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READERS FROM THE SAA PRESS

Formation Theory in Archaeology. Readings from American Antiquity and Latin
American Antiquity compiled by Michael Shott. Spanning over 50 years of
research, the papers in this volume illustrate formation theory’s central posi-
tion in archaeology and encourages greater engagement with it. Formation the-
ory focuses on how the archaeological record accumulated and how it can be
interpreted. Fourth in the Society for American Archaeology’s reader series,
this volume compiles some of the best and most influential work on assem-
blage formation theory that appeared in the pages of American Antiquity and
Latin American Antiquity. 352 pp. 2006. ISBN 0-932839-30-4. Regular Price:
$37.95, SAA Member Discount Price: $29.95.

Readings in Late Pleistocene North America and Early Paleoindians: Selections from America
Antiguity. Compiled by Bruce B. Huckell and J. David Kilby. This Reader focuses on one of
American Archaeology's most interesting topics: the presence of late Pleistocene humans in North
America. The volume features articles and reports from the journal American Antiquity, and is an
ideal text for graduate and undergraduate courses. 312 pp. 2004.

ISBN 0-932839-26-6. Regular Price: $27.95, SAA Member Discount Price: $21.95.

Ceramics in Archaeology: Readings from American Antiquity, 1936-2002. Com-
piled by Hector Neff. This volume focuses on ceramics, one of archaeology’s
best sources of clues to help unlock the past. The contributors to this timely
volume show that ceramics can reveal diverse aspects of ancient cultures: time-
space relationships, cooking habits, economic patterns, and much more.

384 pp. 2005. ISBN 0-932839-29-0. Regular Price: $37.95, SAA Member
Discount Price: $29.95.

Readings in American Archaeological Theory: Selections from American Antiquity 1962-2002.
Compiled by Garth Bawden. This Reader is an ideal text for graduate core classes in archaeo-
logical history & theory, and undergraduate theory and survey courses. The articles provide
critical discussions in American archaeology over the past 40 years. 292 pages. 2003.

ISBN 0-932839-25-8. Regular Price: $24.95, SAA Member Discount Price: 19.95.

TO ORDER, PLEASE CALL SAA AT +1 202-789-8200 OR ORDER ONLINE AT WWW.SAA.ORG
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EDITOR’S CORNER

John Kantner

John Kantner is Vice President of Academic & Institutional Advancement

at the School of American Research.

In With the Old; In With the New

I am pleased to have resurrected the
Point-Counterpoint column for this
issue of The SAA Archaeological
Record. For those who do not remem-
ber, this column was established by for-
mer Editor Mark Aldenderfer, and it tra-
ditionally featured two short editorials
on a controversial topic important to
archaeologists, with the editorials taking
opposing positions on the topic. For this
issue’s Point-Counterpoint column,
Charles R. McGimsey III and Francis
McManamon debate the National Park
Service’s responsibility for developing a
national program of archaeology as envi-
sioned in the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act (AHPA, or Moss-
Bennett). I will happily entertain any
suggestions on future topics—from
NAGPRA to the placement of archaeolo-
gy in the academy—that should be cov-
ered in the Point-Counterpoint column.

Also in this issue, I introduce a new col-
umn format. The idea for Call-Answer
grew out of a short article that Paul Min-
nis submitted that challenges archaeolo-
gists to articulate the practical relevance
of the discipline. As opposed to leaving
it an open query, Paul and I decided that
it would be much more interesting to
have a selection of our colleagues
attempt to address the challenge in no
more than three paragraphs. Paul's “call’
and several well-reasoned “answers” that
we received inspired me to develop the
format into an occasional column. I
encourage anyone to submit short arti-
cles that challenge your colleagues to
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briefly address important topics on
archaeological practice. If the “call’
seems appropriate and interesting,
together we can select respondents to
provide their “answers.”

Finally, I am also pleased to announce
that Student Affairs is back! After a con-
siderable hiatus, this occasional column
produced by the SAA Student Affairs
Committee has made a return. This
issue features a column by Yale Univer-
sity’s Lauren Lippiello on finding gradu-
ate funding, and additional articles are
planned for the future. It is especially
appropriate that the resurrection of Stu-
dent Affairs occurs in the same issue in
which appears a series of short articles
that assess the future of the graduate
curriculum in archaeology.

My Last Thematic Issue

In March 2007, a thematic issue will fea-
ture articles on Indigenous Knowledge
in Archaeological Practice. While this
issue is almost full, contributions are
invited on topics ranging from tradition-
al cultural properties (TCPs), to the
Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), to the con-
flict between science and tradition and
the value of oral histories. Please contact
Kurt Dongoske (kdongoske@
cableone.net), Associate Editor of the
Working Together column, or me direct-
ly (kantner@sarsf.org) if you would like
to contribute to this important issue.

&> EDITOR’S CORNER, continued on page 10
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AUSTIN 2007!

Tobi A. Brimsek

Tobi A. Brimsek is executive director for the Society for American Archaeology.

came to a close in September, and this Annual Meeting,
pril 25-29, 2007 in Austin, Texas, promises to be rich,
rewarding, and robust! Don't forget to check out the preliminary
program online in late December or in your snail mail in early
January to register for the meeting as well as for workshops,
roundtable lunches, and the fabulous excursions planned for
Austin! Also returning to the Annual meeting in Austin—the
President’s Forum, the Silent Auction, ArchaeologyLand!, and
the CRM Expo. We hope to see you there!

a busy submissions process for the 72nd Annual Meeting

Austin Hotels

In addition to the headquarters hotel, there is an overflow hotel,
as well as some properties exclusively for students. Detailed
information follows below.

Headquarters Hotel

The Hilton Austin (approximately 32 steps from the door of the
hotel to the door of the Austin Convention Center) is the head-
quarters hotel for the 72nd Annual Meeting.

Hilton Austin Hotel

500 East 4th St.

Austin, Texas 78701

Rates: $159 single/double; $20 additional person

FOR RESERVATIONS:

. By phone: (800) HILTONS or (512) 482-8000

« By fax: (512) 682-2769

« Online: http://www.hilton.com/en/hi/groups/personalized/
auscvhh_saa/index.jht

Overflow Hotel

The Radisson Hotel and Suites Austin (approximately 2 blocks
from the Austin Convention Center) will serve as an overflow
hotel for all attendees and also has a limited number of rooms
at a special rate for students. Additional hotels exclusively for
students are listed below.

Radisson Hotel and Suites Austin

111 Cesar Chavez at Congress

Austin, TX 78701

Rates: $139 flat rate (single-quad);

For Students Only, a limited number of rooms: $119 flat rate
(single—quad)

FOR RESERVATIONS:

- Call (800) 333-3333 and reference the “Society for Ameri-
can Archaeology.” If you need a student rate, please ask for
that rate specifically. You must have your valid student ID
with you upon check-in.

« You may also make reservations online. For the regular
SAA rate, go to http://www.radisson.com/archaeology. For
the student rate rooms at the Radisson, go to
http://www.radisson.com/arcstudent

Student Hotels

In addition to the Radisson Hotel and Suites Austin, there are
two additional student properties: La Quinta Inn Capitol Down-
town (8 blocks from the Austin Convention Center) and the
Holiday Inn Austin Town Lake (approximately a 10-15 minute
walk to the Austin Convention Center). While both La Quinta
and the Holiday Inn are walking distance to the Austin Con-
vention Center, complimentary shuttling will be provided for
those two hotels. Students must present a current student ID to
qualify for these rates. There are a limited number of rooms,
and they are available on a first-come, first-served basis. Reserve
ASAP!!

Radisson Hotel and Suites Austin

See description, student rate, and reservation information
above under “Overflow Hotel.”

La Quinta Inn Capitol Downtown

300 E. 11th

Austin, Texas 78701

Rate: $109.99 flat rate

&~IN BRIEF, continued on page 10
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setts, Ambherst, I look outside and see the beautiful fall

colors of New England and students scurrying around in
their thick sweaters. Inside my office, I am surrounded by more
than 2,000 submissions for the 72nd Annual Meeting of the
Society for American Archaeology, and my thoughts turn to
springtime in the beautiful capitol city of Austin—the “Live
Music Capital of the World!”

a s I sit here in my office at the University of Massachu-

As I write, I have only just received the paper abstracts, and the
submission data are still being compiled by SAA, so while I can't
tell you the exact number of papers, posters, and symposia, I
can tell you the numbers are well above average for the annual
meeting. As a result, it is likely there will be Thursday evening
sessions, as there was this past year. The papers represent a
broad range of geographical, methodological, theoretical, and
professional issues. I would like to call your attention to just a
few of the many offerings at the meeting in Austin.

On Wednesday evening, the Program Committee will sponsor
the Opening Session, “Borders, Boundaries, and Bridges in
Texas Archaeology.” Given its geographical and historical con-
text, Texas archaeology provides us with an opportunity to
explore social boundaries and build bridges among seemingly
disparate intellectual, theoretical, and professional categories.
Papers in this session will explore current research and practice
in Paleo-Indian research, models of hunter-gatherers, collabora-
tions among Native peoples and archaeologists, cultural
resource management, and the archaeology of colonization.

There will be two SAA Board-sponsored sessions in 2007: “Cen-
tral American Archaeology: Current Situation and Future Per-
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spectives,” organized by Barbara Arroyo and chaired by Daniel
Sandweiss; and “The Discipline of Archaeology,” organized by
Vin Steponaitis, Margaret Conkey, and T. Douglas Price. The
President’s Forum will focus on the peopling of the Americas,
and is organized by Ken Ames.

There are several events that are being organized by the Public
Education Committee. These include a workshop, “Education
Programs Evaluation: Prospects and Planning;” a forum,
“Diversifying Archaeology’s Impact through New Forms of Pub-
lic Engagement: Current Happenings in Public Archaeology;”
and a symposium, “Taking the Camino Real to School” (which
includes teachers from Chihuahua, Mexico). ArchaeologyLand!
(featuring hands-on archaeology and cultural history-based
activities), which premiered in Salt Lake in 2005, will be back!
The CRM Expo, which was on hiatus in San Juan, will also be
back, in the Exhibit Hall on the Saturday of the meeting.

The Program Committee and I are still finalizing the topics for
the 15 roundtable lunches, but I can tell you that they include
topics related to professional development, heritage manage-
ment, and broad theoretical and methodological issues in
archaeology. Stay tuned for more details on the program in the
January issue of The SAA Archaeological Record.

The real work of the Program Committee is only just beginning.
I am honored to be able to serve as the Program Chair for the
72nd Annual meeting, and I look forward to seeing you all in
Austin!
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SAA 2007 AUSTIN LOCAL ARRANGEMENTS

Pam Wheat-Stranahan and Pat Mercado-Allinger

Pam Wheat-Stranahan and Pat Mercado-Allinger are co-chairs for the Local Advisory Committee.

e'll be looking for you in Austin for a first-rate SAA
conference. The city offers an eclectic setting to renew
old friendships and meet new folks. You will also want

to experience for yourself why Austin is known as the Live
Music Capital of the World!

We have arranged several special excursions that relate to
important archaeological research. These excursions will
require registration and we expect that they will fill up quickly,
so don't miss out—sign up early! If the tours are not fully sub-
scribed through advance registration, on the other hand, they
will not be able to run! Check these out in the preliminary pro-
gram and online in late December.

