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Preface

It would be hard to say exactly, when, how, or
even by whom the idea that became the Airlie House
seminars originated. | was involved, but I have long
ago learned that ideas that become projects, that in
turn become publications generally spring from a
variety of sometimes almost casual amalgamations
of ideas, incidents, opportunities, and catalytic
agents.

In this instance | had the good fortune to serve as
one of the catalytic agents. | had served on the
Executive Committee of the Society for American
Archaeology from May of 1971 to May of 1973; start-
ing as early as 1970 | had been actively engaged in
efforts to draft and see through to signing the so-
called Moss-Bennett legislation (P.L. 93-291); | be-
gan serving on the Committee on the Recovery of
Archeological Remains and as an Advisor to the Na-
tional Park Service Interagency Archeological Serv-
ices Division in 1971, and had conducted a nation-
wide evaluation of the National Park Service archeo-
logical program in 1971; | had done a nationwide
review of state archeological programs which re-
sulted in the publication of the book Public Archeol-
ogy in 1972 and was myself involved in helping ad-
minister one of the larger state archeological pro-
grams in the country. It should therefore be of no
surprise that | was aware when | was elected Presi-
dent-elect of the Society for American Archaeology
in May of 1973, that | had received from a large
number of people many ideas and great quantities
of data, largely unpublished, about the current sta-
tus of the archeological profession, its operation,
and the nature and success of its relationships to a
variety of audiences. | traveled frequently during
that year as President-elect, attending as many meet-
ings as possible and talking to as many people as
possible. As I sat in airports or on planes, between
reading the latest M*A*S*H or similar uplifting
work, | tried to sort through the multitude of
impressions and information 1 had received.

At some point early in the fall of 1973, in an airport
which has long since lost identity by blending in
with literally hundreds of subsequent ones, [ pulled
my everpresent notebook from its back pocket re-
pository and jotted down after only a few moments
of conscious cogitation the following list:

(1) The Profession (as a profession)
(2) Cultural Resource Management
The Philosophy of Conservation
(3) The Archeological Report: Guidelines
(4) Dissemination of Information
(5) Archeology and the Law
(6) Archeology and the American Indian

The list was entitled “The Archeological Profes-
sion: An Analysis.”

After more periods of thought spanning several
subsequent trips these entries were further fleshed
out so that they covered what seemed to me to be
focal points of most if not all of the profession’s
various major areas of concern as they had been
expressed to me in varying forms by dozens and
perhaps hundreds of colleagues.

These entries are undated but by late fall of 1973
the idea of approaching these areas of concern
through the mechanism of a series of seminars had
emerged and taken form. The notion of holding
three sets of two concurrent sessions heralded its
arrival by the addition of sets of “1st,” "2nd,” and
"“3rd" after each of the six topics listed in the note-
book.

By late fall also | had begun taking advantage of
my relatively frequent trips to Washington and to
meetings to try to develop support (i.e., funds) for
holding such a series of seminars or, depending
upon my audience, for one or more of them. This
search extended into the winter and spring of 1974.
To my certain recollection the ideas were explored
tentatively or at some length with the following: NSF
(a number of different branches), NEA, NEH, EPA,
HEW (several areas), CEQ, the Corps of Engineers,
the Smithsonian, the National Trust, and the Wen-
ner-Gren Foundation.

All expressed interest and were in agreement that
the areas were not only of great importance but
warranted immediate exploration; some even
agreed it was something they wished they could or
even felt they should participate in. All were uniform
in their determination that for one or another reason
they could not do so because of a shortage of funds,
constraining regulations, or simply because it
““wasn’t their department.”
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It began to appear that no assistance would be
forthcoming. At a time when it was becoming in-
creasingly clear that the profession needed an op-
portunity to sit back and review where it was, in
order to help determine where it was going and thus
suggest how to get there, no mechanism for achiev-
ing those ends seemed available except the tradi-
tional publication outlets and regional and national
meetings. That these were not adequate for this
particular task was apparent to many.

On the third of June, 1974, shortly after | had
become President of the SAA, Arkansas business
brought me to the National Park Service and the
office of Rex Wilson, Chief of Interagency Archeo-
logical Services in the Office of Archeology and
Historic Preservation. More as a last resort rather
than because | thought the seminars were some-
thing the National Park Service was in a position to
fund, | outlined them and their importance to Rex.
He expressed interest and, to my considerable sur-
prise, indicated that NPS support for this type of
activity, particularly in such crucial areas as we were
discussing, was indeed possible.

He asked me to prepare a proposal and submit it
to him immediately. This was done, and on the
thirtieth of June, 1974, | was notified that the Society
for American Archaeology had been awarded a con-
tract in the amount of $39,750 to conduct a series of
“Six Seminars on the Future Direction of Archeol-

Ogy.”
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We immediately began making arrangements for
seminar facilities and personnel. The first seminar
began on June 31, only 57 days after the idea had
been broached to Rex and his associates and only
one month subsequent to the awarding of the grant.
After such extended inquiry the final rapid awarding
of the contract appeared somewhat in the nature of
a miracle, as did the fact that arrangements could be
completed at such superb facilities as we had at
Airlie House on such short notice. That nearly all of
the people who were asked to attend were suffi-
ciently concerned to abort their own plans and at-
tend on such short notice served to underscore
everyone’s concern.

| believe that archeology owes a great debt of
gratitude to Interagency Archeological Service’s per-
sonnel for their willingness to be innovative in their
funding, and for taking the initiative necessary to
make the Airlie House seminars and, ultimately, this
publication possible. | am grateful personally for
their encouragement and support and would like to
take this opportunity on behalf of the profession to
thank them all.

