaeology, according to George Nicholas, is ‘an expression of archaeological theory and practice in which the discipline intersects with Indigenous values, knowledge, practices, ethics, and sensibilities, and through collaborative and community-originated or -directed projects, and related critical perspectives’ (Nicholas 2008: 1660). The first published definition of Indigenous archaeology was by Nicholas and Andrews (1997: 3 n. 5), who used it in reference to ‘archaeology with, for, and by Indigenous peoples’. Thereafter, the term appeared with increasingly frequency, becoming widespread in 2000 with the publication of the volume Indigenous Archaeology: American Indian Values and Scientific Practice (Watkins 2000). Although I did not define the term in this volume, my review of the historical development of Indian-archaeologist relations in North America (particularly as related to CRM and to reburial and repatriation issues) contextualized key aspects of the concept. More generally, however, Indigenous archaeology can function in many different ways. While there are broad concepts which underlie the practice, the variability and scope can be aptly demonstrated in collected works such as the one edited by Smith and Wobst (2005).

Indigenous archaeology utilizes the general elements of archaeological theory associated with culture historical, processual, and post-processual approaches, but with a shift in emphasis from the etic, empirical, and problem-oriented aspects of cultural historical and processual archaeology to the more emic, reflexive, and agency-oriented aspects of post-processualism. Basically it is contextualized by the needs, values, and critiques of Indigenous peoples. Its orientation of identifying and addressing the limitations and biases of Western science contributes to the examination of the significant power imbalances faced by minority communities.

Practitioners of Indigenous archaeology more often emphasize ethical and culturally appropriate behaviour at all stages of research. This perspective can result in numerous differences between the normally accepted way of doing business (as an objective researcher whose agenda tends to operate apart from the community under consideration) to an agenda whereby numerous conditions change: a shift in the frame of reference (such as the postcolonial strategy of ‘decentring’), reflexive approaches to research, the primacy given to research ethics within research methodologies, an overt recognition of the subjectivity of scientific objectivity, a strong concern with sharing the benefits of the research in conjunction with community participation, and a more formalized understanding of the ways how and when community members will involve themselves. In general, research projects are designed with community needs and values in mind, often at the expense of the scientific aspects of the programme. In many ways, archaeologists working with, and especially for, Indigenous peoples may find themselves working as consultants, cultural brokers, facilitators, advocates, policy analysts, needs assessors, or expert witnesses (Nicholas 2008: 1666).

Archaeology, in general, can provide an academically accepted means of providing support for tribal perspectives of the past as well as strengthening tribal identities. Indigenous archaeology, with its emphasis on involvement of tribal sensibilities in the entire process, can offer stronger support for tribal ideas and programmes. In writing about the cultural rediscovery and flourishing cultural programmes among American Indian tribal groups, Warner and Baldwin (2004: 149) note that, although anthropology and archaeology can help build that growth, it is important to remember that archaeology’s role is ‘to contribute to the stories being told, not to create those stories’ (2004: 149, emphasis in original).

Nicholas (2008: 1666) notes there is strength in Indigenous archaeology, somewhat based on its foundational understanding as a means of alleviating some of the Western biases towards the written record as a primacy over other means of knowing:

Eliminating the standard division between ‘historic’ and ‘prehistoric’ periods also removes an unnecessary separation of contemporary Aboriginal peoples from their past. The nature of research is also influenced by local world views, which can have significant implications for appropriate CRM strategies, for example, the absence of the familiar Western dichotomies of past/present and real/supernatural realms, plus time being viewed as nonlinear, mean that ancestral spirits are part of the contemporary landscape.

Some critics (Mason 1997; McGhee 2008) have suggested that Indigenous archaeology represents a highly subjective, ‘anything-goes’ approach. Some explanations by Indigenous peoples of how things were in the past are, in fact, embedded in religious belief and thus do fall outside the realm of Western notions of science and history, and, as such, may not be easily construed by the Western-based ideologies inherent with Western science. And, while Indigenous groups may wish to prevent the dissemination of information that may be deemed to be hurtful, it is important that, where possible, the archaeologist publish quality data. Echo-Hawk reminds us that ‘Scholars have a responsibility to go where the evidence goes, and we should resist any impulse to tell only inoffensive, esteem-building stories to either colleagues or constituencies’ (2000: 288).

One recent criticism of Indigenous archaeology has come from McGhee (2008), who holds that it ‘allows Aboriginal individuals and groups to assume rights over their history that are not assumed by or available to non-Aboriginals’ (581). He explains that his concerns ‘should not be interpreted as questioning the many beneficial archaeological projects that encourage the participation and collaboration of Indigenous people, or promote the use of archaeological findings and interpretations in Indigenous programs of education and cultural revival’, but that his concerns arise ‘when archaeologists accede to claims of Aboriginal exceptionalism and incorporate such assumptions into archaeological practice’ (McGhee 2008:580).

To explicate Indigenous archaeology more fully, Nicholas (2008: 1668) notes:

Indigenous archaeology grew out of efforts by marginalized peoples worldwide to challenge the imposition of archaeology on their lives and heritage. It has in a relatively short time developed into a distinct body of methods and theory designed to promote ethical and inclusive practices that will further democratize the discipline, and stimulate new ideas that will significantly increase the scope of archaeology as a socially relevant and still scientifically sound discipline.

While the practice of archaeology continues to evolve into one whereby public involvement seems more supported, the inclusion of Indigenous perspectives continues to evolve as well. One example should serve to illustrate that evolving relationship between archaeologists and Indigenous people.