A Thursday tour group, led by James Bruseth of the Texas His-
torical Commission, will go to the Texas State History Museum
(http:/ /www.thestoryoftexas.com/), where some of the premiere
artifacts recovered from La Salle’s shipwreck, La Belle, are on
display (http://www.thc.state.tx.us/lasalle/lasdefault.html). The
group will then travel to College Station, to the Conservation
Research Laboratory at Texas A&M University to view La Belle’s
hull undergoing treatment in a holding tank and to learn how
over one million artifacts were conserved.

Another Thursday destination will be San Antonio to visit two
of the city’s eighteenth-century Spanish missions: Mission San

Jose, an active parish, and the Alamo (originally established as
Mission San Antonio de Valero), where recently installed
exhibits are ready for viewing. Serving as hosts will be the
National Park Service, Daughters of the Texas Revolution, and
the Center for Archaeological Research at the University of
Texas at San Antonio. Archaeologists and historians will present
information on recent archaeological investigations along the
Mission Trail.

Friday's excursion will begin at the Texas Archeological
Research Laboratory—University of Texas at Austin, where you
will tour the largest archaeological repository in the state.
Michael B. Collins and other research associates will lead you
through the evidence and artifacts associated with the
Paleoindian-age Gault site (http://www.utexas.edu/research/
tarl/research/gault_intro.php). Next, you will travel to the site
itself, about two hours north of Austin.

In town, you will find an array of lunch and dinner diversions
and live music venues. Austin sights, sounds, and suppers are
short walks or rides from the conference hotel. Public trans-
portation includes the “Dillo,” a free trolley that runs from
Town Lake to the University of Texas and many points in
between. Everyone has their favorite spot; just ask a local—
either native or adopted—for suggestions! And of course, we'll
be doing a restaurant guide for you.

m

MUSICIANS IN FRONT OF AUSTIN SKYLINE. ACVB PHOTO
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THE LIFE AND HARD TIMES OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL
AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT IN WASHINGTON, DC:
AN ASSESSMENT 30 YEARS AFTER

Charles R. McGimsey IlI

Charles R. McGimsey II1 is Director Emeritus, Arkansas Archeological Survey.

(NPS) failed to utilize the full potential of the Archeological

and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA, or Moss-Bennett) to
develop a true national program for archaeology, as Carl Chap-
man and I had envisioned. As it developed, the timing was unfor-
tunate. At that time, all attention in the NPS was focused on the
Historic Preservation Program (HPP), and NPS was unprepared
administratively, and unwilling philosophically, to entertain other
concepts, however complementary. Perhaps we did not fully
appreciate the fragility and complexity of the internal NPS situa-
tion regarding implementation of HPP, but I am not sure what
we could have done about it if we had. But this failure to under-
take the mandates of AHPA is going to make it much more diffi-
cult the next time around, for, instead of being a new experience
for all and therefore everyone being more open to outside advice,
entities from the Department of the Interior (DOI) to the State
Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) are going to be set in their
ways and less willing to make many adjustments. Leadership can
be most effective in the very beginning.

I was deeply disappointed when the National Park Service

We envisioned a national archaeology program separate from
but complementary to HPP, one whereby NPS assumed an
aggressive policy of coordination throughout the federal gov-
ernment (not simply implementing Section 106 procedures,
which was all that was attempted—and considered to be
enough). We wanted NPS, right from the very start, to issue
firm guidelines and standards and do everything in its power to
see that the other agencies would follow the NPS lead, from ini-
tial contracting standards to the final report and its distribution.
As it developed, absent strong NPS leadership, everyone went
their own way to a depressing degree. Agency guidelines were
less than uniform, and copies of reports were not forwarded to
NPS for public availability, all just the reverse of what we had
anticipated. We also envisioned NPS increasing the role of its
regional centers and developing a contracting program that
filled the cracks not covered by the existing programs. And there
are some huge ones: the charge to DOI in the Historic Sites Act
of 1935 encompasses the entire country, not just that portion
affected by federal programs. In this regard, our efforts proved

6 The SAA Archaeological Record « NovEMBER 2006

to be visionary, and fruitless.

On the other hand, the positive effects that were achieved by
AHPA more than warrant the efforts made by so many. It opened
wide the fiscal floodgates—already cracked to some extent by
NHPA and NEPA—with clear legislative direction that all federal
agencies were to follow up the discovery and evaluation of sites
authorized by those earlier acts by undertaking appropriate data
recovery, analysis, and publication. It set the Secretary of DOI as
the coordinator of the federal archaeological program, and
charged the Secretary with making available to the public all
resulting publications (a charge not yet adequately met) and
report progress to the Congress. The process of passage thor-
oughly alerted the discipline to the need for involvement with the
legislative process at all times, and it helped to introduce archae-
ology to the federal agencies, albeit without the needed regulato-
ry backup that could have been provided only by the NPS. Final-
ly, I believe AHPA’s language, directed toward programs as well
as projects, opened the door to the development of innovative pro-
grammatic planning instead of limiting our research to tradition-
al, scientifically inadequate, project-by-project salvage.

Unfortunately, rather than strengthening its position, more
recent decisions by NPS have further reduced AHPA’s capabili-
ty of playing a significant, much less a lead, role in archaeologi-
cal resource management.

I firmly believe this country needs strong federal leadership in
all aspects of cultural resource management. However, the
immediate challenge facing archaeology is to make maximum
use of the favorable developments that have come to pass, while
we work with the federal government to establish a program
fully adequate to safeguard our nation’s cultural resources.

For an in-depth discussion of the subjects briefly covered here,
see Charles R. McGimsey 111, 2004, CRM on CRM: One Per-
son’s Perspective on the Birth and Early Development of Cul-
tural Resource Management, Arkansas Archeological Survey
Research Series No. 61, Fayetteville, Arkansas.
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NATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND COORDINATION FOR FEDERAL ARCHAEOLOGY

Francis P. McManamon

Francis P. McManamon is Chief Archeologist for the National Park Service and Departmental Consulting Archeologist for the Department of the Interior.

What was Envisioned?

The promise that Bob McGimsey, Carl Chapman, and others
may have envisioned in the early and mid-1970s for a national
archaeological program controlled by a single national agency
was not realized. In his comment, McGimsey criticizes the
National Park Service (NPS) cultural resource leaders at the time
who could not or would not, and, in any case, did not, seize the
opportunity provided by the Archeological and Historic Preser-
vation Act (AHPA) that McGimsey believes was in their grasp.

Of course, a single, controlling national archaeological or cul-
tural resource agency or department might not have had as ben-
eficial an impact as the multiple federal agencies and depart-
ments involved in contemporary public archaeology. In fact, in
1974 when the Moss-Bennett bill was enacted, it might already
have been too late for a single national archaeological agency in
the U.S. Wendorf and Thompson (2002:327) suggest this in
their interesting and informative article about the crucial role
played by the Committee for the Recovery of Archaeological
Remains (CRAR) in the development of American public
archaeology between the late 1940s and the 1970s. In their opin-
ion, the “salvage archaeology’ public programs of the
1950s-1970s had

created multiple centers of archaeological activity that
began to develop on their own, paying little or no
attention to the NPS leadership. Each agency, in good
bureaucratic tradition, was working for itself....We
believe the great strengths of the American system
lie in these many loci of activity. Unlike many coun-
tries where all archaeology is centralized in one
agency or ministry, and often a weak one, the United
States has many agencies and offices striving to do
good archaeology. This kind of competitiveness not
only serves to improve the federal program overall,
but also spreads responsibility, cost, success, and
blame throughout the bureaucracy and makes it diffi-
cult to eliminate archaeology from the federal system
[Wendorf and Thompson 2002:327].

In 1966, even before enactment of the National Historic Preser-
vation Act (NHPA), NPS Director George Hartzog Jr. established
a special committee to advise him on the ways that the NPS
should carry out its historic preservation responsibilities, both
for archaeological and historic properties within units of the
National Park system and for assisting or coordinating with
other agencies and organizations on meeting broader historic
preservation responsibilities. The committee of three—
archaeologist J. O. Brew, architectural historian Ernest A. Con-
nally, and NPS historian Ronald F. Lee, who chaired the
committee—recommended developing a program with an
archaeological component squarely within the overall scope of
the program (Lee et al. 1966). The special committee did not rec-
ommend a separate program specifically for national archaeo-
logical integration, and the NPS went on to develop an overall
historic preservation program with archaeological activities inte-
grated within it. In its early years, the program was known
administratively as the Office of Archeology and Historic Preser-
vation. Early in 1967, Connally was hired to develop and lead this
program, which he did for many years. It is not surprising, there-
fore, that persuasive as McGimsey undoubtedly was in arguing
for a separate national archaeological program, this proposal was
not accepted. For readers interested in more details on this topic,
I recommend McGimsey's well-documented description of his
efforts to create a single national archaeological program in his
recent collection of historical commentary, essays, reports, and
reflections (McGimsey 2004: 47—66).

The NPS did not develop a single national organization to pro-
vide comprehensive public archaeological expertise and servic-
es. Instead, NPS leaders used the archaeological, historical, and
architectural expertise within the organization to develop gen-
eral standards and provide guidance for cultural resource iden-
tification, evaluation, planning, documentation, preservation,
protection, and treatment that could be used by all public agen-
cies. These standards and guidelines eventually were published
in 1983 as The Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines
for Archeology and Historic Preservation (http://
www.cr.nps.gov/local-law/arch_stnds_0.htm).
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Historical interpretations and judgments about how public
archaeology in the U.S. has come to be organized during the last
generation, and the roles of the NPS and other organizations,
certainly will continue to be debated. McGimsey’s primary point
about the need for strong, effective leadership and coordination
at the present time, however, is right on target. Due to the
decentralized activities and responsibilities of many agencies in
the U.S. system of public archaeology, such leadership is need-
ed to ensure adequate and consistent effort, integration of activ-
ities, and accessibility of results.

What Has Happened

About a dozen federal agencies manage public land in excess of
a million acres. In all, about a third of the nation is made up of
public lands, and the federal agencies that manage these lands
are responsible for the care of millions of archaeological sites on
them, both those already known, recorded, and managed, and
those not yet discovered. Other federal agencies are responsible
to ensure that their actions (“undertakings” is the official proce-
dural term) do not wantonly destroy significant archaeological
resources. Hundreds of millions of dollars are devoted to
archaeological activities related to these public responsibilities.
Such widespread responsibility to take proper account of
archaeological resources probably means that more archaeolog-
ical investigations are done than if a single governmental organ-
ization was responsible directly and exclusively for American
archaeology.

Of course, this kind of diffuse responsibility and widely spread
decision-making runs the risk of wasteful redundancy, incon-
sistent priorities, and unprofessional work being accepted.
There are a number of integrative mechanisms in the American
system of public archaeology to counter these risks. A set of fed-
eral laws and uniform regulations require the protection or ade-
quate consideration of archaeological resources by federal agen-
cies, as well as the national standards and guidelines cited
above. These laws, such as the Antiquities Act, the Archaeolog-
ical Resources Protection Act (ARPA), NHPA, and the Aban-
doned Shipwreck Act, set the requirements for all agencies that
manage archaeological resources or whose activities affect sig-
nificant archaeological properties.

Integration also has been provided through leadership and coor-
dination in the promotion of certain activities and by undertak-
ing certain initiatives. The NPS Archeology Program, at the
national level and at regional offices and centers across the U.S.,
has been instrumental since the late 1980s in providing inte-
gration within federal archaeology in this way. One of the earli-
est examples of this was the promotion of public education and
outreach activities now taken up by many archaeologists in pub-
lic agencies, colleges and universities, and the private sector.
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The Archeology Program continues to offer a wide range of
information on this topic, including reading lists, web links,
public interpretation vignettes, and online courses for archaeol-
ogists, interpreters, teachers, and the general public on our
national website (Archeology Program 2006a). Similarly, the
pressing need for more attention to the curation of and access
to archaeological collections has been stressed in training pro-
grams, publications, and workshops led or sponsored by NPS
professionals and offices (e.g., Childs and Corcoran 2000).
Working with key officials, government attorneys, archaeolo-
gists in other agencies, and law enforcement colleagues, the
effective use of archaeological resource protection laws to fight
looting and illegal trafficking has been another major thrust of
the NPS Archeology Program.