Charles R. McGimsey Il

Fayetteville, Arkansas
December 1976



Introduction

THE PROPOSAL:
THE MANAGEMENT OF ARCHEOLOGICAL
RESOURCES* —SIX SEMINARS ON THE

FUTURE DIRECTION OF ARCHEOLOGY
Background

Recent federal legislation, among other factors,
has caused the Department of the Interior and the
entire archeological profession to recognize an ur-
gent need to reassess their responsibilities and ac-
tions relative to archeological investigations and to
become vitally concerned with a number of basic
questions concerning the future direction of arche-
ological research.

How can federal and other agencies who have a
responsibility for this Nation’s archeological re-
sources identify qualified individuals or institutions
with whom they can cooperate or contract in meet-
ing these new responsibilities?

How can these agencies review the product of an
individual archeological investigation to determine
if they have a report which will enable them to plan
effectively as well as one which will contribute
meaningfully to the basic store of archeological
data?

How can the Nation’s continuing need for infor-
mation about its past best be coordinated with its
needs with respect to present and future growth or
development?

How can information resulting from archeological
research best be disseminated to various interested
audiences (federal, state, and other planners, arche-
ologists, schools, the general public) in the most
effective manner?

How do publicly funded efforts to protect and
recover archeological data affect the rights of private
citizens?

* What follows is the text of the proposal as it was submitted to
the National Park Service in June 1974.

How does the scientific investigation of America’s
prehistoric past affect, and how is it affected by, the
American Indian, the physical and cultural descend-
ants of that past?

All of these questions are vital to the Department
of the Interior, to the archeological profession, to
federal, state, and private administrators responsi-
ble for public programs which affect archeological
resources and, ultimately, to every citizen, for all are
affected by the past. The prejudices, the preconcep-
tions, the experiences of our predecessors, all have
been responsible for creating what we are today.
The better we are able to understand this past the
better will we be able to understand the present and
prepare for the future.

The six seminars constituting this proposal are
designed to enable the Department of the Interior
and the archeological profession to explore the
present data base in order to establish a carefully
reasoned approach to the future.

Organization

Procedures

A series of six week-long seminars are to be held
in groups of two at Airlie House, a conference cen-
ter in Virginia.

The personnel chosen, experienced archeologists
and other participants as appropriate, will arrive in
Washington, D.C., on a Sunday and will proceed to
Airlie House Sunday evening.

Each group of two seminars, the 1st and 2nd, the
3rd and 4th, and the 5th and 6th, will be held simul-
taneously, but in separate conference rooms. Each
will meet to discuss their particular topic during the
day, but at supper and in the evening there will be
the opportunity for the participants of both seminars
to get together and exchange ideas. In each case the
paired seminars are closely related and an inter-
change of ideas each evening by the participants will
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permit greater input into each topic and coordina-
tion of results, while still maintaining the advantages
of small group discussion during the day.

Monday morning will be devoted to an introduc-
tion and review of the basic problem during which
time the subtopics as outlined here will be reviewed
and perhaps modified. Monday afternoon, and each
subsequent afternoon, will be devoted to detailed
discussion of a specific subtopic. This discussion will
be recorded on tape and transcribed in the evening
so that a complete transcription will be available to
each participant at breakfast the following morning.

After breakfast, each participant will have time to
read, correct, and digest the previous day’s discus-
sion. At midmorning, each group of discussants will
gather in their separate conference rooms to discuss
the previous day’s discussion. In the afternoon a
new subtopic of the subject will be introduced and
the routine repeated.

Saturday afternoon, after a morning review of the
final session, the participants will be transported by
bus or cab back to Washington for return to their
point of origin either that evening or on Sunday.

Prior to each session one participant will be desig-
nated as principal author. This individual will take
the transcripts and will draft a manuscript for publi-
cation. This draft will be completed within four
weeks of the seminar and distributed for comment
to all participants. They will have two weeks to com-
ment and the principal author will have an additional
two weeks to prepare the final draft for the editors.
The editors should also complete their work within
two weeks. Thus there should be a time lapse of
approximately three months from initiation of a
seminar to completion of copy ready for the printer.

If meeting space can be arranged, the first confer-
ence on Certification and on Guidelines for Reports
will be scheduled for July, the second conference on
Resource Management and on Archeological Com-
munication in late August or early September, while
the final conference on Archeology and the Law and
on Archeology and the American Indian will be
scheduled for October or November.

This schedule should permit circulation to the
profession of the results of the first conference in
time to allow comments to be returned to the Execu-
tive Committee so that they might take official action
with respect to certification and guidelines for re-
ports at their meeting in November 1974. The com-
plete report on all 6 seminars, including any Execu-
tive Committee action, should be ready for distribu-
tion at the Annual Meeting of the Society for Ameri-
can Archaeology in May 1975.

Personnel

The personnel for all six seminars will be selected
by a committee consisting of the President, the Pres-
ident-elect, and the immediate past-President of the
Society for American Archaeology in consultation
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with the Departmental Consulting Archeologist of
the Department of the Interior.

Insofar as possible, the individuals chosen will
represent a broad spectrum of pertinent experience,
professional orientation, and geographical location
in that approximate order of priority.

Because of time pressures, personnel for the first
set of seminars will be drawn largely from persons
already known to or referred to the Committee by
colleagues. However, every attempt will be made to
publicize subsequent seminars widely with a view
toward obtaining input and personnel from the wid-
est possible spectrum within the profession and
from related fields.