In the south-western United States, Parallel Perspectives, a programme undertaken by Statistical Research, Inc., an archaeological consulting firm in southern Arizona, worked with the Native American Studies class of Tucson’s Challenger Middle School to provide complementary rather than competitive stories about the past. Working under the premiss that there is more than one story of the past, it recognizes that archaeology presents a scientific story of human existence, one that is based on hypotheses, data, and interpretation, while at the same time it recognizes that cultures have traditional stories that interpret and maintain the past through oral histories, stories, and traditions

Developed by Carol Ellick, Parallel Perspectives is an educational programme that encourages children to ‘listen’ to stories from the scientific and traditional perspectives. The project brings together archaeologists and Native communities to teach school-age children about different perspectives on the past (Figure 33.1).

[image: Image]

FIGURE 33.1 Participants in the Parallel Perspectives programme of the Marsh Station Archaeological Project, southern Arizona. (Photo: Carol Ellick.)

One of the projects of the Parallel Perspectives programme is the Marsh Station Archaeological Project programme, which began with classroom training on archaeological ideas and techniques. Middle school children then visited the archaeological site during the testing and excavation phases, where archaeologists talked about ways archaeological methods can be used to develop interpretations about what was uncovered. Parents and tribal elders also instructed the children on traditional perspectives on the use of the area. In addition, the students were given instruction in archaeological laboratory analysis techniques and information on archaeobotany.

The students initiated their own research, and created a personal interpretation through the process of comparing and contrasting what they had learned into a holistic explanation that made sense to them. There was no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answer, simply an enlightening process that helped students build a personal framework for the past (Figure 33.2). As part of a service learning component of the programme, students developed a traditional garden based on the archaeobotanical and traditional information. In addition, they developed a research booklet that was used on site tours to discuss alternative ways of interpreting the past. As an interesting side note to this, the classroom instructors noted that through the course of the Parallel Perspectives programme, there was an 80 per cent increase in attendance by those students involved in the programme.
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FIGURE 33.2 Participants in the Parallel Perspectives programme of the Marsh Station Archaeological Project, southern Arizona, engage in conversation with a newspaper photographer. (Photo: Carol Ellick.)

Parallel Perspectives has been used in other areas with similar success. In southeastern New Mexico it was used to present Comanche and Mescalero Apache tribal and historical perspectives on land use and lifeways through a classroom lesson plan distributed to every school district in the area. In another instance it was used to present the Yavapai and Apache traditional perspectives on the history and heritage of an area in north-central Arizona. It has the flexibility to meet the needs and requests of the archaeological contracting firm as well as the local community. It has been a tremendous success not only at teaching children, but also at bringing together the archaeological and Native American communities (Ellick 2005; Altschul 2008). Such programmes that work to combine the seemingly competing claims about ways of knowing the past can go a long way towards increasing Native American use of public archaeology.

Archaeology and Native Americans have often been at odds over the utility of archaeology to represent Indigenous perspectives on the past. More recently, however, various forms of archaeology are contributing to helping alleviate such issues. Community archaeology, ‘where communities have been closely involved in developing and undertaking archaeological research programs’ (Greer et al. 2002: 265), provides more public involvement in the development and implementation of archaeological research. Reciprocal archaeology (Ferguson 2003) draws on multiple lines of information such as religion, culture, language, kinship, and traditional history in addition to the archaeological material culture to gather meaningful information: ‘a scientific approach remains at the core of archaeology but the range of research activities and work products becomes more broadly anthropological in scope’ (137).

As noted by numerous archaeologists (Dongoske et al. 1997; Swidler et al. 1997; Bernardini 2005; Kerber 2006; Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Silliman 2008;), the involvement of Indigenous perspectives is not self-serving to the Indigenous group involved, but creates a situation where archaeology can derive benefit from it as well. Bernardini (2005: 50) believes ‘incorporating indigenous perspectives into archaeological research turns out not only to be a way to establish a meaningful dialogue with an important constituency, but also to improve the accuracy of the stories we tell about the past’. McGhee (2008: 591), however, is not so supportive of Indigenous archaeology:

… the sharing of authority over the use of archaeological resources and the information derived from them … strip Archaeology of the scientific attributes that make it a particularly powerful narrator of the past, and to accord it, at most, equal weight relative to Indigenous oral tradition and religious discourse.

Regardless of the ways that archaeological practitioners might see themselves and their work, it is important to note, as Laurajane Smith (2004: 409) writes, that ‘archaeologists and other researchers cannot pretend to be innocent bystanders in the wider politics of identity and recognition … because the authority of archaeological and other scientific pronouncements and practices … can have material impacts on public perceptions of the legitimacy of Indigenous identity claims and aspirations’.

Archaeology is a political act, not an objective action. McGuire (2008: xii) calls attention to the ways that archaeology can benefit all groups of people, not just Native Americans: ‘Archaeologists can use their craft to evaluate interpretations of the real world, to construct meaningful histories for communities, to strive for real collaboration with communities, and to challenge both the legacies of colonialism and the omnipresent class struggles of the modern world.’

Archaeology has perspectives and explanations it can offer to Indigenous groups and other interested publics, and we can find ways to integrate those perspectives into programmes that can meet the identified needs of groups with whom we choose to work. Our role as archaeologists should be to offer our help to make archaeology meaningful and relevant, not only to our funding agencies or our employers, but also to everyone with whom we come into contact. To do more is laudable; to do less is unforgivable.
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CHAPTER 34
INCLUSIVE, ACCESSIBLE, ARCHAEOLOGY

TIM PHILLIPS AND ROBERTA GILCHRIST

Tim Phillips and Roberta Gilchrist have been key players in a major project investigating the issues surrounding disability and archaeological fieldwork in the UK. In this chapter, they outline, on a global scale, the current anti-discrimination legalization intended to ensure the social inclusion of disabled persons. They then describe how different archaeological organizations in the UK have responded to this, and highlight some of the tensions that have arisen. They also present a case study of university training, derived from their own project, in which disabled students have been enabled to participate in archaeological fieldwork, guided by a philosophy of focusing on individual ability as opposed to disability.