Since 1986, the NPS Archeology Program has coordinated the
reporting of yearly data and summaries related to archaeological
activities accomplished or funded by up to three dozen federal
agencies. In 1990, through coordinated efforts among federal
agencies with substantial archaeological programs, the “Nation-
al Strategy for Federal Archeology” was proposed by the NPS
Archeology Program, issued by the Secretary of the Interior, and
endorsed by other Cabinet Secretaries as a means of directing
federal agencies to undertake or support archaeological activi-
ties that emphasized the preservation, protection, stewardship,
and wise use of archaeological resources. The National Strategy
was most recently updated and reissued through the Director of
the NPS (Archeology Program, 2006b). In all of these examples,
as well as others not summarized here, one overriding objective
has been the integration of archaeological activities among pub-
lic agencies, colleagues in academic positions, and individual
archaeologists and firms in the private sector.

What Is Needed

Continuing efforts in archaeological public education and out-
reach, archaeological curation, resource protection, and pro-
gram coordination are necessary. The kind of work needed may
have shifted over the years, but the level of activity required has
not diminished. At least three other topics bear mentioning.
One is the need for easier archaeological data retrieval and inte-
gration (e.g., Kintigh 2005; Snow et al. 2006). The National
Archeological Database (NADB), a national effort since 1983,
coordinated and largely funded by the NPS Archeology Pro-
gram, has provided information about archaeological projects
undertaken in the U.S. (Archeology Program 2006c). The
NADB-Reports module presents basic bibliographic informa-
tion, general geographic location of the project, and a location
where a copy of a report can be found. The Reports database
now contains information about 350,000 reports, mainly from
the “gray literature.” This probably is less than half of all the
unpublished archaeological reports that exist, and the rate of
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records entry is not keeping pace with the rate at which new
reports are being created. Another NADB module with summa-
ry information about over 3,200 archaeological investigations
for which Antiquities Act or ARPA permits were issued between
1907 and 1984 awaits completion and posting on the NADB web
page. Resources are needed if NADB is to serve as an important
component in a national archaeological cyberinfrastructure and
to provide for better data access and integration.

The professional archaeological workforce in public agencies is
aging. Retirements among the cohort hired at the beginning of
the growth of public sector archaeology in America have begun
and will accelerate during the next decade. Replacements for
these experts have not been hired at a rate that ensures an easy
transition from one generation to the next. The network of pro-
fessional archaeologists in public agencies—federal, state, trib-
al, and local—has been an essential part of ensuring that sig-
nificant archaeological resources have been treated appropriate-
ly. If holes in this network are not filled, America’s archaeologi-
cal record will suffer neglect and loss.

Finally, public support for archaeological investigations, the pro-
tection of archaeological resources, and public interpretation of
archaeological sites and collections is essential. There is
tremendous public interest in archaeology and archaeological
sites and objects, as shown by the results of the Harris Interac-
tive national opinion survey (Ramos and Duganne 2000). How-
ever, the actual knowledge most individuals have about archae-
ology and sites is very shallow. So, the opportunity exists to take
advantage of positive public attitudes, but quite a bit needs to be
done on improving public perceptions and understanding of
American archaeology. In addition, such potential support must
be translated into political interest and action through the rep-
resentatives of the American people.
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FOURTH ANNUAL
SAA ETHICS BOWL

The Society for American Archaeology’s Committee on
Ethics is pleased to announce the Fourth Annual Ethics
Bowl. Graduate and undergraduate students are invited to
organize a team of 3—5 participants with a faculty advisor to
take part at the SAA 72nd Annual Meeting in Austin, Texas
on April 26, 2007. Rules and procedures for the Ethics Bowl
and the 2004—2006 case studies can be downloaded from:
http://www.saa.org/aboutSAA/committees/ethics/ebowl.h
tml. To sign up for 2007, contact one of the organizers: Julie
Hollowell (email:jjh@indiana.edu), Chip Colwell-Chan-
thaphonh (email:chipcc@gmail.com), or Dru McGill
(email:dremcgil@indiana.edu).
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Charles R. McGimsey Il

with a multiple agency program rather than one conducted

primarily by the NPS, although I admit we did not start out
with that idea. But we were rapidly disabused of a NPS monop-
oly as we worked with the agencies.

I agree with Wendorf and Thompson that we are better off

We never intended for the NPS to develop a national archaeo-
logical program such as those in, for example, India or Egypt. We
wanted the NPS to do three things: (1) promptly develop guide-
lines for all aspects of federal archaeology and to do everything

EDITOR’S CORNER, from page 2 <9

March will be the last thematic issue of my six years as Editor of
The SAA Archaeological Record, and my yet-to-be-named suc-
cessor might continue the tradition, or she or he might not. Any
feedback on the policy of dedicating issues of the magazine to

in its power, as the clearly designated lead agency, to see that all
agencies adhered to them (a nine-year delay in issuing Regula-
tions does not cut it); (2) serve as a public repository for all result-
ant publications and make them accessible to the public (too lit-
tle too late); and (3) based on its 1935 Historic Sites Act mandate,
develop the NPS Intergency Archeological Services (IAS) to fund
contracts for investigation of sites identified by basic regional
programmatic or other scientifically based management pro-
grams, thus freeing archaeology from a total past and present
dependence on salvage archeology (never even considered).

specific topics would be very valuable as we make the transition
to a new Editor!

Remember that not all issues are dedicated to specific themes.
If you have ideas for interesting contributions, do not hesitate to
email or call!

IN BRIEF, from page 3 <%

« Free continental breakfast
« Free high-speed Internet access

FOR RESERVATIONS:

« In order to get the SAA rates, you need to specify the
“SAA/Society for American Archaeology group rate” when
you call. The toll free number is (800) 531-5900. The toll
number for La Quinta is (512) 476-1166. The SAA rate is not
available through any online reservations system for La
Quinta.

Holiday Inn Austin Town Lake
20 N. IH-35

Austin, TX 78701

Rate: $119 flat rate
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« Complimentary shuttle transportation to and from the air-
port. (You must call the Holiday Inn Town Lake from the
Austin Airport to be picked up. There is no courtesy phone
for that purpose.)

« Complimentary covered parking available

FOR RESERVATIONS:

« In order to get the SAA rates, you need to specify the “Soci-
ety for American Archaeology group rate” when you call. The
toll free number is (800) 445-8475.

And An Opportunity For You...

A special opportunity for you!!!! Register for a room at any of the
meeting hotels for the SAA meeting by January 19, 2007, and
your name will be entered into an SAA drawing for a terrific
prize: a one-year membership in SAA! Make your room reser-
vation today!
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THE EMERGENCE OF
GEOARCHAEOLOGY IN RESEARCH
AND CULTURAL RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT: PART 1

Joseph Schuldenrein

Joseph Schuldenrein is Principal Archeologist and President of Geoarcheology Research Associates.

have followed contemporaneous if somewhat independent courses. As a widely applied strategy,

geoarchaeology emerged in the wake of the “New Archaeology.” It was a logical vehicle for incor-
porating scientific methods to a theoretical orientation that emphasized human ecology. Perhaps the sig-
nature work that placed the discipline on the academic “archaeological map” was Karl Butzer’s second edi-
tion of Environment and Archaeology: An Ecological Approach to Prehistory (1971). At about the same
time, the expansive reach of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) mandated archaeological inves-
tigations across landscapes, environments, and contexts heretofore unanticipated across the U.S.

Since the early 1970s, the trajectories of geoarchaeology and cultural resource management (CRM)

In hindsight, geoarchaeology’s landscape perspective and the preservation ethic would appear to be nat-
ural allies for implementing compliance projects, but the convergence of the two was slow to develop.
The catalyst for integration was the growth of large-scale planning projects—reservoir expansions for
major drainages of the Southeast and Forest Service inventories in the West, for example—that formally
designated natural landscapes as planning units. By the mid-1980s, it became apparent that an under-
standing of the systematics of landscape evolution would account for site/settlement distributions and
the processes of site burial and preservation, items of paramount concern to cultural resource planners.
The results of CRM research began to be reported in the professional literature (Waters 1992), and
geoarchaeology was eventually integrated into planning strategies.

While it is safe to say that geoarchaeology has demonstrated its worth in CRM, the science behind it
remains mysterious to planners and general archaeologists alike. As in other archaeological specialties,
the methods, techniques, and interpretive potential of the field have evolved over decades. Ideally, prac-
titioners are extensively trained in both the natural and social sciences and have gained considerable
experience by studying archaeological sites in their natural contexts. The purpose of these articles is to
acquaint the archaeological public with the key concepts and applications of geoarchaeology, and specifi-
cally that aspect of geoarchaeology bearing on ancient landscapes. More importantly, the mission is to
enable planners, principal investigators, technicians, and students to identify those settings in which
geoarchaeology is beneficial and to pose the right questions for professionals working at their sites. In
Part I, the general concepts and principles of geoarchaeology are discussed, and field work and sam-
pling are introduced. In Part II, which will appear in the next issue of The SAA Archaeological Record,
a detailed assessment of geoarchaeology’s utility for compliance work in CRM will be provided.

Concepts and Principles

As the term implies, geoarchaeology addresses the interface between the earth sciences and archaeolo-
gy. Archaeological problems form the basis of the inquiry. The term archaeological geology is also used,
but it more accurately refers to a thematic bias in which geology is the primary focus and archaeology is
simply an investigative technique.

II



ARTICLE

A fundamental postulate is that cultural finds are always tied to a Jandscape—either on an exposed sur-
face or buried underneath it. Irrespective of the aims of an archaeological project, the association
between cultural materials and the ground is critical to assessing significance from the compliance per-
spective. Systematic associations between cultural features (e.g., artifacts, storage pits, processing sta-
tions, settlements, structures), their periods of occupation, and patterned distributions with particular
terrain elements enables CRM professionals to structure observations in a way that is meaningful for
clients and regulators.

A second postulate is that over the course of the 15,000 years of human occupation across North Ameri-
ca, the landscape has been dynamic. Thus the history of landscape dynamics provides an independent
context for explaining the variability in archaeological distributions across time and space. Landscape
histories are initially reconstructed by examining the individual landforms that define an environmental
setting. An alluvial landscape, probably the most prominent setting for stratified sites, includes such
landforms as terraces, flood basins, marshes, and meander scrolls. However, because of landscape
dynamism, the configuration of landforms comprising the contemporary alluvial terrain may not corre-
spond to that of the past. Surface artifacts of recent origin can be separated from prehistoric settings by
depths of deposit within the same landform or by distance from former landforms that are no longer
exposed. Systematic study of landscape change is key to understanding patterned contexts of cultural
features through time and determines if, for example, remains of a given prehistoric period will survive
on the surface, erode away, or be buried. The study of landscape change—effectively, the change in
landform configurations—is geomorphology.