The Principal Investigator (the current President of
the Society for American Archaeology) and the
Chairman of the Society for American Archaeology’s
Committee on Public Understanding of Archaeology
will participate in each set of seminars to provide
continuity throughout. (Two persons are necessary
for continuity since there will be two concurrent
seminars on each occasion.) These two individuals
will be responsible for the organization and coordi-
nation of each of the sessions and for final editing of
the resultant manuscript for publication.

Publication

It is planned that the final edited manuscript of all
six seminars will be printed and released as a Special
Publication of the Society for American Archaeol-
ogy. Every effort will be made to have the publica-
tion available for distribution by May 1975.

Seminar Syllabi

There follows an outline of each seminar and a
suggested outline of subtopics to be considered
each day of the session. These are intended primar-
ily as an indication of the subjects to be considered.
The individuals attending each seminar will be the
final arbiters of the total range of topics to be cov-
ered and the emphasis to be placed on each.

[. Certification of Individuals,
Accreditation of Institutions and Programs

As a result of recent federal legislation, particu-
larly the National Environmental Policy Act and the
Archeological Conservation Act, many federal, state,
and private agencies are contracting for archeolog-
ical data. These agencies need and should have a
mechanism for determining that the individuals or
institutions with whom they contract are profession-
ally qualified. The traditional guide, identification
with or as a reputable institution of higher learning
or museum, is no longer totally adequate, for other
individuals or institutions are attempting to help
meet the agencies’ needs.




1st Day s certification and/or accreditation nec-
essary and possible? What factors encourage con-
sideration of certification or accreditation; which
factors discourage it? What problems can be fore-
seen, and which can be avoided? What advantages
might accrue to the individual, to institutions, or to
the profession?

2nd Day Individual certification. If individuals
are to be certified, should this be on the basis of
training, or experience, or examination, or some
combination? How should individual qualifications
be determined and by whom? What are the implica-
tions, personal, professional, and legal, of institut-
ing any such procedures? Should there be periodic
recertification? How would certification be funded
and administered?

3rd Day Institutional accreditation. The second
major approach toward providing the public with a
professional overview and some measure of control
over archeological performance is through the insti-
tutions carrying out the research. But what capabili-
ties should such an institution have available or be
able to call upon in the areas of personnel (profes-
sional and staff), physical facilities, laboratory facili-
ties, comparative collections, professional assist-
ance in related sciences, storage facilities, library,
etc.? What level of professional responsibilities by
individuals should or can an institutign expect to
enforce?

4th Day Field school accreditation and amateur
certification. Traditionally, these have been consid-
ered as separate ideas and they are separate, for
field school accreditation is oriented toward an insti-
tution, whereas amateur certification is oriented to-
ward an individual. Nonetheless, both are directly
aimed at a single result, the production of an indi-
vidual qualified to a varying degree as a field arche-
ologist from an individual who was previously less
qualified. How can the output of each program and
each individual’'s current capacity be measured,
evaluated, and attested to? How do or should we
face or resolve the differences between training an-
thropologists, field archeologists, and technicians
by whatever mechanism?

5th Day Review and summary.

I1. Archeological Reports

Archeological input into the planning process of
federal, state, and private agencies is becoming in-
creasingly important. Development and presenta-
tion of this data in any one report should be com-
pared against standards carefully drawn up by the
profession, recognizing that different data may be
appropriate for different scientific and planning cir-
cumstances.

1st Day What should be the nature of these
standards? Should they be related to organization,
content, theoretical orientation, and/or these plus
others? What problems and advantages are inherent
in any attempt to establish standards? To what de-

gree can or should standards vary with the nature of
a specific report?

2nd Day Research design and project develop-
ment. Are guidelines possible? In what detail could
any such guidelines be developed.

3rd Day Basic data. Are there basic minimal
questions for which every or at least most reports
which present original fieldwork should endeavor to
supply data? If so, what are these? Is there basic
information which should be striven for, observed,
and made available in every report for which it is
appropriate?

4th Day Basic data. Insofar as is deemed possi-
ble, specific guidelines, perhaps subdivided by spe-
cific topics, e.g., the purpose of the report, nature
of the original data, or on some other basis, are to
be developed. Subdividing the discussion group
along some such lines might be appropriate.

5th Day Summary and review.

Hl. Management of Archeological Resources

It is essential that everyone concerned with ar-
cheology begin to plan with the total resource base
in mind. It is not enough that there be problem
orientation, there also must be established a set of
archeological problem-oriented priorities, as well as
a set of priorities oriented toward the total public
good.

1st Day Archeological priorities and directions.
Development of a philosophy of archeological con-
servation and of what constitutes mitigation, rather
than the more restricted concept of salvage.

2nd Day Development of regional overviews
and interrelationships with agency planning (agency
consultants to be present, if possible). Discussion of
agency/professional relationships in terms of practi-
cal, economic, administrative, and planning necessi-
ties. What type of archeological data are needed at
various planning stages? What should be the roles of
the Society for American Archaeology, the Commit-
tee on the Recovery of Archaeological Remains, and
the American Society for Conservation Archaeol-
ogy? What relevant functions might a Washington
office of the Society perform?

3rd Day Assessment of site significance. Corre-
lation of archeological capabilities, needs, and goals
with the Historic Preservation Program and the Na-
tional Register —problems and potentialities.

4th Day How can personnel be developed who
are equipped to manage the archeological research
base? What are appropriate approaches, training
mechanisms, and acceptable levels of competence?

5th Day Summary and review.