INTRODUCTION

ARCHAEOLOGY, especially fieldwork, has long been seen as the preserve of young, fit, and healthy people. Indeed, fieldwork can be both physically and mentally demanding, and perhaps appears to be an environment that is neither suitable nor welcoming to people with disabilities. Archaeology has seen a rise in interest amongst the general public and this has led to an increased interest in visiting historical sites and people wishing to study and work in archaeology and other areas of the heritage industry. These developments have to be seen against the anti-discrimination legislation that has been introduced in many countries to ensure the inclusion of disabled people in all aspects of society including access to employment, services, and higher education. Public bodies, employers, and educational institutions have an obligation to formulate and apply policies in line with this legislation to ensure widening participation. Given the nature of archaeology, this creates areas of potential tension between the demands of the discipline and the demands of the legislation.

This chapter describes how archaeology as a discipline has engaged with these wider social developments and the tensions that are involved. It considers the changes that are taking place in the agencies involved in public archaeology, the commercial firms that employ archaeologists, and the educational institutions that teach archaeology in the UK. An extended case study of archaeological fieldwork training in higher education is presented as one approach to enabling disabled persons in archaeology.

DISABILITY: THE GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE

Over forty member countries of the United Nations have enacted some form of antidiscrimination law with regard to disabled people (Degener 2005: 87). The United Nations has considered disability as part of its equal rights agenda (UN 1993). The United States was one of the first countries to enshrine disability ‘rights’ in law, with the Rehabilitation Act section 504 (RA 1973), followed by the more comprehensive Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA 1990). The driving force in the European Union has been a general policy of ensuring the inclusion of minority groups in employment, as laid out in the EU Framework Employment Directive, Council Directive 2000/78/EC (EU 2000). This has been applied differently through domestic laws in respective member states, but has been expanded to include access to education and a range of other services. In the European case, anti-discrimination laws apply to a variety of aspects including religion, race, gender, sexual orientation, and age, as well as disability. In Britain, the originating piece of legislation that has set the tone for the treatment and perception of disability is the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA 1995). This prohibits discrimination against disabled people on the grounds of their disability; it also established the principle of ‘reasonable adjustment’ to ensure that individuals are not excluded from participation in employment and education, and access to services. This piece of legislation has been supplemented by the Disability Rights Commission Act (DRC 1999), the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act (SENDA 2001), and the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA 2005). These have further clarified aspects of the law in relation to disability.

Globally, this legislation has been enacted in different countries through constitutional, criminal, civil, and social welfare laws. Despite the apparent randomness of the application of anti-discrimination legislation, some common ideas underpin these laws.

Today there is no universal definition of disability-based discrimination and no universal concept of equalisation of opportunities for disabled people. . . . However, it can be concluded that modern disability discrimination laws adhere to the principles of desegregation, de-institutionalisation and the duty to provide reasonable accommodations, and thus to the active tackling of structural discrimination. (Degener 2005: 106)

These unifying principles have been strongly influenced by the ‘social model’ of disability. In contrast, the traditional perception of disability can be described as the ‘medical model’. This considers a disabled person to be ‘ill’, a subject for treatment and cure. An alternative view has been to evaluate disability not simply as a physical condition, but as a construct of society. From the late 1960s, a social model of disability developed from social constructionist theory that was influenced particularly by feminism (Finkelstein 1980; Oliver 1990; Barnes 1991, 1998). This approach highlights the lived experience of disabled people within society. It shifts the emphasis away from the perception that there is something ‘wrong’ with the disabled person, to the view that disabled people are often excluded from participating in everyday activities because of the physical, social, economic, and attitudinal ‘barriers’ that are created by society. It is this social model that has been the driving force behind much of the disability anti-discrimination legislation. This has been the case especially in Britain.

DISABILITY AND PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY

The response of the national archaeological agencies in Britain to the anti-discrimination legislation has been to develop their own individual policies. These relate to access to their service provision in line with the legislation and they have been formulated as part of an overall strategy of inclusion which embraces the ethos of widening participation regardless of age, gender, sexual orientation, religion, and cultural background, as well as disability. The aim is to overcome all aspects of social exclusion.

As the major public body involved in managing and presenting the historic environment to the public, English Heritage pursues a ‘positive’ policy with regard to widening participation by actively encouraging inclusion in principle and practice. Their initiative under the banner ‘Heritage for All’ emphasizes this positive approach:

English Heritage works to promote enjoyment of our shared heritage to the widest possible audience. The historic environment is a resource from which everyone can benefit and is a fundamental tool for regeneration, sustaining community pride, supporting small businesses, creating a sense of belonging and reaching out to and educating the next generation. We want to ensure that everyone can access the built heritage around us, and gain something meaningful from the interaction. (English Heritage 2011a)

English Heritage thereby demonstrates a legal responsibility to provide access to their services. However, they also perceive the historic environment in their care—the way that it is managed and presented, and its past interpreted—as a vehicle through which an attitude of inclusiveness can be fostered within society as a whole. This mission is something that has been driven by government policy. In its report on the state of archaeology in the UK, the All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group concluded that:

Community archaeology can encourage social inclusion and active citizenship and help reinforce a sense of community by applauding cultural diversity. It contributes to a local sense of place and distinctiveness. . . . [and] the importance of historic sites, monuments, landscapes and buildings should be given much more prominence for all communities. (APPAG 2003: 17)

Here archaeology is projected as a means of promoting inclusion by encouraging all of the public to become involved in, and take ownership of, their local heritage. It is argued that through local heritage, socially excluded groups will achieve greater inclusion within society as a whole. In response, English Heritage has developed Community Projects as a major initiative. In its National Outreach Strategy, English Heritage aims to:

Inspire a new understanding of, and relationship with, heritage amongst people who have not traditionally engaged with it, and empower them to explore and present their own heritage and to use heritage as a positive tool for building cohesive communities, through projects which bring people together and promote a sense of place and identity. (Levin 2007: 1)

A number of English Heritage community projects around the country have encouraged public participation in archaeological excavations and surveys, and the investigation of local heritage. In relation to disability specifically, a rock art project in collaboration with the Newcastle Society for the Blind (NSPB) visited rock art sites in Northumbria and organized workshops to interpret their impressions. The long-term outputs from this included finished artworks (English Heritage 2011b). Working with disabled local people and in partnership with other agencies, the ‘Creative Landscapes’ project has explored a range of different ways in which heritage can be made accessible (ibid.). English Heritage has also carried out extensive access audits of the historic properties for which they are responsible. They have used this experience to review the balance between access and conservation and to disseminate advice and good practice in making historic buildings and landscapes accessible (English Heritage 2004a, 2004b, 2005).

The Council for British Archaeology (CBA) is the major public body involved with the voluntary sector of archaeology and in promoting archaeology amongst young people, especially in schools, through the Young Archaeologists’ Club (YAC). The overall ethos of the CBA is to promote public participation and education in archaeology. They outline a ‘positive’ policy towards inclusion in their Access Mission Statement:

The Council for British Archaeology (CBA) shall endeavour to make membership, and access to its activities, open to all on the basis of equal opportunities; that is, open to all people whatever their individual circumstances. (CBA 2002a)

They identify the major barriers to access as being: ‘physical, sensory, intellectual, financial, cultural and attitudinal’ (ibid.) and their stated priorities with regard to access are:

To understand the nature of the barriers to access to the CBA’s activities; to develop appropriate measures to ensure that a range of activities of the CBA is open to all sectors of society; and to raise awareness among staff and volunteers that all people have an equal right to take part in archaeology. (ibid.)

The CBA’s inclusion policy can be seen as an extension of its own ethos of public participation in archaeology, or ‘Archaeology for All’. However, the CBA has observed that archaeology as a discipline has not been very successful at including ethnic minorities, disabled people, and other socially excluded groups: archaeology remains a predominantly white, middle-class, activity (CBA 2003). They argue that the onus lies with the organizations involved in archaeology to promote greater inclusion in the discipline. The local archaeology societies are seen as having a crucial role in this objective, as they are most closely in touch with local communities and have greater potential opportunities to engage with socially excluded groups.

These are policies that are driven from above, originating as they do with central government, and it is all too easy to view the actions of the national agencies as being seen to respond to government initiatives. For English Heritage, however, there is the potential for tension to arise between the competing responsibilities for the management, conservation, and presentation of a past which does not always lend itself to accessibility either physically or conceptually, in contrast to the legislative demands of inclusion. There is also a sense of ‘engineering’ in ‘empowering’ excluded groups by encouraging them to concentrate on investigating particular aspects of their own past. Is there a danger that this emphasis on positive discrimination will create a ‘separate’ past, from which the rest of history is excluded, rather than being an inclusive part of a shared past?

A close reading of English Heritage’s guidelines to making its properties accessible (English Heritage 2004a, 2004b, 2005) emphasizes the practical need to balance the demands of accessibility with retaining the original structure and character of historic buildings and landscapes. Their policies for encouraging inclusion also appear to be having some impact on visitors to their properties as published figures indicate that:

Around 70 per cent of all adults attended a designated historic environment site in 2005/06. Around 50 per cent of adults from black and minority ethnic backgrounds and 57 per cent of adults from lower socio-economic groups visited at least one type of historic environment site. However, comparing the second half of 2005 with the second half of 2006, there was a statistically significant increase in the attendance rate of those with a disability or limiting illness from about 58 per cent to 62 per cent. (English Heritage 2007: 36)

Despite this quantitative data, the qualitative experience of visitors remains unexplored. How are these visitors responding to the past, and to what extent is this fostering an overall sense of inclusion in contemporary society?

For the CBA, a policy of inclusion is seen as a natural extension of its own aims of greater public participation and wider education in archaeology. As an organization it feels that it is uniquely placed to achieve this as: ‘One of the CBA’s most important strengths is its inclusivity and its reputation for helpful friendliness linked to knowledgability’ (CBA 2006). The unknown factor is the experiential effect that these policies are having on the perception of the past and, in turn, the effect on contemporary society.

DISABILITY AND COMMERCIAL ARCHAEOLOGY

Until recently, only anecdotal evidence was available concerning archaeologists with disabilities working within the profession. A survey of professional archaeologists carried out by the Institute for Archaeologists (IfA) investigated a wide range of aspects of archaeological employment. This survey recorded that 1.65 per cent of employees had some form of recognized disability (Aitchison and Edwards 2008: 52). Although the percentage is low, it represents a fourfold increase on a previous survey by the IFA which recorded 0.34 per cent archaeological employees with a disability (Aitchison and Edwards 2003: 25). This can be compared to the national average of 19 per cent of all people in employment in 2006 (Shaw Trust 2008). However, the accuracy of the figure for archaeology can be questioned since it ‘did not include all disabled people covered by the survey, as some respondents chose not to answer this question’ (Aitchison and Edwards 2003: 25). One survey of fifty-three employers in commercial archaeology directly addressed the question of disability within the profession (Phillips and Gilchrist 2005). The results suggested that up to 10 per cent of the workforce in professional archaeology may have some form of disability at any one time; a more accurate figure is difficult to come by given the flexible nature of archaeological employment and the prevalence of short-term contracts. This is lower than the national average, but much higher than other estimates.