Assembling landscape histories and assessing site integrity are the most critical objectives for the geoar-
chaeologist. Landform histories are grounded in absolute dating techniques, which, in North America,
still center on the radiocarbon technique for carbonized cultural remains, but are now increasingly
dependent on AMS and bulk sediment dating of organic deposits that may house archaeological materi-
als. Archaeomagnetism and thermoluminescense have gained increasing prominence for archaeological
dating, while dendrochronology and obsidian hydration are routine across the western U.S. The most
exciting recent development in absolute dating is optically stimulated luminescence (OSL), which
expands the dating scale to 100 KYA and facilitates determinations in Aeolian environments.

To develop assessments of site integrity, geoarchaeologists draw on techniques from a variety of disci-
plines, including geology, sedimentology, pedology, hydrology, geomorphology, stratigraphy, chemistry,
geophysics, photogrammetry, and engineering, as well as archaeology. Parenthetically, geoarchaeological
approaches are colored by the training of the practitioner vis-a-vis these disciplines; the approach of a
pedologist, for example, differs considerably from that of a geomorphologist, since the former empha-
sizes soil sequences and stable environments, while the latter is keyed to dynamic landscapes and
processes of change. Geoarchaeological approaches are widely applied to prehistoric settings but are
increasingly drawn upon to reconstruct site formation processes at historic sites.

The initial strategy for modeling landform histories is an understanding of the subsurface materials
that account for their formation. Subsurface materials can be divided into three basic categories: geolog-
ical deposits, soils, and anthropogenic sediments. Geological deposits or sediments are laid down by
gravity, water, or wind and represent the accretionary forces of the natural environment. The ideal
preservation context for ancient occupations in formerly active landscapes—coastal plains, stream mar-
gins, dune fields, rock shelters, and caves—is burial by low-energy deposition. More commonly, howev-
er, artifacts are mobilized after site abandonment. It is the geoarchaeologist’s job to determine how,
why, and when such displacements occurred.

Soils are weathered (mechanically or chemically “broken down”) sediments that represent stable periods
of a landscape’s history when prehistoric evidence is likely to be preserved in situ (thus retaining
integrity and factoring into significance determinations). A broad rule of thumb is that buried soils are
proxies for ancient surfaces. Many archaeologists are familiar with the “A-B-C” horizonation of soils,
although these designations are widely misused, and the terms “soils” and “sediments” are bandied
about with abandon in field settings. While soil taxonomies are intricate and complicated, another sim-
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at a complex archaeological site, a Harappan
Mound in northeastern Pakistan. Field levels

are recorded by field archaeologists. “Units”
are lithostratigraphic divisions, while formal
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soil horizons underlie occupation horizons (or

archaeo-strata) (After Schuldenrein et al.

ple rule for field archaeologists is that the “A” horizon is organic and typically black, “B” horizons are
zones of mineral enrichment, often red or brown, and “C” horizons are the unmodified parent material
or the sediment above which active soil formation occurs.

Finally, anthropogenic sediments are of unequivocal cultural origin and represent the human imprint
on the earth; features such as roasting pits, storage facilities, house floors, and planting fields are exam-
ples. Typically, anthropogenic deposits and soils are found together and represent the most sensitive
archaeological contexts.

All three contexts are expressed in the range of natural environments, from deserts to temperate wood-
lands, and from coastal plains to uplands and alluvial valleys. Stratigraphy is the term used to order and
sort the vertical and lateral sequences of deposits, soils, or anthropogenic sediments preserved within a
landform. Here again, investigator bias often determines the stratigraphic framework applied to a given
succession. Litho-stratigraphy is probably the most widely used approach; it refers to the grouping of
sediments on the basis of lithological differences such as sediment composition or rock type. It is wide-
ly used in active depositional settings. Pedo-stratigraphy is the method favored by soil scientists order-
ing periods of soil formation and intervals of landscape stability. Archaeo-stratigraphies are less fre-
quently used but can be useful at complex sites, such as mounds or tells, where the preponderant depo-
sition agent is of cultural origin. In reality, many archaeological landscapes will preserve elements of
dynamic deposition, soil formation, and cultural sedimentation. The task of integrating lithological,
pedological, and sedimentary observations at an archaeological site is never easy, but it is somewhat
simplified by differentiating soil and sediment properties as carefully as possible and linking them tem-
porally by radiocarbon dates and diagnostic cultural remains (Figure 1).

Finally, on a larger scale, archaeological landscapes may extend across more than one landform. To
accommodate this type of situation, an allostratigraphic framework has been given increasing promi-
nence. The allostratigraphic unit is separable by bounding discontinuities that are not as stringently
constrained as either of the other categories. Thus soils, sediments, and cultural deposits can be accom-
modated by this framework, as can deposits that cut across several landforms. Where temporal correla-

2004).
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tion is critical—such as linking a Mississippian terrace occupation with its
inhabitants’ exploitation of an adjacent, lower-lying marsh for shellfish
procurement—the allostratigraphic perspective is of considerable utility. An
excellent discussion of the various stratigraphic approaches for archaeolo-
gists is available in Holliday (2004).

Geoarchaeology in Action: Field Work and Sampling

The classic archaeological traditions eschewed the use of heavy equipment
for subsurface testing under the assumption that site integrity would be
irrevocably compromised. The advent of CRM demanded more cost-
efficient strategies that, over time, have demonstrated that a window on site
stratigraphy previews site structure and provides guidelines for appropriate
testing and mitigation practices. Invasive techniques are almost always nec-
essary for landform reconstruction. In general, backhoe-based techniques
are preferred in the eastern U.S., where surface archaeology may have a
questionable relationship to subsurface stratigraphy. In the Plains to arid and
semi-arid West, associations of artifact clusters with incised arroyo and cien-
aga profiles often furnish hints on site-landform associations and provide
direction for testing.

Figure 2: Geo-probe equipment in action for a Phase II, CRM-
based study along a first terrace location of the Delaware River,
eastern Pennyslvania.

Practitioners use a variety of testing strategies. These include coring devices (from a portable 2-in. Oak-
field corer, to a truck-mounted, hydraulically activated Giddings rig), while tractor-mounted backhoes
allow large exposures. The objective is to obtain as much stratigraphic exposure as possible across the site
or project landform. Ideally, the backhoe is placed at critical breaks in the landform or where archaeologi-
cal sensitivity is high; if there is concern that critical site contexts will be compromised, backhoe location
can be locally repositioned. In the past decade, the geo-probe has emerged as a favored coring device
because of its maneuverability, speed, and efficiency; minimal set-up is required, and the machine can
penetrate all but the hardest bedrock and lithified materials (Figure 2). Recovery of subsurface columns is
typically intact, and compression is minimal. The geo-probe represents the future for rapid subsurface
soundings and is equally suited for the open landscapes of the West and the often constrained and dis-
turbed settings of the urban Northeast.

Integrated probing techniques are applied as scopes and circumstances dictate. Cores help to bridge sub-
surface sequences between the broader backhoe sections. In general, stratigraphic, sediment, and radio-
carbon samples are secured from backhoe sections, but wider cores can also provide sufficient sediment.
Soil and sediment analysis is dictated by stratigraphy and purpose. Geochemistry is valuable for assessing
soil development and anthropogenic inputs. Grain size and mineralogy are more critical for evaluating
natural stratigraphy. Sediments are analyzed in-house or by outside labs. Radiocarbon dates are always
performed at special labs. Regulatory agencies and State Historic Preservation Offices are increasingly
reliant on subsurface testing to determine archaeological potential and to structure planning strategies.
The recent protocol established by the Minnesota Department of Transportation offers a baseline for deep
testing in a variety of contexts (http://www.mnmodel.dot.state.mn.us/pages/DeepTestProtocol.html).
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uncover their secrets, dig hundreds of post molds to tease

out house patterns, study the locations of sites to under-
stand settlement trends, and analyze languages to map their
evolution and what they tell us about the people who spoke
them. Museums become filled with artifacts, government
agency offices overflow with documents, and databases blossom
everywhere. More than 100 years of archaeological information
collected by a variety of people and institutions for a myriad of
purposes exist in the U.S. in various forms, from highly spe-
cialized databases to handwritten notes on three-by-five cards.
Large collections and databases cover the gamut from pot-
sherds, stone tools, plant and animal remains to survey infor-
mation and excavation notes and reports.

a rchaeologists plumb the depths of Maya temples to

We recognize that archaeological sites represent a fragile
resource. Events such as floods, erosion, earthquakes, excava-
tion, and modern land use often prevent reexamination of
archaeological remains, making old collections, field notes, and
reports exceptionally valuable and at times the only insight into
no longer existing resources. But, even though this information
exists, locating it and accessing it are difficult. Not surprisingly,
six federal agencies alone account for 40,000 linear feet of doc-
umentation and about 64,000 million cubic feet of collections
storage.

Much of the written information exists only as gray literature.
Reports filed at government agencies, universities, and cultural
resource management companies exist, but they were never
widely disseminated, and they are generally not indexed. In
these days of Internet connectivity, word of mouth is sometimes
the only means of identifying gray literature of interest for a
project. Actually acquiring the information is often a long
process of nailing down exact titles, authors, and owners.

Even when databases exist in electronic form, combining them
can become a nightmare. Once the researchers overcome the

electronic difficulties of differing software, they must reconcile
chunks of data of different sizes, containing different variables
and using differing terminology. Data collected from one cul-
tural area may look very different from another cultural area,
not only because the cultures differ, but because the archaeolo-
gists who collected the data used different approaches or had
different training. Even if data were collected in the same area,
differences in when the project occurred can make them incom-
patible; time changes even archaeological practice.

Not to be forgotten are the photographs, maps, drawings, and
other images that stand alone or exist in published works. With-
out them, archaeological research is often impossible, but track-
ing, cataloging, and accessing them is difficult.

The Solution: Cyberinfrastructure

To make the best use of the information we already have, we
need cybertools that will allow us to access old data and reuse it
for new purposes. Without some type of cyberinfrastructure,
using information for large comparisons across cultures and
regions becomes arduous, whether it is comparing animal
bones, potsherds, or site information. The obstacles are many,
but they are not insurmountable.

An archaeological cyberinfrastructure must accommodate gray
literature, incompatible databases, and visual images and pres-
ent a workable interface for the user. However, archaeologists
do not have to begin from scratch. They can use new develop-
ments in computer and information science for the tools, pro-
tocols, and standards for an integrated infrastructure. Existing
examples include the National Science Foundation’s cyberinfra-
structures in the human-environment interaction, called
“HERO” (Human-Environment Regional Observatory Net-
work), and in geosciences, called “GEON” (Geosciences Net-
work). The U.S. government’s approach to spatial data includes
the National Map, the National Spatial Data Infrastructure, and
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the Geospatial OneStop. For handling images, SIMPLIcity
(Semantics-sensitive Integrated Matching for Picture Libraries)
manages large-scale databases for art and culture, remote sens-
ing, biomedical, and web applications. Other search engines,
data mining programs, and data management software exist.

However, any approach to creating a cyberinfrastructure in
archaeology must consider sustainability. It does not make
sense to create a monolithic cyber-entity containing the wealth
of knowledge accumulated by archaeologists—better to allow
owners to manage and maintain their own information. This
approach will control costs and interfere least with individual
and institutional autonomy. Because all data sources are not
equal, digital libraries and other services need to be available so
that researchers and organizations can store and mirror data. A
distributed system is much more manageable than a centralized
one and allows for the inevitable growth of information. Gov-
ernment, academia, and commercial enterprise need to make a
long-term commitment to this approach.

With a distributed system, middleware becomes the essential,
operative component. New tools, operating between an easy
user interface and the underlying stored information, must be
able to use many different perspectives and approaches and
access and search many different database structures simulta-
neously. Researchers should be able to ask for a search in terms
that they understand, and the middleware should be able to con-
vert that request into language mapable onto the various and
different databases queried. The results should be delivered in
the original frame of reference.