IV. Archeological Communication

Archeologists have an ever increasing need to
communicate to federal, state, and private agencies,
to their professional peers, and to the general pub-
lic. Present publication and distribution mechanisms

MANAGEMENT OF ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 3



in each of these areas are largely the result of casual
growth and development. All of these need to be
reviewed to permit maximum dissemination of in-
formation to the largest possible audience which
needs or would potentially benefit (in whatever way)
from that information.

Ist Day Identification of the various audiences
archeology is trying to reach and, in general terms,
what type and level of information is appropriate to
each. How well are we presently reaching these
audiences? How is success determined; how can it
be monitored (peer review, public review, public
participation or nonparticipation, etc.)? What is the
role of the Committee on Public Understanding of
Archaeology? What functions might a Washington
office of the Society for American Archaeology serve
with respect to facilitating communication within
the profession and between the profession and oth-
ers?

2nd Day Discussion of the various professional
publications media presently in use: American An-
tiquity, Society for American Archaeology Memoirs,
Archaeology, Current Anthropology, American An-
thropologist, regional and state periodicals, mu-
seum series, contract reports, etc. What type of data
are appropriate to each in light of their known or
presumed audience? How many copies of various
types of reports should be produced and to whom
should they be distributed? Should they be free or
for sale? Should authors be charged as is customary
in some fields?

4th Day Other audiences. How can the archeo-
logical profession and federal agencies best commu-
nicate with the nonprofessional audiences concern-
ing archeology, e.g., via TV, radio, newpapers, talks,
secondary school courses, extension courses, etc.?
What avenues of communication can be established
and how can their development be encouraged?

5th Day Summary and review.

V. Archeology and the Law

The increasing body of federal and state legisla-
tion and the consequent increased activity by arche-
ologists and the increased contact between archeol-
ogists, agencies, and individuals all have combined
to create a potentially troublesome legal situation
unless all concerned are presented with some well-
thought-out guidelines as to what is legally required,
permitted, or desirable.

Ist Day Primarily a review by participating law-
yers of laws relevant to artifacts and archeology,
ranging from the Antiquities Act and the Archeolog-
ical Conservation Act at one end of the spectrum, to
relevant laws concerning private property on the
other. This should be supplemented by archeolo-
gists giving specific experiences or possible experi-
ences which they can envision as a basis for discus-
sion of the legal implications of specific situations.

2nd Day Discussion of laws of private property
and what should be done by archeologists as stan-
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dard procedure concerning permission to excavate,
releases for damages (to the landowner and protect-
ing the landowner), payment of property or crop
damage, removal of property (i.e., artifacts), and
ultimate ownership of artifacts recovered. Discus-
sion of the problems raised by the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, which requires consideration of
archeological resources on private land if federal
funds are involved, and the normal archeological
approach which assumes retention by the investiga-
tor of archeological materials recovered from private
property. That is, potentially, the landowner can
satisfy NEPA only if he not only allows but pays the
archeologist to survey, test, and then retain any
artifacts recovered from his property!

3rd Day The legal responsibilities of federal and
other agencies, with a discussion of how these can
best be met in various state and local situations,
particularly where adequate state or private agencies
are presently not available to handle the necessary
research under contract. How can the profession
best meet the potential crisis?

4th Day The National Environmental Policy Act
and the Archeological Conservation Act require
consideration of and authorize responsible action
with respect to the Nation’s archeological resources.
Nothing is spelled out as to how the artifacts re-
covered from consequent investigations are to be
preserved for future generations. Present practice is
that the state or other public agency who contracts
with the federal government for the initial research
is expected to provide this service in perpetuity. Will
this continue to be a viable practice in the future?
What other alternatives are open or at least open to
investigation and possible development?

5th Day Summary and review.

VI. Archeology and the American Indian

There currently is a rather large gap between the
viewpoints of many American Indians and many ar-
cheologists, yet potentially many of their ultimate
goals probably are quite similar. These similarities
should be explored in order that we may work to-
gether toward common goals, operating from a solid
base of cooperation and assistance, rather than
through confrontation and antagonism.

1st Day A discussion by representatives of the
Indians of various Indian points of view, followed by
a discussion of the archeological point(s) of view.

2nd Day  With the above as background, discus-
sion of how the needs of the Indian communities
and groups can best be served by archeologists, i.e.,
what can archeology do for the Indian? This should
be followed by a discussion of how Indians can
assist archeologists in the protection, recovery, and
interpretation of our Indian cultural heritage.

3rd Day Discussion of specific problem areas
that have come out of the first two days of discus-
sion in order to develop approaches to the future
which will have the greatest opportunity for success.



4th Day In the perspective of the total public
good, i.e., within local, regional, tribal, and national
frameworks, how can Indians and archeologists
work together to facilitate protection and develop-
ment of archeological data in ways that will be perti-
nent and appropriate to the needs not only of In-
dians and archeologists but of the total public?

5th Day Summary and review.*

THE SEMINARS

It is doubtful that anyone who participated in the
Airlie House seminars will ever forget them. Every-
one seemed to agree at their conclusion that it was
the most intellectually and professionally stimulat-
ing experience in which they had ever participated.

The Airlie House facilities themselves proved ex-
cellent. Airlie House is located some 45 miles south-
west of Washington, D.C., near Warrenton, Vir-
ginia. It consists of an old estate which has been
made into a center specifically for use by study
groups such as ours. The main house has a variety of
meeting rooms, the outbuildings provide very com-
fortable living quarters, and the food is superb. The
countryside is quiet and stimulated contemplation,
and there was little to distract any of the participants
from the subject of the seminar, unless they were
devoted duck or goose watchers. Occasionally other
conference groups were present but because of the
expansive facilities it proved quite easy to ignore
them completely.