The greatest reported incidence of disability comprised hidden disabilities, especially diabetes and arthritis, which tend to be late-onset conditions. This was followed by dyslexia and similar conditions. Employees with disabilities are engaged in all aspects of commercial work, including field investigation activities, regardless of their impairment. The larger employers felt that they were fully aware of the implications of the anti-discrimination legislation and considered that they had either satisfactorily altered, or did not need to alter, their procedures. However, some of the smaller employers expressed concern regarding the financial effect of complying with the disability legislation. The major concerns of employers regarding disability are:

• The ability of employees with disabilities to do the job;

• Risk factors and Health and Safety;

• Full disclosure when being recruited.

The Institute for Archaeologists is the professional body that oversees commercial archaeology. Their equal opportunities policy covers all aspects of social exclusion, not just disability. They directly relate inclusion in archaeological employment to their role of maintaining professional standards of work practices in archaeology through their Code of Conduct:

Equal opportunities is an issue integral to every aspect of archaeological work. It is an aspect of human resource management concerned with the provision of equal access in staff recruitment, selection, training, promotion and retention, and equal opportunity for a positive work experience and environment. While structural inequalities are not specific to archaeological practice, the Institute for Archaeologists takes responsibility for formulating policy on archaeological standards, and thus equity issues are implicit in its Code of Conduct. (IfA 2006: 2)

The tensions over disability in commercial archaeology are potentially much greater than those in the public sector. Including people with disabilities through reasonable adjustments can be seen as totally incompatible with the competitive demands of business, as is the case in many industries in the private sector. Interviews with archaeologists who have a disability have highlighted this issue (Phillips and Creighton 2010). Amongst the employees, the major areas where difficulties are encountered are seen as:

• A lack of awareness of the exact nature and effects of specific disabilities.

• Although some individuals are open about their condition with their employer, others feel unwilling to declare their disability or complain about working conditions because of a fear of not getting a job or of losing their current employment.

• An expectation that everyone can do everything at the same speed and level of competence, rather than identifying an individual’s particular areas of strength and exploiting these.

• The provision of accommodations specifically tailored to individual cases.

• An overall sense of a ‘disposable’ workforce in an employment culture of short-term contracts.

• A lack of knowledge regarding the disability legislation and of the support that is available to employers, such as schemes like ‘Access to Work’.

One field archaeologist with osteoarthritis and RSI sums up his experience:

Like a lot of people, I went for a long time with no problems and then I deteriorated fairly rapidly. As regards my work, I just get on with it; I don’t really have a choice. You just have to get things done, there are deadlines. The guys I was working with were having problems as well: bad backs, bad knees and the rest of it. We supported each other because we weren’t getting support from anyone else. The workers are just seen as disposable, an endless supply of them. (ibid.)

It needs to be stressed that difficulties such as these have not been the experience of all archaeologists with a disability in the commercial sector; many individuals have received a great amount of support and understanding from their employers. Interestingly, these tend to be archaeologists on permanent or longer-term contracts, especially those working for established organizations, national agencies, and local authorities. Archaeologists with disabilities also report a high level of peer support from their immediate working colleagues.

Another aspect relates to the nature of disability itself: it can be something that an individual is born with, or that is ‘acquired’ through illness or accident. Many disabilities reported amongst employees can often be related to the nature of the job itself, with conditions such as osteoarthritis, RSI, and back and knee problems. It would appear that archaeologists do deteriorate with time. There are also a number of late-onset conditions reflecting not just the nature of archaeological work, but also ageing amongst part of the workforce. Archaeology as a discipline and as an established profession is relatively young and, as one Unit Manager with multiple sclerosis has explained:

It’s only now that we’re beginning to see these things amongst the older people. I’m at the age now [55] where I’ve seen the people I started with have to take early retirement for one reason or another. We are really the first generation of archaeologists to go through this. (ibid.)

The ageing workforce is a factor that archaeology needs to recognize—the older section of the workforce possesses the greater part of the skills and experience within the profession.

Employees with disabilities make up a significant part of the workforce in commercial archaeology. These may be congenital or acquired conditions, the latter often related to the nature of the work itself. A policy of inclusion is being actively developed by the IfA as the overseeing professional body and, in common with the public agencies, this is part of an overall policy relating to social exclusion. However, the experience of working archaeologists has been mixed, with some receiving adequate support while others feel ignored and misunderstood, sometimes to the point of being discriminated against. There is also a major challenge facing the profession with regard to the support and role of the ageing part of the workforce. The extent to which the commercial sector has recognized and responded to disability within the profession has been mixed and, to some extent, limited.

DISABILITY AND ACADEMIC ARCHAEOLOGY

Academic study of disability in archaeology has centred mainly on the empirical evidence to be found in the osteo-archaeological record, historical texts, visual sources, and anthropological studies (Hubert 2006; Metzler 2006). The agenda has been to evaluate the presence and treatment of disability within ancient societies in order to make disability ‘visible’ in the past. This is similar to early feminist archaeology which endeavoured to make women and children visible in the archaeological and historical record (Conkey and Spector 1984; Bertelsen et al. 1987; Moore and Scott 1997). The approach taken towards disability in archaeology is rooted in the medical model, in that it is usually based on the empirical evidence of palaeopathology. However, contemporary debates on disability and the social model have informed the approaches taken by some researchers. This can be seen in historical studies that address disability in terms of ‘physical impairment’ (Metzler 2006) and ‘social exclusion’ (Hubert 2006).