Along with middleware come standards. Many existing spatial
systems contain well-defined metadata requirements, such as
the National Spatial Data Infrastructure. An archaeological
cyberinfrastructure will also need metadata for descriptions of
the range of items in archaeological studies, including, but cer-
tainly not limited to, various artifact types, images, maps, and
sites.

Any archaeological cyberinfrastructure must be easy to use. A
web interface would allow access to a variety of tools, including
those for visualization, mapping, and searching, as well as vari-
ous maintenance tools. In essence, this portal would be the
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front-end entrance to the middleware, which would operate
invisibly. On the far end would be the information, stored in its
various homes, distributed everywhere but accessible. Past the
portal, on the Internet, would reside the normal tools for web
maintenance—registration, login, and system monitoring.
Once past login, one would find access to the actual middle-
ware, allowing analysis, searching, visualization, and explo-
ration of the stored, distributed data.

Key to this vision of archaeological cyberinfrastructure is the
Open Archives Initiative (OAI) Protocol for Metadata Harvest-
ing, which, according to the OAI mission statement, creates

interoperability standards that aim to facilitate the effi-
cient dissemination of content. The Open Archives
Initiative has its roots in an effort to enhance access to
e-print archives as a means of increasing the availabil-
ity of scholarly communication....The fundamental
technological framework and standards that are devel-
oping to support this work are, however, independent
of the both the type of content offered and the eco-
nomic mechanisms surrounding that content, and
promise to have much broader relevance in opening
up access to a range of digital materials.

In essence, those owning data make structured information
(metadata) about their data resources available using well-
defined protocols. This lets others harvest the information and
use it in a variety of ways that add value. The OAI Protocol pro-
vides a framework for the cyberinfrastructure upon which can
be hung existing software.

While a metadata framework, middleware, and other cybertools
exist, establishment of an archaeological cyberinfrastructure
will require cooperation and commitment among information
owners. The rewards, however, will be well worth the effort.
Eventually, archaeologists will have at their fingertips catalogs of
stored and preserved archaeological knowledge, tools for
manipulating that knowledge, and shared virtual space for col-
laboration.

(Adapted from Cybertools and Archaeology, Policy Forum, Sci-
ence 311[17], February 2006. )
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ANSWERING THE SKEPTIC’S QUESTION

Paul E. Minnis

Paul E. Minnis is a Professor of Anthropology at the University of Oklahoma.

play in the dirt digging up old stuff instead of me saving

more for my kid’s education or for producing more vac-
cines against childhood illnesses in the Third World?” I ask some
variation of this question each time I teach our graduate core
course in archaeology. The usual response is one of a number of
variations of “we might find something from the past that might
have value for the future.” Silence usually meets the obvious
rejoinder, “Of the hundreds of millions of dollars already spent
on archaeology in North America, give me an example of ‘some-
thing’ of value.” Answers that simply point out that we spend as
much on archaeology as we spend on chewing gum or other
seemingly trivial goods; that some athletes, actors, and CEOs
make obscene salaries; or that recent tax cuts disproportionately
favoring the rich are far more than what is spent on archaeology
are not the affirmative answers we need. [ am not criticizing grad-
uate students, mine or others; there seems to be precious little
discussion among archaeologists in general about why archaeol-
ogy has value outside our discipline, except for complex relation-
ships between archaeology and indigenous peoples.

So,” the Skeptic asks, “you expect me to pay taxes so you can

As the vast majority of archaeological funding comes from pub-
lic funds and as budgets become increasingly tight, we can, and
frankly should, expect pressure to explain not only what we do
and what we have discovered, but, most importantly, the benefits
of what we have learned. There are, of course, many different
answers at varying levels to this question, and I do not expect
everyone to share the same answer. Robert Kelly (1998), as an
example, argues that archaeology’s primary value is counteract-
ing racism. Others will find archaeology’s worth in documenting
the experiences and accomplishments of those communities
long ignored by other disciplines. Still others will point out that
the long time depth inherent in archaeology is a needed antidote
to the typical short-term perspective of many North Americans
and others. These and similar points are surely all important les-
sons from anthropological archaeology; they may well be the
most critical benefits of our work. But are they enough?

Perhaps not. Archaeologists should also articulate the more tan-

gible benefits of archaeology, the types of value most easily
understood in the political arena. The risk of not doing so is to
leave ourselves strategically vulnerable in increasing competi-
tive budgetary environments.

As someone whose professional life includes both archaeology
and ethnobotany, it should not be surprising that my answer
emphasizes prehistoric human ecology. Specifically, I have
emphasized the importance of several “relevancies” for studying
prehistoric human ecology: understanding ecological dynamics
for environmental conservation, especially anthropogenic factors;
documenting novel uses of plant resources that could have eco-
nomic value; understanding strategies for farming marginal lands
with the increased use of such locations throughout the world; and
expanding our increasingly impoverished inventory of crops to
decrease risk of food shortages (Minnis 2001, 2004). These topics
are non-trivial and are easily explained to non-archaeologists.
While I am most passionate about these topics, I appreciate that
fellow archaeologists will have very different priorities. Differing
conceptions of benefits should be encouraged; valuing archaeolo-
gy is not a zero-sum equation. Whatever issues motivate our work,
archaeology as a discipline should be more vocal among ourselves
and with others about the benefits of our work.

Do we deserve public funding if we cannot satisfactorily answer
the Skeptic’s Question to ourselves or others? There are many
people across the globe ill, malnourished, and inadequately edu-
cated who could use the money spent on archaeology. Fortu-
nately, archaeology is important, having both intellectual and
practical worth. Therefore, we can enumerate archaeology’s
value. A good beginning would be a series of short letters or arti-
cles in the SAA Archaeological Record outlining various bene-
fits of archaeology. Several of my colleagues begin this conver-
sation below.

Barbara ). Little
The Skeptic asks why archaeology is valuable. I agree that we are
beset by poverty, inadequate education, looming global pan-
demics, racism, misogyny, warfare, genocide, economic
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upheavals, environmental degradation, and threats of terrorism.
Such challenges are cultural, political, and deeply historical.
Has the Skeptic ever noticed how the past is used as a weapon,
how people use selective histories against each other to fuel pas-
sions that erupt in violence? Even a cursory look at the Middle
East is convincing of that. How we learn about and use history
matter. Our history is an anchor, a vantage point, and a library.
Archaeology is the tool for expanding that history. Archaeolo-
gists expand history across time, so that we can understand
something of the vast majority of the human past. We also
expand history across society, so we can understand the strug-
gles and triumphs of the many people who do not appear in doc-
umentary records or whose lives are distorted there.

As a historical archaeologist who focuses on time periods for
which there is written documentation, I often field the question
of whether such work contributes anything new. There is a gap
between what people actually do and what they say they do. I'm
convinced that gap affects how we might approach the misuse
of history. The documentary record is incomplete and biased
toward certain categories of information. Records are also
biased because they reflect the prejudices and stereotypes of
their age. Detailed knowledge of the past drawn from archaeol-
ogy can challenge myths, misconceptions, and stereotypes. I do
not believe it is an overstatement to say that archaeology can
counter racism. A growing number of historical archaeologists
are explicit about how their work contributes to anti-racism
efforts. In the U.S., for example, archaeology has become an
important tool for discovering and teaching African-American
history and for initiating dialog about the continuing effects of
racism.

Our problems are deeply rooted. One lesson from the deep past
is that there are no quick solutions. I share the frustration
underlying the Skeptic’s question. Like me, he or she would pre-
fer solutions to be immediate. The Skeptic may be surprised
that I find the question hopeful. Impatience in the face of seem-
ingly intractable problems is preferable to despair. It is far too
easy to give up. Archaeologists also want something of broad
value from archaeological research; we need skeptics to prompt
us make our work and our perspectives useful.

Barbara J. Little is the author of Historical Archaeology: Why the
Past Matters (Left Coast, 2007) and editor of Public Benefits of
Archaeology (Florida, 2002).

Robert Kelly
I'd still argue that since the real or perceived wrongs of “the
past” often lie at the heart of racism, ethnocentrism, etc., archae-
ology can play a role in the dialogue that must occur for people
to overcome their pasts and learn to “all get along.” But Minnis
asks that we provide the Skeptic with even more concrete bene-

18  The SAA Archaeological Record ¢« NoveEMBER 2006

fits. He outlines some, but he wants to know what value archae-
ology could have in the minds of legislators who think in terms
of today’s cash flow. What's the payoff to a financial investment
in archaeology?

The obvious answer is tourism. But here we would have to show
that the development of an archaeological property (which will
probably require some archival and field research) will actually
bring more people into a state or region and hence pay for
itself—and more. This is not easy, for few archaeological sites
(Mesa Verde and Cahokia are examples) are “destination” spots.
But we could certainly play this angle; a first step would be to
collect data on visitation rates to the many publicly accessible
archaeological properties in a state and to generate vehicles for
promoting those properties as tourism resources.

An investment in archaeology can also help promote energy and
mineral industries by making the Section 106 process more effi-
cient. We've had to deal with this issue in Wyoming, created by
a remarkable increase in mining and energy extraction. We are
encouraging the legislature to fund historic context develop-
ment to assist Section 106 compliance, and thereby make min-
ing more efficient and hence profitable for the state.

Robert Kelly is Professor of Anthropology at the University of
Wyoming and a former SAA president.

Scott E. Ingram

The public benefits of archaeological research are both tangible
and intangible. We can argue for the tangible benefits of tax rev-
enues raised through archaeology-related tourism, but ulti-
mately there are better reasons for investing in archaeological
research. The primary reason public money should be spent on
archaeological research is that it contributes to the development
of a long-term perspective. A long-term perspective is worth
investing in because it changes public dialogue when the bene-
fits and costs of policy decisions are considered over time peri-
ods exceeding a single human generation. The growing consid-
eration of sustainable development is an example of the effects
a long-term perspective can have on public dialogue and policy
development.

Archaeological resources and research contribute to a long-term
perspective by educating and informing people of the long-term
history of our species and the common and divergent struggles
we have faced. As archaeologists, we document the periods of
stability and transformation that are inevitable within each soci-
ety. Our research is a tangible reminder of the positive and neg-
ative effects of our decisions. As politicians know, the needs of
the present often out-compete the needs of the future. If people
expect the long-term effect of policy decisions to be regularly
accommodated, better political/policy decisions will likely be
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made. Archaeological research will not discover a cure for can-
cer, but it can instill a long-term perspective to better inform
policy and perspectives on the present.

Scott E. Ingram is a graduate student in anthropology at Ari-
zona State University.

Dean Snow

From time to time I have been pointedly asked why archaeology
should receive public support, on one occasion by a renowned
physicist, on another by a ski bum. My sample could hardly be
smaller or more diverse, but the implied premise that archaeol-
ogy is not worthy of such support seems to me to be a small (if
vocal) minority view. Of course, a few questioners have already
made up their minds that archaeology is unworthy or even
threatening for some reason, and in these cases the question is
rhetorical and precludes any answer. However, I have found that
questioners that are truly seeking a response are not hard to
convince. Archaeology enjoys wide popular support, as evi-
denced by book sales, television ratings, and visitations at pub-
licly supported sites and museums.