In addition, the Airlie House seminars benefited
both during the seminars and subsequent to them
from a great deal of personal and logistical support
from Ed Lehman, Exeuctive Director of the American
Anthropological Association, and from Kirby Kendall
of that same office. It is questionable if the program
could have been put together and executed without
them.

The first two groups to meet were those con-
cerned with Certification, and with Report Writing.
They convened on July 31, 1974. The second set of
two seminars consisting of Cultural Resource Man-
agement, and Communication met on August 27.
The final two, Law, and Native Americans did not
meet until November 2.

Each group gathered at Airlie House one day, and
spent the latter portion of that day becoming ac-
quainted. During the next four days, from after
breakfast until far into the night or even into the
early hours of the next morning, each group either
met as a unit to hold discussions or split up into
individual study groups preparing position reports
for subsequent group discussion. Meals provided
the only break. In the evenings, when one seminar
group was not working as a unit, or not working
individually on particular assigned topics, they us-

* This conciudes the basic proposal presented to the National
Park Service.

ually got together with the other seminar group and
informally exchanged information about what each
group was considering. On occasion the two groups
met formally for presentation of ideas and total
group discussion. The presence of two seminars had
been planned with this possibility in mind. Rather
than having only five or six people discussing a
subject, it was desired that the end product of each
seminar be the result of more or less direct input
from all of those present at the time. The fifth day
was spent wrapping things up. To provide continuity
among the three sets of seminars, Hester Davis and
Bob McGimsey attended all three sets, with Davis
participating actively in the Report Writing, Cultural
Resource Management, and Native Americans semi-
nars, while McGimsey played an active role in the
other three. In this manner, ideas expressed in pre-
ceding seminars could be carried forward and intro-
duced as appropriate into subsequent sessions.

Of great importance to the effective operation of
the seminars were the two staff persons who formed
an integral part of each of the seminar groups. Their
basic charge was to take notes on the essence of
each session, to transcribe these and run them off
each evening in order that the transcription would
be available to the participants the following morn-
ing. The theory had been that one of each pair
would take notes while the other typed them and
ran them off. In fact, since all of these individuals
had considerable background in archeology and an
interest in the topics of the seminars, each wanted
to be present for all the discussions. They often
were able to actively to contribute to the discussions
as well as record them and, because of their knowl-
edge and background, they were able to take a
much more comprehensive set of notes than would
have been possible by the best trained secretary.
Seldom did these individuals finish their chores be-
fore midnight, but they were always (well, almost
always) ready the following morning right after
breakfast. Actually, most of us had been working
well into the night.

When groups work as hard as these did, some
comic relief is essential. In this case, the most fre-
quent approach was that of limericks of varying
quality and subject matter which would appear on
our blackboards or be circulated anonymously to
the group. No one was immune either from being
the subject or the originator of these bits of dog-
gerel before it was over. The participants in the first
group of seminars established a new organization
known to its members as SOFT. The charter mem-
bers generously allowed subsequent seminar partic-
ipants to enter their ranks, and Stan South created
one of his famous barnyard charts for the Report
Writing seminar. A mini-epic poem and a cultural
resource management anthem, a portion of it set to
music, also appeared.

By the end of the fourth full day, some of the
seminars had essentially completed their business
with only tag ends to be finished off by one or two
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members on the fifth day with final arrangements
being made only at the very end.

In all six instances the seminars followed a nearly
identical pattern. The first day was devoted largely to
all participants expressing their views and exploring
the views of others. At the end of the first day, such
a diversity of outlooks was evident it seemed incon-
ceivable that the participants would ever agree on
anything, much less a coherent report on the sub-
ject of the seminar. The second and third days were
spent exploring various ideas and approaches in an
extraordinarily fluid manner with argumentative alli-
ances changing constantly, depending on the sub-
ject under discussion. Nonetheless, by the end of
the third day each group found itself in basic agree-
ment on most issues. The fourth and, when neces-
sary, the fifth day were devoted to working out
details and preparing preliminary drafts. By the end
of the seminar there was essential unanimity among
all those who had participated. It was, in many ways,
an amazing and extraordinarly rewarding process.

THE REPORTS

Subsequent events indicate that there was one
major flaw in the plan developed for the Airlie
House seminars. At the conclusion of each seminar
one participant agreed to serve as compiler, with the
charge of taking all of the prepared drafts along with
all of the daily notes, and working these sometimes
discursive documents into a coherent whole. Fund-
ing was provided for this and instructions to compil-
ers indicated they were to have the completed first
draft of the report back to Davis and McGimsey
within thirty days of the conclusion of the seminar.
Davis and McGimsey were then, after receiving all
six reports, to coordinate them all, do the final edit-
ing, and distribute the reports once again for final
review by the seminar participants, prior to submis-
sion to the National Park Service and the publisher.
It was anticipated that this would enable the final
report to be distributed within twelve months of the
time the grant was awarded, if not by the time of the
May 1975 meeting of the Society.

As is evident from the date of the publication, this
goal was not achieved. Only one compiler suc-
ceeded in getting the manuscript returned within
the thirty day period.