To date, little attention has been focused on disability in contemporary archaeology. A session at the 1995 Theoretical Archaeology Group (TAG) Conference at the University of Reading consisted of four papers on disability in the archaeological record, with one paper considering archaeologists with disabilities working in Britain (Finlay 1999). At the 2006 TAG conference in Exeter, a similar session presented three papers on disability in the archaeological record, and four looking at disability issues in contemporary archaeological practice. In North America, one ethnographic approach has explored the possibility of reducing and/or eliminating social, physical, and economic barriers in field archaeology by using principles drawn from Inclusive Design (Fraser 2006). In this framework, archaeology is seen as akin to ‘user-focused design’, where the objectives dictate the methods and tools that are used. This approach involves a series of processes to engage end-users in the development of tools and methods, thereby increasing accessibility.

These conference sessions reflect current archaeological concerns with both recognizing and theorizing disability in the past, while at the same time raising awareness of inclusion in archaeological employment and practice. Again, there are echoes of the feminist archaeology of the 1980s and early 1990s, which mixed parallel strands of feminist critique, revisionist history, and building gender theory (Gilchrist 1991).

DISABILITY AND ARCHAEOLOGY IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Over 90 per cent of professional archaeologists in Britain have a graduate qualification (Aitchison and Edwards 2003), confirming that the study of archaeology at university level is essential. A recent survey of twenty university departments in Britain that provide undergraduate courses in archaeology suggested that around 14 per cent of undergraduate students have some form of recognized disability (Phillips and Gilchrist 2005). This can be compared with the national figure of 6.5 per cent of first degree students having a disability, according to the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA). The accuracy of these figures can be of course questioned: they rely on individual students declaring a disability, so that the true figure may be much higher. Over 60 per cent of the disabled students recorded in this survey had dyslexia or a similar condition. The second highest category was for hidden disabilities. Despite the image of archaeology as a field discipline, a significant number of undergraduate students with restricted mobility (8.5 per cent) chose archaeology for their first degree. However, very few students with a visual impairment chose the subject; this may represent the perception of archaeology as a very ‘visual’ subject. The results of this survey demonstrate that a significant number of students with a disability choose archaeology as their first degree.

The legislation that most affects the teaching of archaeology is the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act (SENDA 2001). This makes discrimination against students (and potential students) on the grounds of their disability unlawful. Universities have a duty to make ‘reasonable adjustments’ to ensure that disabled students have full access to all the services they provide. Adjustments must not be ‘responsive’, that is responding to the needs of individuals as they arrive; they must be ‘anticipatory’. These procedures must be in place to provide for the needs of any disabled student. The range of services include: admissions procedures; information for teaching and learning; practical sessions; physical access to buildings, rooms, and other facilities; support services; assessment of coursework and examinations; and social and leisure facilities. The Disability Discrimination Act (DDA 2005) also obliges all public bodies, including higher education institutions, to proactively include disability equality in all their decision-making processes and activities.

In response to the legislation, much work has been done to make on-campus teaching accessible to all students in higher education. For example, the Inclusive Curriculum Project (ICP) at the University of Gloucestershire, England, considered the issues relating to teaching geography and environmental sciences to students with disabilities (Gravestock 2006; Harrison 2006; Roberts 2006). It also looked at questions of admissions and the role of administrators and support staff. More generic investigations have also been carried out to enable disabled students in higher education courses, such as the SPACE project based at the University of Plymouth (Waterfield and West 2006), which looked at inclusiveness in student evaluation and assessment. These projects provide advice and examples of good practice to make university study accessible and inclusive for a range of academic disciplines, including archaeology.

All higher education institutions have explicit policies on disability and provide substantial support and services for students with disabilities; these include established procedures, disability support offices, nominated disability officers within departments, and the provision of disability awareness courses for staff. Ensuring inclusion has become an integral part of providing students with an education—it is incorporated into all levels within universities from the decision-making process down to the actual teaching and assessment, and to practicalities such as access to buildings and services.

The results of our survey suggest that undergraduate archaeology students with a disability are, on the whole, receiving adequate support from the higher education institutions (Phillips and Gilchrist 2005). However, there are indications that the situation is not as easy for some graduate students, especially at Ph.D. level (Phillips and Creighton 2010). This can probably be related to tensions between the high standard of academic work that is expected of graduate students and the nature of specific disabilities. It appears to be especially a problem for some Ph.D. students with dyslexia:

At the interview they told me that I didn’t have the writing and other skills which were required for academic ability to do a PhD, but I was offered the position. The first two years were very hard, not because I couldn’t do the work, but because they didn’t think that I was academically credible. (ibid.)

They would write ungentlemanly comments on the side of some of my texts. The spelling distracted them, what I wanted them to say was whether they liked the content, not the presentation. I just got comments asking if ‘wether’ was some kind of castrated sheep. (ibid.)

The ‘hidden’ nature of some disabilities can also be a source of difficulty because any limiting factors that may need to be addressed are not immediately visible. One Ph.D. student with multiple sclerosis commented: ‘Sometimes I feel I’d get more help if I hacked off a foot or something’ (ibid.).

Much has been done to accommodate archaeology students with disabilities in higher education. This has been especially the case at undergraduate level. However, probably because of the degree of independence and the high standards for graduate work, some postgraduate students feel they are not receiving the necessary consideration required for them to succeed.