A more specific problem is that some people perceive value in
classical archaeology but question the value of the seemingly
less glamorous pursuits of most American archaeologists. In
this case, an appropriate response can have several parts. The
archaeology of the American Indians from their first arrival to
the first voyage of Columbus is important to their living descen-
dants because it is their heritage. Historical archaeology is
inherently important to the rest of us for similar heritage rea-
sons. American archaeology of all kinds is or should be impor-
tant to all modern Americans simply because it is embedded in
the landscape that we all share. But in my view, the most com-
pelling argument is a scientific one. American archaeology is
important to science because in 1491 the societies of the Amer-
icas, from the simplest to the most complex, were remarkably
like those in the “Old World,” despite the virtually complete
mutual isolation of the two hemispheres since well before the
end of the Pleistocene. Were it not for the American Indians, we
could never be quite sure that things like urbanism, state reli-
gion, literacy, and empire were all elements of universal but
latent human potential back when nobody had so much as
dreamed of any of them. Without American archaeology, we
would lack independent confirmation of the potential for com-
plex society that is latent in all the members of our species. A
separate point is that the trajectories of the past partially deter-
mine our future, and we cannot adequately predict the latter
without understanding the former. Thus, archaeology is vital for
our understanding of not just the origin and development of
complex societies in general, but also the persistence of the
many threads of cultural diversity found in the skein of human
culture.

Dean Snow is Professor of Anthropology at Pennsylvania State
University and president-elect of SAA.

Lynne Sebastian

The National Historic Preservation Act says “the historical and
cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a liv-
ing part of our community life and development in order to give
a sense of orientation to the American people.” Although there
are certainly practical scientific and economic benefits to be
gained from preserving, studying, and interpreting our her-
itage, Congress recognized that there are “cultural, educational,
esthetic, [and] inspirational” benefits as well.

On one level or another, most people (but not all) are fascinated
by the past and want to know—to really know and understand—
what life was like in a world very different from our own.
Archaeology, because it deals with the actual physical remains
of the past, provides an immediate, tactile sense of connection
with people from another time. It is a rare individual who
remains unmoved when allowed to compare his or her hand
with a thousand-year-old handprint left in the plaster of a pit-
house wall.

Archaeology reminds us that even though there were cultural
differences from place to place and huge changes in technology
and communications through time, the whole history of the
human race involved groups of people striving to solve a basic
set of problems: providing themselves with food and shelter,
finding mates, raising children, organizing themselves for
defense and companionship and cooperative enterprises, pur-
suing spiritual goals, and transmitting information to future
generations. Archaeology teaches us that there really isn't any-
thing new under the sun and that, however terrible our prob-
lems may seem, others have struggled with them before us and
overcome the challenges of life in this world.

Archaeology is a source of wonder and inspiration and even of
comfort. It provides the American people with a sense of orien-
tation, of who we are as human beings and where we came
from.

Lynne Sebastian is Director of Historic Preservation Programs
with the SRI Foundation and a former SAA president.

Katherine A. Spielmann
I agree that the larger applicability of archaeology is in its rele-
vance for understanding contemporary ecosystems and the pos-
sibility of identifying sustainable subsistence agricultural prac-
tices. Interdisciplinary research that unites ecologists and
archaeologists provides greater depth of understanding con-
cerning coupled human-natural systems. In ecology, such an
understanding is critical because many landscapes that provide
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baseline ecological data for evaluating environmental change
were partly structured by prehistoric occupations and agricul-
tural practices. Although ecologists know that ecosystem struc-
ture and function may take decades or centuries to fully respond
to disturbance, most ecological studies examine ecosystem
dynamics over a few days to a few years. Rare centennial-scale
studies have suggested that some human impacts are enduring,
but few integrative ecological studies of human land use cover
time scales longer than 200 years. Deciphering the relationship
between human land use and ecosystem structure and function
requires the time depth accessible through the archaeological
record.

Collaborative research between archaeology and colleagues in
ecology at Arizona State University is currently focused upon
the long-term legacies of prehistoric human land use, particu-
larly agricultural production, on the ecology of semi-desert
grasslands in the southwestern U.S. Our goal is to identify the
conditions under which enduring land-use legacies arise, so
that we can build theory about what past human actions have
directly caused ecosystem change or initiated processes that
later changed ecosystems; gain insights into the ways that con-
temporary ecosystems can be interpreted in light of past human
impacts; and develop strategies for sustainable agricultural pro-
duction in semi-desert grasslands. We are only at the beginning
of a very long process of data accumulation and analysis, and
the step from understanding ecological transformations to
enhancing contemporary subsistence agricultural production is
a long one. However, I find it heartening that our colleagues in
ecology are as enthusiastic about the goals of the project as we
are. There is a strong sense that such collaborations will bear
real fruit.

Katherine A. Spielmann is Professor of Anthropology in the
School of Human Evolution and Social Change at Arizona State
University.
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STUDENT AFFAIRS

ACCESSING AND ACQUIRING FUNDING RESOURCES
IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

Lauren Lippiello

Lauren Lippiello is a graduate student in the Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations at Yale University.

years later, when I was applying to graduate school, he pro-

vided me with his accumulated knowledge on applying to
and being accepted into a desirable program. This invaluable
advice consisted of three major points. First, visit programs and
interview with appropriate faculty members. Second, a graduate
degree is a union card; it is not where you go, but with whom
you work. Third (and most important), if a program is consid-
ering you seriously, you will receive some level of financial sup-
port.

I n 1974, my father received his Ph.D. in Physiology. Thirty

Unfortunately, the reality for most graduate students in social
science programs differs from my father’s experience. As more
and more anthropology/archaeology departments are subject to
ever-shrinking budgets, graduate students, and in particular
M.A. students, must find their own resources to pay for school-
related expenses, including tuition, books, and housing. Many
graduate students choose to avail themselves of subsidized or
unsubsidized loans that are difficult to pay off even with
deferred payment. Aside from loans, where does a student
begin to look for monetary resources? And once found, how
does one acquire a fellowship or grant?

Finding Resources

There are several different avenues one may pursue to achieve
the status of financially solvent (or, at the very least, stable) grad-
uate student. In general, funding is associated with either aca-
demic institutions or non-academic organizations, including
both public and private foundations.

When researching academic funding, one should consider the
resources of the department as well as the individual faculty
members. Some programs provide tuition waivers and partial
financial support for M.A. students, and almost all programs
provide a similar or more generous level of support for Ph.D.
candidates. There are two types of academic funding offers.
Assistantships require graduate students to perform certain
duties within the department, often as a teaching or research

assistant. Fellowships do not require any such commitment. It
is important to realize the positive and negative aspects of both
offers. Assistantships provide a graduate student with valuable
teaching experience and the opportunity to work with faculty
outside his/her immediate interests. Unfortunately, assistant-
ships require a time commitment anywhere between 10-25
hours per week and should be considered a “real” job. Personal
aspirations in a chosen field should inform the search for poten-
tial funding resources.

In addition to fellowship or assistantship offers, smaller grants
are available through the department or organizations associat-
ed with it (e.g., student clubs) and can be acquired with minimal
effort on behalf of the student. If an academic department can-
not provide the level of support necessary, a student may contact
faculty directly. Individual faculty members may receive public
and private grants that include funding for graduate students.
This separate potential funding source makes school visits an
important part of the application process, allowing the student
to connect with an advisor that is both well funded and actively
pursuing research pertinent to the students own interests.

Finally, prospective students can place their email address on a
departmental listserv in order to receive emails concerning fel-
lowships, grants, postdoctoral positions, and job announce-
ments submitted by faculty members, graduate students, and
affiliated organizations.

Apart from academic funding, graduate students may find finan-
cial support through professional organizations. For students
applying to anthropology/archaeology programs, the most promi-
nent organizations include but are not limited to the Society for
American Archaeology, the Archaeological Institute of America,
and the American Anthropological Association. The following
websites provide links to anthropological organizations as well as
more specialized organizations within anthropology:
http://vlib.anthrotech.com/Organizations/; http://dmoz.org/Sci-
ence/Social_Sciences/Anthropology/Organizations/; and http://
www.oneonta.edu/academics/anthro/org.html.
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The National Science Foundation (NSF) and affiliated recruit-
ment programs also serve as funding resources. Previously,
NSF seldom awarded monies to B.A. or M.A. students; howev-
er, relatively new programs now award generous sums to
focused research pertaining to anthropological archaeology. The
Graduate Research Fellowship Program is designed to support
beginning M.A. or Ph.D. students, for up to three years. Like-
wise, Research Experiences for Undergraduates support stu-
dents, in conjunction with their advisor, for expenses outside
that of a typical undergraduate education. More information
may be found at  http://www.nsf.gov/funding/
pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=6201&org=SBE and http://
www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=5517&from=f
und. By using an interdisciplinary approach, additional funding
may become available; the Integrative Graduate Education and
Research Traineeship National Recruitment Program provides
fellowships that include a stipend, tuition support, and research
materials. See their webpage at http://www.igert.org/index.asp.

Appropriate funding resources within private foundations can
be difficult to locate. Fortunately, most libraries publish catalogs
of organizations offering fellowships and grants to students,
meeting specific requirements in a particular specialization.
Typically, catalogs provide information on the history of the
foundation, its location, the amount of financial resources avail-
able, and how to apply. A student may also avail themselves of
Internet resources by typing “graduate funding archaeology”
into a web browser.

In addition, museums offer financial assistance to graduate stu-
dents, such as the Smithsonian (http://www.si.edu/ofg/
fellLhtm), Field Museum (http://www.fieldmuseum.org/
research_Collections/scholarships/default.htm), and the Metro-
politan Museum of Art (http://www.metmuseum.org/educa-
tion/conserve_application.html). Typically, museums have a
link on their websites for prospective applicants. One can also
type “fellowship” into the search engine for the specific founda-
tion.

Remember that competition exists for any grant. It is not only a
useful strategy, but both academic institutions and non-
academic organizations expect that students will apply to more
than one funding source, particularly if an institution has limi-
tations on the amount of financial support they are willing or
able to provide.

Applying for Funding

Even though finding an appropriate fellowship or grant may feel
like 90 percent of the work, the funds must still be awarded. The
following are helpful tips when approaching proposal writing,
whether for funding graduate study or for supporting specific
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research. For additional information, consult your university.
Academic institutions usually offer helpful grant writing semi-
nars.

First and foremost, institutions provide guidelines, require-
ments, and time-sensitive deadlines for the manner in which
proposals should be written and submitted. Pay attention to
them! Be aware that deadlines change from year to year and
should always be double-checked.

All submitted proposals should have a well-organized statement
consisting of an abstract, a description of the proposed project,
and its contribution to the pertinent discipline. Project methods
outlined in this section must be suitable for the proposed objec-
tives; the methods must be able to answer the hypothesis with-
in the temporal limitations of the grant. A selective bibliography
may help reviewers place the proposal in the appropriate ana-
Iytical context. One may also include career objectives and how
the research will assist them in the future. Proposals should
include information on the collaborative process, if any, and the
qualifications of affiliated project members. As more grants are
awarded to interdisciplinary research, collaboration is a good
way to incorporate different skill sets and perspectives into
research. It is not uncommon to have three or more researchers
listed as collaborators.

A tentative work schedule also is important. Not only do review-
ers look for concise objectives that may be answerable in the
time limit your potential funding provides, but also what facili-
ties are needed to complete the research.

Most funding applications require a budget, including travel
and research expenses. Salary replacement may or may not be
available based on the guidelines of the particular grant. The
amount of money must be appropriate for the project, not
exceeding the limitations imposed by the funding agency or
foundation. Do not exaggerate the amount of money needed.
Very often, organizations will ask you to describe other sources
of support for your project. Again, it is important to apply for
multiple funding opportunities.