The flaw, of course, was that all participants are
extremely busy individuals and all have considerable
responsibilities to their home organizations. When
anyone in that position returns from a full week’s
absence, there is always a list of emergency items
that need to be taken care of immediately. The chain
of concentration is difficult to reestablish, and local
needs and emergencies inevitably take precedence
over completion of a manuscript. The end result was
that some of the reports were not returned to the
editors until twelve months after the seminar. The
editing, too, has been delayed by local necessities
and by developments which, in fact, grew directly
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out of the report on the Committee on Certification.
The final meeting of the Interim Committee on
Professional Standards, in which both editors were
involved, was held in Fayetteville in late January
1976. Both editors functioned as hosts and partici-
pants in this Committee’s activities, right in the mid-
die of the final push to complete editing on the
Airlie House manuscripts. This further delayed them
for a period of several weeks. National Park Service
review and subsequent discussion tacked on an-
other six months.

Each seminar report was written as a separate
document. The compilers endeavored, and to an
amazing degree succeeded, in reflecting the total
views expressed by the seminars. Yet, as all such
compilations were to be reviewed and commented
upon by each member of the seminar prior to publi-
cation, no hesitation was felt by the compilers to
provide original forms of expression or organiza-
tion.

The editors have defined their role in an even
more liberal way, particularly because of the long,
unforeseen, time lag in publication. Much has hap-
pened in that period. All of us have gained new
insights and greater experience in handling the
problems which the seminars addressed. It was the
opinion of the editors that the purpose of these
seminar reports was to provide the profession and
those working with it, with as up-to-date and com-
plete a review of the areas discussed by each semi-
nar as possible. We would be derelict in our duty if
we simply incarcerated the thinking of two years
ago, rather than making every effort to include this
additional experience and these added insights.
Therefore the editors have felt free to insert new
portions and to rewrite entire sections as they felt it
to be appropriate. In addition, the editors took the
six separate seminar papers and endeavored to re-
work them in such a manner that they became con-
sistent, complementary, but not too overlapping,
chapters of a single report. This often involved re-
ducing or enlarging sections, eliminating a few, add-
ing several, as well as general reorganization. Some
repetition was felt to be desirable in the interest of
having relevant information immediately available at
appropriate points in the discussion. Because of
these changes none of the participants, other than
the editors, can be held strictly accountable for what
follows. They are, in fact, in the perhaps enviable
position of being able to take credit for whatever
they wish while being able to deny ever having seen
that which they do not agree with.

Mark Raab and Dee Green were among the first to
read the completed draft of the entire manuscript
and their comments have been valuable. The pre-
liminary drafts of each seminar paper were returned
to the seminar participants for their review and dis-
cussion. These comments generally have been in-
corporated into the final report as published here,
as have been the comments of the National Park
Service reviewers. Time and cost factors generally



prohibited such review of subsequent drafts by any-
one but the National Park Service. Review of the
final draft by Interagency Archeological Services re-
vealed some differences of interpretation and opin-
ion of sufficient professional depth to demand spe-
cial treatment.!

So far as possible, it is hoped and intended that
these reports reflect the very carefully considered
viewpoint of a wide range of individuals active
within the profession of archeology on the topics
concerned, and that these viewpoints represent not
just those individuals, but that of a majority of the
profession.

The editors would like to recognize, on behalf of
the entire profession, the days, in some cases

! Subsequent footnotes indicate the views of Interagency Ar-
cheological Service (IAS), that Division of the Office of Archeol-
ogy and Historic Preservation responsible for providing archeo-
logical consultation, recommendations, and other services to
Federal agencies and others on behalf of the Secretary of the
Interior under the authorities of the Antiquities Act of 1906, the
Historic Sites Act of 1935, the Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
Executive Order 11593, and the Archeological and Historic Preser-
vation Act of 1974. The Division will consistently be referred to as
“IAS” throughout the footnotes.

weeks, of effort which the various participants in
these seminars contributed. The editors also would
like to express their very real appreciation for the
understanding shown by these individuals as their
ideas and thoughts were reorganized and reassem-
bled in the process of achieving this final result.

It would not have been possible to develop and
carry out the seminars or to produce this manuscript
had it not been for the assistance of the Arkansas
Archeological Survey and its fine staff.

This publication is not going to resolve all the
problems of the profession. Some will disagree and
changes will continue to occur. This is as it should
be. This publication attempts to pull together a great
deal of current thinking about the archeological
profession and its problems and thereby give every-
one a solid point of departure for development and
growth.

Charles R. McGimsey 11l
Hester A. Davis

Fayetteville, Arkansas
january 1977
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| 1 A Consideration of Law in

Archeology

EDITOR’S PREFACE

Although the Law seminar was one of the last two
held, it was felt that the report on those discussions
should be the first chapter, for it covers both the
federal laws that form the base for much current
archeological activity, and some of the basic legal
issues facing the profession today.

The seminar participants also spent considerable
time discussing an early version of National Park
Service guidelines and spent some time on then-
pending federal legislation. Those discussions have
been deleted in varying degrees from the chapter
which follows. The discussions were timely when
they were held and we hope provided valuable input
to the National Park Service in developing its guide-
lines. However, there seemed little point in review-
ing old arguments or in attempting to present data
on legislation which would be out of date by the
time this volume was printed.

The Anthropology Newsletter now has a section
which reviews all current federal legislation of con-
cern to anthropoligists. Archeologists should utilize
that information to keep themselves informed of
legislation affecting the profession. It is not enough
to be informed, however. Information not acted
upon is useless. The editors have probably had as
much opportunity to become involved in the legisla-
tive process as anyone in the profession. It is our
experience that the system can be responsive to the
voiced concerns of groups with particular interests;
but the system works only if those groups con-
cerned also work—collectively and individually.