CASE STUDY: THE INCLUSIVE, ACCESSIBLE, ARCHAEOLOGY PROJECT (IAA)

Disability and archaeological fieldwork training

Many universities now offer established field schools as an integral part of their degrees in archaeology. It is through this training that students acquire and develop practical archaeological skills, as well as a number of transferable skills. The latter are increasingly seen as important by employers, representing the key ‘competencies’ that they expect their employees to possess. Moreover, not all archaeology students will pursue a career in fieldwork or other aspects of archaeology. The majority of undergraduates choose archaeology for its unique combination of science and humanities, and the variety of learning experiences that it offers in the classroom, field, and laboratory. These non-vocational students will follow a completely different career path from those pursuing professional archaeology. In either case, the key competencies of self-motivation, analytical ability, decision-making, communication and interpersonal skills, team working, organization, and mental and physical stamina are of the utmost importance (Figure 34.1). These are among the transferable skills that are acquired through participation in archaeological fieldwork training.

In light of the current legislation, the onus is on British universities to ensure that all students have access to the practical aspects of the degree courses they offer and to make anticipatory, reasonable, adjustments to ensure that no individual is excluded for reason of their disability. Potentially, this poses a major challenge for fieldwork directors: how can they anticipate the specific needs of every individual student who may, or may not, be present on fieldwork training? Moreover, in a totally new environment, can the individual student fully anticipate what their needs may be? The reality is that it is unlikely that everyone can do everything, and this will be the case with some of the tasks undertaken in archaeology. All individuals, whether disabled or non-disabled, will possess different levels of ability in relation to particular activities. For some people, their level of ability may preclude them from participating fully in a specific task. However, deciding whether a person can participate should be based on their individual abilities, not on them being categorized as a ‘disabled’ person. Inclusion is therefore not a principle restricted to issues of disability; it is about providing access for all students.

Although much has been done to make on-campus study inclusive and accessible, there has been less effort directed at making fieldwork training inclusive, especially in subjects like archaeology where it is an essential part of undergraduate study. The ICP has considered the issues relating to field trips and the fieldwork aspects of geography and environmental sciences, but the results of this work are not specific enough to cover the detailed aspects of archaeological fieldwork. Adopting the social model of disability to archaeological field-work training requires an understanding of the nature of each task involved. Is it how the task is performed that will exclude the involvement of some people? Could the process be altered to facilitate greater inclusion? The accepted practice of an activity having to be carried out in a certain way is not sufficient; this is especially the case if modifications could increase the number of people that can be included. To decide whether an individual can effectively participate in a particular activity, it is necessary to determine and understand their individual abilities. The model is therefore not necessarily one of disability, but of individual ability. The question now becomes: how can individual ability be determined, and how can this be related to specific archaeological tasks?
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FIGURE 34.1 Team working is a transferable skill that involves a number of physical and cognitive demands, including hand-eye coordination, spatial awareness, and communication in both conveying and understanding information. (Photo: Silchester Town Life Project.)

The Inclusive, Accessible, Archaeology (IAA) Project

At a basic level, two aspects of the ability to participate in archaeological tasks can be identified: physical and cognitive (Figure 34.2). However, ability is not static, it is a dynamic factor that changes and develops with time and experience. Moreover, aspects of this development may only become evident through self-discovery, especially in the case of some cognitive abilities. As part of this process, the reflective nature of self-evaluation can have benefits for all students, not just those with a disability. It helps in the development of a self-awareness of abilities, in understanding new experiences, and in identifying personal strengths and weaknesses. This gives an individual a well-balanced perception of themselves. Strategies devised in advance can be used to overcome potential difficulties that have been recognized through self-evaluation. This allows for an anticipatory policy that identifies the reasonable adjustments that may need to be put in place. Any method of self-evaluation should reflect the dynamic aspect of ability and provide a means by which changes and developments may be tracked. It would also need to be directly related to the physical and cognitive demands of specific archaeological tasks.

To determine the physical and cognitive demands of fieldwork the major tasks that the archaeology departments teach and assess as practical work were identified. These are: excavation and planning, surveying, geophysical and field survey, environmental sampling, and the processing of artefacts. The physical and cognitive demands of the various aspects of the individual tasks were then characterized. This involved working closely with occupational therapists and access consultants to observe and characterize the activities under controlled conditions. Apart from what are seen as the main skills of excavation, such as using a wheelbarrow and excavating with a trowel and other tools, other important tasks were also included. Among these were climbing in and out of trenches, handling and manipulating a planning frame, discerning stratigraphy through vision, colour, texture, and touch, and the cognitive demands of site recording methods. A number of everyday activities that replicate the archaeological tasks were then identified and tests for visual acuity established. From this information, a prototype tool kit was developed. In a series of controlled tests, the characterization and the tool kit were tested and refined under controlled conditions with twenty disabled and non-disabled volunteers. The final version of the tool kit was tried out in field trials on three training excavations with around 120 disabled and non-disabled students.

In addition to the development of the self-evaluation tool kit, the project also produced guidelines for good practice for including disabled students in archaeological fieldwork training (Phillips et al. 2007). These are based partly on the observations of the project team, but the main sources of information were the experiences of archaeology departments, disabled archaeology students, and professional archaeologists.
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FIGURE 34.2 Using a wheelbarrow requires not just physical abilities, but also involves a number of cognitive demands including spatial awareness and balance. (Photo: Silchester Town Life Project.)