Above all, be concise. Proposals have word limits, and reviewers
appreciate brevity. When writing a grant, be cognizant of the
audience, especially if you are applying to organizations with an
interdisciplinary flavor. After completing the proposal, ask for
evaluations from colleagues, academics, and professionals that
have successfully received funding in various disciplines.

Recommendations should be solicited several weeks in advance
of the deadline. Recommenders should be professors or profes-
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SOME THOUGHTS ABOUT
THE GRADUATE CURRICULUM

Paul A. Shackel and Lena Mortensen

Paul A. Shackel is Professor and Director of the Center for Heritage Resource Studies at the University of Maryland. Lena Mortensen is

Assistant Professor at the University of Toronto at Scarborough.

n the late 1990s, the SAA Committee on Curriculum recog-

nized that the skills needed to practice archaeology were

changing dramatically. At the same time, they observed that
academic programs were not training students for applied
jobs, which make up the majority of employment opportuni-
ties for archaeology graduates (Bender and Smith 1998; Zeder
1997). Something needed to be done to better prepare the next
generation of archaeologists to meet the needs and challenges
of a changing discipline in the 21st century. (A detailed history
of the significant events that helped to move the SAA toward
the development of curriculum change is found at
http://www.saa.org/aboutSAA/committees/
curriculum/issues.html/.)

The SAA’s 1998 Wakulla Springs workshop identified seven
working principles—Stewardship, Diverse Pasts, Social Rele-
vance, Ethics and Values, Written and Oral Communication,
and Basic Archaeological Skills—as important issues that need-
ed to be addressed in curriculum reform. These issues are also
highlighted in the SAA publication Teaching Archaeology in
the 21st Century, and they are the foundation for the MATRIX
project, a plan to revise the national undergraduate archaeology
curriculum (Bender 2000:43—47; SAA n.d.1). Sponsored by the
National Science Foundation, the MATRIX website contains
syllabi of courses that work to incorporate these seven working
principles (SAA n.d.2). These initiatives maintain that academic
institutions must become more aware of the need for broader
training to better prepare students for applied jobs.

The MATRIX project provides a new direction for undergradu-
ate education. However, this direction has not been (concur-
rently) reinforced for the graduate curriculum. In the attempt
to reinvigorate the conversation about curriculum reform at
the graduate level, we convened a panel at the 71st SAA Annu-
al Meetings entitled “The New Graduate Curriculum: Her-
itage, Public Policy and the Professional Face of Archaeology.”
This panel brought together a range of graduate students, new
graduates, and established professionals working in both aca-
demia and applied settings to discuss their experiences and
vision for graduate curriculum in the 21st century.

Training for a Changing Profession

Most of us in the profession probably agree that many stu-
dents are not receiving the education and training needed to
compete for and successfully perform the majority of jobs cur-
rently available to archaeologists entering the profession, on
both the M.A. and the Ph.D. levels. The results of the SAA’s
student survey, taken through the Student Affairs Committee
in the late 1990s, indicate that almost two-thirds of the stu-
dents responding were preparing for jobs as university profes-
sors, while one-third were working toward employment in the
government or private sectors (Smith and Krass 2000). In reali-
ty there are far fewer academic jobs than applied jobs, and
many new graduates are simply not prepared for employment
in applied work. Instead, our graduates are learning their pro-
fession on the job.

Recently, Shackel informally reviewed some of the new disser-
tation titles in archaeology as published in the AAA Guide. He
noticed that many of the top-ranked schools in the U.S. had a
large proportion of students writing dissertations on topics
that were very common 20-30 years ago. Many of the disserta-
tions seemed to lack any acknowledgment of the key intellectu-
al components of the seven working principles—like Diverse
Pasts, Social Relevance, Ethics and Values—as well as any
examination of disenfranchised groups, individuals, and
agents of change. Acknowledging a multivocal past and pres-
ent is necessary if newly trained graduate students are to work
effectively with the many stakeholders involved in creating
interpretations of the past, a key challenge for the discipline in
the twenty-first century.

About 10 years ago, the SAA surveyed all departments listed in
the AAA Guide. There was a general interest in integrating
applied archaeology into the curricula. However, when asked
to identify obstacles to teaching applied archaeology, the most
common response, at both the graduate and undergraduate
levels, was “other courses take priority,” followed by “lack of
faculty interest,” followed by “lack of faculty training,” “lack of
student interest,” and “inappropriate in their academic setting”
(Smith and Krass 2000). So while it is important to talk about
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how to change the graduate curriculum, it is equally important
to work on how to change the minds and attitudes of those
who control the curriculum.

Visions for the New Graduate Curriculum

The Committee on Curriculum is charged with “implement-
ing the principles outlined in Teaching Archaeology in the
Twenty-First Century by making recommendations as to how
identified needs might be included in undergraduate and grad-
uate curricula in archaeology.” The goal of our recent SAA
panel was to take this mandate another step. To jumpstart the
conversation, we asked panel participants to reflect on and pre-
pare answers to a series of questions:

1. What is the most useful and/or valuable part of your gradu-
ate training? What works(ed)?

2a. (For those in applied settings) How can you be better
served by graduate training? Or what was missing in your
graduate training?

2b.(For those in academic settings) What can you do to better
serve graduate training?

3. Many people face obstacles when trying to change the cul-
ture of a department. Discuss how we can get around these
obstacles—or how can we change the culture of depart-
ments or the profession.

4. What is your vision for graduate curriculum in the 21st
century?

The range and depth of experience of the participants, com-
bined with engaged audience participation, made for a produc-
tive and challenging forum. While space restricts us from
reproducing the full discussion, we would like to summarize a
few of the many important points that were raised. One of the
key issues that all agreed upon was to not “over-prescribe” a
curriculum. In other words, there need not be a “single” cur-
riculum across graduate education, but instead many models.
It was noted that it is perhaps most productive to develop com-
ponents that can be integrated into existing programs.

The forum also focused on the student perspective, noting that
reform often follows student demand. However, many stu-
dents do not know what is expected on the job, and they need
direction in deciding what to ask from their graduate training.
As a forum, we agreed that the curriculum committee could
take the lead in drawing up such a list of skill sets (Yu et al.
2006), observing that Register of Professional Archaeology
(RPA) requirements already provide a good starting point.
While many in the forum agreed that one of the most impor-
tant functions of academic training—for education, research,
or industry—is teaching students to think critically and write
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coherently, there is clearly a need for structured conversation
between industry and the academy. Several also recommended
structured mentorships or internships beyond the academy
with descendant groups, schools, or cultural resource manage-
ment firms as a means towards meeting these needs. Several
of the graduate students on the panel had taken steps to look
for necessary training outside of their departments, making
the important point that programs should also think beyond
the four fields and develop creative alliances with other rele-
vant fields such as education or law.

Many energetic people before us have created the foundation
for this discussion, and we want to acknowledge all the impor-
tant work that has already taken place. The following articles
offer in-depth thoughts from members of this panel group in
their own words. It is our hope that these articles will help
keep the need for curriculum reform at the forefront of the
discipline’s priorities and lead us toward more constructive
steps to realizing real and necessary changes.
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ver the past few years, the SAA Committee on Curriculum has been concerned with the slow

pace of change in graduate curriculum for students who will become applied archaeologists.

(We are all applied in some way, but I will use that term here for those who work in archaeolog-
ical positions other than university teaching.) There are many stumbling blocks to active incorporation
of new training for students that many of us have heard: lack of faculty expertise, lack of departmental
resources and faculty support for new classes, and the resistance of students to taking classes that they
really need, but are unaware that they need until they are looking for a job. Each of these can be cre-
atively overcome, and I would like to pose some potential solutions.

Before discussing these solutions, I want to point out a dilemma that I have seen in the reformulation
of archaeology graduate curricula. On the one hand, training at the graduate level, especially at the
Ph.D. level, is a specialized endeavor. It involves close mentorship of students with their faculty and
continues for several years. On the other hand, it is clear that the field of cultural resource management
(CRM) has diversified at the same time it has professionalized. This means that there are more jobs and
that individuals who have greater expertise are filling those jobs. Although there are some skills that all
applied archaeologists are expected to know and some that all archaeologists are expected to learn—as
Sebastian’s piece in this issue points out—others are more specific to the varied jobs that now generally
fall into the broad area of applied archaeology. Some of the diversification of jobs has to do with the
increasing size of CRM companies, with specialized jobs for analyses that carry over from project to
project, such as ceramics, chipped stone, Geographic Information Systems, and other skills (Figure 1).
Still others are related to the specific job descriptions that go along with being based, for example, in a
private company, a nonprofit preservation organization, a museum, or a government agency, each
requiring very different skills.

With this diversification, it is clear that a one-size-fits-all curriculum in applied archaeology is not the
solution. It is also clear that departments need to think strategically about how to best train their stu-
dents for the many different jobs that archaeologists now hold or aspire to hold. One solution men-
tioned by several individuals at the SAA Forum on the New Graduate Curriculum was that many differ-
ent kinds of graduate programs should be encouraged. One way to diversify is through the encourage-
ment of highly focused, M.A.-only degrees in applied archaeology. Several universities have begun to do
this with great success, filling a niche for well-trained students prepared to take jobs in CRM and relat-
ed applied fields. These programs may promote a set of classes and skills for a particular work setting
or they may be broad. M.A.-only programs in applied archaeology are important for enhancing archaeol-
ogy's workforce.

But we also need specialized training of archaeologists at the Ph.D. level that prepares students for
applied positions at the most advanced levels. Ph.D.-level applied archaeologists are more and more in
demand, especially those with the skills to write proposals and construct budgets, plan and direct large-
scale field projects, direct teams of analysts, conduct one or more specific kinds of analyses at an
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advanced level, and place the results of the project within a broader [JE= "%
archaeological framework (see Yu et al. 2006 for more discussion of ey S8
the skills needed at each level).

Resistance to curricular changes at the Ph.D. level is present in
some university settings for the very reasons mentioned at the
beginning of this piece: lack of student, faculty, departmental, and
university support and resources. But there are ways of training stu-
dents to become applied archaeologists that build on a different
model than the separate or stand-alone curriculum—especially at
the Ph.D. level. They will need to overcome obstacles, one of which
is attitude—the idea that Ph.D. programs are only for training stu-
dents to take on academic positions. This attitude is changing at
administrative levels, however, and placement in applied programs
in other fields is seen as beneficial by deans and upper-level admin-
istrators and will and should change among anthropology and
archaeology faculty.

So what makes up an effective Ph.D. curriculum that trains students
for the diversity of specialized positions available in the applied com-
munity? There are several overarching principles that I can suggest:

« play on program strengths, such as offerings across the four
fields;

« find interdisciplinary collaborations within the university;

« bring the applied community into instruction;

« Dbe flexible; and

« listen to students about what they want to learn.

Students at the Ph.D. level should be encouraged to take anthropolo-
gy courses outside of archaeology. As many of the contributors to
Gillespie and Nichols (2003) point out, there is no other time in the

history of archaeology when there has been such a need for knowing Figure 1: A member of the Wailau Archaeological Research Project in
how sociocultural, biological, linguistic, and archaeological lines of Hawat’i uses a Global Positioning System instrument.
evidence interrelate. Cultural affiliation studies conducted as part of Most CRM positions require applicants to know how to use this and related
NAGPRA and the importance of Traditional Cultural Properties in mapping technologies.

the Section 106 compliance process are two important examples.