State and federal laws passed in the last ten years
have transformed the entire archeological profes-
sion. Further changes are on the horizon as the
current attacks on the 1906 Antiquity Act make evi-
dent. Indeed, archeologists must be aware of and
continue to consider the law as an active portion of
their total professional responsibility.
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INTRODUCTION
Rationale

The rapid depletion of archeological resources
throughout America has caused a crisis of unprece-
dented impact. Vast numbers of prehistoric and his-
toric sites have been lost as a result of highway
construction, dam building and reservoir flooding,
urban sprawl, and other forms of development (cf.
Pastron 1973; Davis 1971, 1972). Additional cultural
remains have been destroyed by vandals, pot
hunters, and by ““archeologists” who have neglected
to report upon their findings. In most cases, the
problem has been intensified by the failure of arche-
ologists to communicate effectively their findings
and needs to both governmental agencies and the
general public.

Archeologists have responded in various ways to
this critical situation: a restructuring of governmen-
tal approaches to archeological management has
been advocated (cf. King 1971); new emphasis has

Seminar Participants:
Lawrence Aten
Vernon Bellecourt
Joe Brecher
Michael Moratto
Charles R. McGimsey lil
Marvin Woolf

Compiler:

Michae!l Moratto

Staff:

Marty Capelletti
Joan Gardner
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been focused upon the vital development of public
archeology (cf. McGimsey 1972); and, most recently,
the innovative paradigms of “conservation archeol-
ogy’’ have been spawned.

Conservation archaeology is founded upon the assumptions
that: (1) The preservation of archaeological sites as a resource
through management decisions will be necessary if American
archaeology is to continue to evolve as a problem-oriented
discipline (Lipe and Lindsay 1974:vii); and (2) to ensure its
survival, American archaeology must be totally restructured in
such a way that the public participates more fully in archaeo-
logical responsibilities and benefits, that archaeologists aban-
don the traditional excavation ethic in favor of a preservation
ethic, and that students and professional archaeologists ac-
tively seek political and legal measures to further the goals of
heritage conservation [Moratto 1975:iil.

With the growth of public and conservation ar-
cheology, increasing attention has been directed
toward legal remedies for archeological maladies
(cf. Hallinan 1973; Hester et al. 1973). American ar-
cheology has reached the point where its very sur-
vival depends upon close interaction with the realm
of law. Recent legislation and court decisions have
substantially affected the powers, responsibilities,
and potential liabilities which now face the archeol-
ogists of this nation. It seems inevitable that law
must assume an integral role in the discipline’s fu-
ture if archeologists are to avoid legal pitfalls and
work effectively with private and governmental
agencies toward the basic goals of preserving and
interpreting cultural information.

These facts provided the rationale for the seminar
on ““Archeology and the Law.”

Seminar Orientation

A wide range of topics was considered in the
course of this seminar. The discussants first exam-
ined new federal actions (laws, regulations, and
court decisions) concerning archeological resource
protection. Pursuing this theme, attention was fo-
cused mainly upon: (1) the 1974 Archeological and
Historic Preservation Act; (2) a draft of proposed
“Historical and Cultural Properties Regulations’ of
the Department of the Interior; (3) the United States
of America v. Ben Diaz case, which affects the 1906
Act for the Preservation of Antiquities; and (4) new
and proposed laws which may pertain to archeol-
ogy. Also discussed were: (5) the legal aspects of
environmental impact studies; (6) archeology and
private property laws; (7) legal relationships be-
tween Native Americans and archeologists; (8) con-
tracts; and (9) the role of archeologists as advocates.

Comparatively little time was spent reviewing pre-
1965 federal actions, though for the convenience of
the reader the major federal laws are summarized
below. Similarly, because of their diversity and num-
ber, state and international laws were perused only
superficially.

A SUMMARY OF FEDERAL LEGISLATION

The management of archeological resources in
the United States rests not just on philosophic ne-
cessity and professional and public concern, but on
legal support by a number of federal and state laws,
published guidelines, and policy decisions.

Most of the state and federal laws (through 1970)
germane to archeology were treated adequately in
McGimsey's (1972) Public Archeology, although
many have since experienced significant modifica-
tion. The texts of these laws can be found either in
McGimsey (1972) or in Lipe and Lindsay (1974), and
current updated versions can be obtained from the
Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Na-
tional Park Service. The intent here is to briefly cite
the key laws and to emphasize certain current legal
challenges and opportunities which confront arche-
ologists and others concerned with cultural re-
sources.

At various times one or another of these legal
bases has, for various reasons, received undue em-
phasis to the ultimate detriment of the resource
base. The exact mix necessary to provide the best
results doubtless will vary in given instances. How-
ever, the important point to emphasize is that these
Acts, as a group, together provide an unusually
comprehensive package, and that only if all of them
are used in concert rather than as separate entities
will it be possible for the archeological community,
concerned citizens, and public and private agencies
to develop and carry out a well designed rational
program in protecting and investigating our cultural
resources.

The Antiquities Act of 1906
(P.L. 59-209; 34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 431-433)

This Act provides for the protection of historic and
prehistoric remains, ““or any antiquity,” on federal
lands; establishes criminal sanctions for unauthor-
ized destruction or appropriation of federally owned
antiquities; and authorizes through a permit system
the scientific investigation of antiquities on federal
lands (see also page 35).