The Archaeological Skills Self-Evaluation Tool kit (ASSET©)

This tool kit is available as an online resource at:

http://www.hca.heacademy.ac.uk/access-archaeology/inclusive_accessible

http://www.britarch.net/accessible

Initially, the tool kit is for use by people who have little or no experience of archaeological fieldwork. It has been designed to identify an individual’s potential to participate in a variety of archaeological field activities, as well as their transferable skills. It is important that the potential abilities identified by the tool kit are then tested in the field. Successive use of the tool kit after each subsequent period of fieldwork allows the development of these skills and abilities to be tracked and recorded.

Before participating in fieldwork, the tool kit allows an individual to identify their potential ability to successfully complete the various tasks involved by answering a series of questions about everyday activities that replicate the archaeological activities (Figure 34.3). These can be answered at scaled levels of difficulty and any areas where support or adjustments may need to be provided can be identified. After participating in fieldwork, the individual can evaluate their ‘actual’ abilities, again at various levels. They can also evaluate their competency—how well they have performed in carrying out the various tasks. Because abilities and skills are evaluated at different levels of attainment, the tool kit can be used on subsequent occasions to track their development.

Application and uses of ASSET

Disabled archaeology students

The inclusion of disabled students in archaeological fieldwork training has been successful in cases where their abilities and limitations were known and fully understood. Difficulties have arisen where this ‘anticipatory’ approach was not in place (ibid.). The most reliable source of information about someone’s potential abilities and possible limitations is the actual individual concerned. However, an archaeological excavation may be a totally new environment to someone embarking on fieldwork training. The tool kit allows students with no previous experience of practical archaeology to evaluate their potential to successfully participate in particular archaeological tasks. This information can be used to anticipate what, if any, reasonable adjustments may need to be provided.

An important aspect of good practice in providing for disabled students is a review of provisions and procedures after participation in fieldwork (ibid.). The information provided by the post-fieldwork evaluation can help to inform this procedure. Because the format of the tool kit allows for the dynamic nature of ability, future provision can be changed or adapted to suit the individual. The tool kit can also be used prior to taking up a university degree course. It will give prospective archaeology students an idea of their potential abilities.
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FIGURE 34.3 Sample question from part 1 of the tool kit: Self-Evaluation of Abilities.

Professional skills

The last ten years have witnessed radical changes in the curriculum in British higher education institutions. These have been driven by rapid changes and greater flexibility in the labour market. This has led to a greater emphasis being placed on widening participation, Personal Development Planning (PDP), and other means of enhancing employability. All these involve identifying key skills, especially transferable skills, and ensuring that these are developed and exploited for the individual student’s benefit. Many institutions now provide modules such as Professional and Career Management Skills and actively encourage a process of student PDP. This involves the identification of the essential professional and transferable skills required, and the formulation of a strategy for gaining them as an integral part of the curriculum of a university course. The design of the tool kit allows it to be embedded easily into the existing curriculum: programmes of PDP can identify, test, and evaluate both the professional and transferable skills involved in archaeological fieldwork training (Figure 34.4).

Generic applications

The self-evaluation tool kit, and the processes involved in developing it, can be adapted to other disciplines that contain a fieldwork element within their undergraduate courses. This might include geography and earth sciences, agriculture and biological sciences. It also has the potential to be adapted for use as part of employees’ Career Path Development (CPD) programmes.

Summary

The disability legislation in Britain, and the social model of disability behind it, has been the driving force to provide a tool that makes archaeological fieldwork training accessible to disabled students. However, by taking the ethos of inclusion at its widest interpretation, a disability model has been replaced by a model of ability. By investigating what individuals can do, rather than what they cannot do, it is possible to apply the theoretical aspects of inclusion at a basic and practical level in fieldwork training. It also makes it possible to anticipate reasonable adjustments that are required to ensure inclusion. This model is applicable to all individuals, not just those with a declared disability. The tool kit is of potential benefit to all students in archaeology, and beyond. In itself, this is an example of how developing inclusive provisions for people with disabilities can enhance the experience of a much wider section of society.
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FIGURE 34.4 Integrating ASSET into the process of PDP.

CONCLUSION

Enabling the participation of people with disabilities is a significant issue in public and commercial archaeology, and in higher education; but this initiative is something that has been driven from above. Awareness of disability has been raised in the UK by the anti-discrimination legislation and governmental priorities as part of an overall policy of addressing all forms of social exclusion through encouraging widening participation. The response within the discipline has been to incorporate inclusion into existing structures. In public archaeology the national agencies have embraced inclusion as part of their corporate strategy. In commercial archaeology, the Institute for Archaeologists sees inclusion as a facet of their role in formulating and monitoring professional standards. Indeed, it is now clear that disabled employees make up a significant part of the workforce. The process of enabling inclusion is an integral factor in higher education, from senior management policies and decisions down to the day-to-day teaching and assessment of students. Moreover, the provision of support for disabled students can be integrated into the wider curriculum and can be of benefit to all students, as demonstrated by the Inclusive, Accessible, Archaeology Project.

However, these policies and initiatives overlie some fundamental tensions that exist between disability issues and archaeology as a discipline. In public archaeology there is a need to balance access against the factors of management and preservation, as well as the danger of creating a separate view of the past, rather than a shared and inclusive past. In commercial archaeology there is an even greater perceived conflict between the demands of competitive business and providing support for employees with disabilities. In higher education a great deal of effort has gone into developing an infrastructure of support for students with disabilities. This shows signs of success with undergraduate students, but some dissatisfaction appears to remain at postgraduate level, where reasonable adjustments may come into conflict with rigorous academic standards. Successes so far have been measured in numbers; it may take another generation before we will know the extent to which actual attitudes and experiences have changed.
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