Five-field departments—those with large applied programs—have an additional edge. They have classes
that students can use to understand the ways in which all anthropologists are employed in positions
other than academia. At the University of Arizona, for example, research faculty in the Bureau of
Applied Research in Anthropology (BARA) teach classes that many archaeologists take. We are seeing
an increasing number of applicants and current students taking applied courses, ranging from the his-
tory and intellectual foundations of applied anthropology to environmental anthropology to qualitative
and mixed methods.

Courses in other departments are equally important for the training of students in applied archaeology.
For example, a relatively new program at the University of Arizona is the Rogers Program in Law and
Society. Anthropology and several other departments in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
have teamed up with the Rogers College of Law to offer classes that bridge the disciplines. Each year,
our department offers a seminar, and last year the topic was “American Indians, Anthropology, and the
Law.” It gave students an interdisciplinary perspective on the ways in which anthropologists work with

and for American Indian communities. It also introduced many of @~MILLS, continued on page 31
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uccessful archaeology programs of the future will be

those that attract and produce students who are willing

to do the work of archaeology. What is the work of
archaeology? Finding out real things about the past; commu-
nicating the value of the archaeological record as a source
for gaining deep insights into the human experience; striv-
ing to create a world in which everyone has equal access to
information about their past and which provides the social
and economic contexts that give knowledge about the past a
positive value. Training new students in the work of archae-
ology will be a major challenge to academic departments
given the confluence of increasing pressures to keep in front
of emerging technologies (Figure 1), to evaluate and respond
to sociologically complex preservation environments, and to
meet student demands and expectations in a world that con-
tinues to test archaeology’s professional viability and ques-
tion its relevance for addressing contemporary human prob-
lems. Challenging, yes; insurmountable, no. In this essay, I
direct comments to both students and graduate programs
who hope to become part of the new archaeology of the
twenty-first century.

What can graduate programs do to help prepare the next gen-
eration of archaeologists? There are two broad answers, each
representing a distinct trajectory of experience and curriculum,
but together forming an integrated and unified foundation for
responsible professional conduct. The first answer is that aca-
demic programs must live up to their prime institutional obli-
gation: foster open-mindedness while requiring intellectual
rigor. Despite the needs for technical training, especially at the
M.A. level, programs still need to force students through an
experience of critical self-reflection. Why do you want to be an
archaeologist? What are you willing to sacrifice to become one?
Do you know the real nature of the workplace? Are your goals
realistic’ What good is archaeology anyway? Academic pro-
grams should challenge students to question their assump-
tions and should place ethical and moral checkpoints in as
many curricular niches as possible. Public archaeology in par-
ticular has been around long enough to be subject to its own
version of critical theory; faculty mentors should not allow it to

be a safe haven for students who lack the rigor and courage to
question their own motivations.

The second thing that programs can do is to provide opportu-
nities early and often for real-world experiences in professional
archaeology and develop a range of for-credit activities that
span the curriculum and get students out of the classroom.
Required internships are an excellent means for students to
get exposure in the pragmatics of the workplace. I stress that
internships should be required and form an integral part of
the degree, and not be voluntary or informal. Effective intern-
ships are those in which students are placed with an external
agency or sponsor where they have real accountability for
results. Internship requirements typically are features of
applied programs across a wide range of disciplines, and
archaeology (as applied anthropology) should be no different.
Real-world classroom experiences include such things as
preparing National Register nominations, writing resource
guides and curricula for local public school teachers, or assist-
ing public agencies to develop archaeological resource man-
agement plans. Method, theory, and application must all come
together in a curriculum.

Graduate programs too should engage in some soul-searching
and not be afraid to clean house to make way for the new. The
overall goal should be to prepare students for the future, not
the present or the past. Programs should clearly define and
recognize the distinct missions of M.A. versus Ph.D. pro-
grams. Students must be encouraged to think about their edu-
cational experience as a social contract, not an entitlement,
and should be inculcated with the expectation that they will
give back to the profession and to their communities even
before they hit the workforce. Faculty can show students by
their own example that archaeology is relevant to something
larger than itself. Archaeology programs can start by demon-
strating their value as a curricular bridge across the varied
interests of an anthropology department and beyond. Washing
potsherds is fine and probably necessary, but if the image
stops there, archaeology will stay trivialized. Archaeology’s
greatest challenge is to lead its results to broadly useful
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insights. Two of cultural resource management’s foundational
questions—who gets to own, control, and speak for the past;
and who wins the struggle between centralized and
autonomous models of resource management—are ready-
made theoretical ground for displaying archaeology’s greater
relevance to some of the toughest issues in the social sciences.

For students, I will offer two simple messages. First, jettison
“specialness.” Do not waste valuable energy in creating and
reinforcing distinctions between you as an archaeologist and
other (non-archaeological) students. Do not expect special
treatment by the rest of the (non-archaeological) world simply
because you are an archaeologist, and do not judge others if
their values and attitudes toward archaeology and the archaeo-
logical record are less enlightened than yours. Better to find a
problem that you can work on and show with results why
archaeology is important. Second, read good writing. Good
writing abounds on both fiction and nonfiction aisles in any
library. Do not denigrate books for being popular; sometimes,
like David Hackett Fisher’s Pulitzer Prize-winning Washing-
ton’s Crossing, they are popular because they are well written.
Reading good writing leads to good writing. Archaeology
needs more of that.

If archaeology truly is an important thing to be doing in this
world, if it is to be other than a trivial pursuit, then it must
measure up to what others expect of it. Graduate programs
must be engaged in the constant process of discovering what it
is the world wants from archaeology. That is their work. Will
archaeology meet the many challenges it faces? That depends
on how adeptly programs frame its future and how attractive it
seems to young people who are not now archaeologists.

Figure 1: Keeping on top of new technologies, such as the geophysics equip-
ment in use here, is one of many challenges to education in archaeological
practice.

want it presented!

DON'T RUN AND HIDE, MEET THE PRESS HEAD ON

Nervous about media interviews? Had “unhappy” experiences with the media? Learn how to get your message across the way you

A two-hour, hands-on workshop dealing with the press including print, radio, and television will be sponsored by the SAA Media
Relations Commiittee at the 2007 Annual Meeting. The workshop will include interview techniques, the sound bite, dealing with
popular and trade press, how to use your public information officer, or, if you don’t have one, learn how to get along without.

Sign up for the workshop when you register for the 2007 Annual Meeting. Looking forward to seeing you in Austin.
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would like to focus on three categories of knowledge and

skills needed for a career in cultural resource management

(CRM) archaeology. The first are those skills needed by all
archaeologists, regardless of the career path they choose: an
understanding of the principles of anthropology and the diver-
sity of cultural solutions to universal human problems, train-
ing in field and analytical skills and multidisciplinary
approaches to understanding the past, and the ability to think
logically and analytically and write clearly and comprehensibly.
Training students to be researchers, thinkers, and writers
should be the strength of graduate education programs. What-
ever else we in the CRM world may find ourselves having to
teach new Ph.D.s and M.A_s, it should not be these things; this
is where the academy excels.

The second category comprises skills and knowledge that are,

Figure 1: Ron Hobgood, an applied archaeologist at Brockington & Associ-

ates, works on a cemetery delineation in Coweta County, Georgia, in
advance of development.

in general, shared by all archaeologists, whether academic or
applied, but that manifest somewhat differently in the two pro-
fessional worlds. Designing a research project, for example, is
a critical ability for any archaeologist. But in academia the
questions come first and finding the appropriate sites to
answer those questions comes later. In CRM, the sites are cho-
sen by the development that will destroy them, and it is the
archaeologists’ job to design the appropriate research ques-
tions for those sites (Figure 1). These are very different ways of
thinking about the archaeological record; graduate students
should be taught how to do both. As another example, training
in ethical issues is critical for all archaeologists, but there are
differences as well as similarities in the ethical dilemmas faced
by applied and academic practitioners. Because of the differ-
ences between the applied and academic fields, it is critical
that academic programs work with CRM practitioners to iden-
tify these differences in shared skills and knowledge when
designing graduate curricula and then address both perspec-
tives.

The third category of knowledge and skills that should be part
of graduate training for CRM archaeologists are those things
that generally are not an important part of the skill set for aca-
demicians. CRM archaeology takes place in the realm of public
policy and legal compliance. CRM archaeologists need to
understand the legally mandated process in which they play a
variety of critical roles. They need to understand the public
policy issues of fiscal responsibility, public benefit, and the
appropriate balance of competing interests in development
and preservation and science and descendant community
rights. CRM archaeologists need business skills, skills in
mediation and negotiation, public outreach skills, and enough
knowledge to be good consumers of consultant and expert
services in multidisciplinary fields as disparate as palynology,
architectural history, and civil engineering.

In general, these are skills and knowledge that are not part
of the repertoire of most academic archaeologists. There is

&> SEBASTIAN, continued on page 35
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roposals dealing with curriculum concerns to educate

and train archaeologists to work in the professional field

of archaeology in all its diverse applications have includ-
ed many approaches over the years. We have seen “crash
courses” on things students were not getting in university pro-
grams (Jennings 1974); postgraduate institutions in archaeo-
logical management (McGimsey 1974); graduate-level pro-
grams in cultural resource management, public archaeology,
and/or archaeological resource management (e.g., contribu-
tions in Bender and Smith 2000); and the incorporation of
core principles into a variety of archaeology and anthropology
courses (Pyburn 2003).

Restructuring the profession and how our students are educat-
ed and trained is nothing new. So, why, after three decades of
self examination, is it still necessary to have this discussion? I
think it may have to do with the notion that we are somehow
training archaeologists to be managers. If we were in fact
training managers, then certainly students would be encour-
aged to take management and business courses as part of their
graduate programs. If there are programs that require this,
they are certainly few and far between. In reality, very few
archaeologists actually manage sites. In general, most archae-
ologists either conduct research that can be used by managers,
or they deal with compliance issues, ensuring that research is
undertaken and reviewed, and collections and supporting doc-
umentation properly curated, to professional standards. If this
is the case, where does that leave us? It leaves us right back
where we started, educating and training students to investi-
gate and interpret the past.

There is little doubt that helping to manage heritage resources
does in fact require, in addition to research skills, some new
and/or modified skills, knowledge, and abilities. In addition to
fundamental archaeological skills and legal requirements
imposed by laws, regulations, policies, and guidelines at the
federal, state, and local levels, students must understand sever-
al key conditions: heritage resources are nonrenewable and
finite and must have complete and substantial documentation;
archaeologists do not have an exclusive right to the interpreta-
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tion of the past; and there are others outside the profession
who also have a vested interest. Given the public interest and
support for archaeology, students must also be able to demon-
strate its relevance in contemporary society within the context
of professional ethics and values and competing national and
international agendas. Students must be able to effectively
communicate not only within the profession but with the pub-
lic through written and oral communication and be able to
apply archaeological method and theory to issues and prob-
lems, some of which might be influenced by factors outside
the heritage arena (Bender and Smith 2000; Smith 2006). Get-
ting this information into the curriculum can be done through
courses or programs specifically designed for this purpose or,
as demonstrated by the MATRIX project, incorporated into
existing courses (Pyburn 2003). Individual institutions can
decide if they want or need to develop specific tracks for those
aspiring to work in the public sector. Regardless of the
approach taken, it must be done in a way that does not create
real or perceived second-class degrees or archaeologists.

Although we must prepare students to participate in archaeol-
ogy in all its diverse applications, we must also be concerned
with preparing archaeologists to become imaginative individu-
als and not just cogs in a machine (Willey and Sabloft 1974).
That is the challenge before us. How can this be done? First
and foremost, students must be aware of what they need to be
a practicing professional. The skills paper prepared by the SAA
Curriculum Committee should be required reading for all
archaeology students (Yu