Uniform Rules and Regulations

These rules now charge the Secretaries of the
Interior and of Agriculture to carry out the provi-
sions of the Act (the Secretary of the Army having
relinquished authority to the Secretary of the Inte-
rior). It provides guidelines requiring that institu-
tions undertaking archeological research and cura-
torial capacity, obtain federal permits, and submit
reports. It further provides that resultant collections
must remain available to the public. (For discussions
of recent court activity regarding P.L. 59-209, see
pages 15-17).
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The Historic Sites Act of 1935
(P.L. 74-292; 49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461-467)

This Act designates the Secretary of the Interior as
responsible for establishing the National Survey of
Historic Sites and Buildings, requires the preserva-
tion of properties “‘of national historical or archeo-
logical significance” and the designation of national
historic landmarks; and authorizes interagency, in-
tergovernmental, and interdisciplinary efforts for
the preservation of such resources.

The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960
(P.L. 86-523; 74 Stat. 220; 16 U.S.C. 469-469c)

This 1960 Act provided for the recovery and pres-
ervation of “historical and archaeological data’ that
might be lost or destroyed as a result of the con-
struction of federally funded or licensed dams, res-
ervoirs, and attendant facilities and activities. (It was
extensively amended in 1974 by P.L. 93-291. See
pages 11-14).

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 -

(P.L. 89-665; 80 Stat. 915; 16 U.S.C. 470)

In this Act a national policy of historic preserva-
tion is set forth, including the encouragement by
matching grants of state and private efforts. The Act
defines the term historic preservation as “the pro-
tection, rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruc-
tion of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and ob-
jects significant in American history, architecture,
archeology, or culture”; it directs the expansion of
the National Register of Historic Places to include
resources of regional, state, and local as well as
national significance; establishes the President’s Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation; encourages
states to conduct statewide surveys and prepare
State Historic Preservation Plans; authorizes grants
by the Secretary of the Interior to the states to
support surveys, planning, and preservation activi-
ties; and prescribes certain procedures (Section 106)
to be followed by federal agencies in the event that a
proposed project might affect significant properties.
The Act was significantly amended by Public Law 94—
422 in 1976; these amendments clarified the authori-
ties of the Advisory Council, increased authorized
funding for state programs, modified the Federal
state ratio for matching grants to favor the funding
of survey and planning, and clarified to intent of
Section 106. This section, as amended and as imple-
mented by the “Procedures for the Protection and
Enhancement of Historic and Cultural Properties’”
(36 CFR 800) requires that where sites on or eligible
for the National Register will be affected by federally
funded, assisted, or licensed projects, the responsi-

ble agency shall consult with the SHPO and, where.

necessary, the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation to determine the significance of the
property, then consult with the SHPO and the Advi-
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sory Council to develop methods of mitigating the
effect. Once a Memorandum of Agreement commit-
ting the agency to such methods has been signed
work can proceed. Compliance procedures are pro-
vided for federal agencies under Section 106 of this
Act and Executive Order 11593 by 36 CFR 800 (see
pages 35-37, 60, and footnote 3, p. 13).

Procedures for the Protection
of Historic and Cultural Properties
(36 CFR 60 and 36 CFR 800)

These Rules and Regulations are set out under the
National Historic Preservation Act and E.O. 11593. 36
CFR 60 defines the appropriate terms and sets forth
in detail the procedures for nominating sites to the
National Register. States must now provide for at
least one public notice and provide a reasonable
time for comment prior to placing a site on the
National Register. 36 CFR 800 sets forth procedures
for reviewing projects to determine whether they
affect in any way properties on or eligible for the
National Register. Additional review procedures are
established for those instances where an adverse
effect can be established. This regulation also sets
forth the power of the Advisory Council to comment
upon all such instances and the criteria for ““effect,”
and “adverse affect.” Both regulations list criteria
for determining whether a property is eligible for
the National Register. While an archeological site
might qualify under any of the four criteria estab-
lished, all archeological sites can be considered eli-
gible for the National Register under the fourth cri-
terion: ““That have yielded, or may be likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history.” In
practice, the archeologist who asserts that a prop-
erty qualifies for the National Register under crite-
rion 4 is obligated to specify how the property may
yield important information, and what this informa-
tion is likely to be. Conversely, if an archeologist
asserts that a site does not qualify for the National
Register, the reasoning for this, too, should be ex-
plained. The Office of Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation can provide more specific guidance on re-
quest.

The Department of Transportation Act of 1966
(P.L. 89-670; 80 Stat. 574; 23 U.S.C. 1 et seq.;

in conjunction with the Federal-Aid Highways Act
of 1966)

(P.L. 89-574; 80 Stat. 574; 23 U.S.C. 1 et seq.)

These Acts direct the Department of Transporta-
tion to spend funds for the purposes of protecting,
avoiding, or studying archeological sites to be af-
fected by federally supported road construction.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(P.L. 91-190; 83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321-4327)

This Act requires evaluation of the effects of major
federal actions on environmental (including cul-




tural) resources. The Act also establishes the Presi-
dent’s Council on Environmental Quality.

NEPA, with its expressed concern that every feder-
ally funded or licensed entity takes into considera-
tion the total environment, not just the goals or
charge of the entity itself, has had a major effect on
archeology and archeological research.

For the first time, the archeologist is not being
told that a project is almost to be initiated, certain
funds are available, and do with them what can be
done in the time available—the old salvage ap-
proach. Now the archeologist is being informed that
a certain project is contemplated, and is being asked
to evaluate the effect of various alternatives on the
archeological resource base, and to determine what
mitigative approaches are appropriate to each alter-
native along with their probable costs. The differ-
ence in the two approaches is highly significant.

Because of NEPA, the archeologist now can and
should become involved at the earliest planning
stage of every major land-altering project. Archeo-
logical input and, as necessary and appropriate, in-
vestigations can be provided at every step of the
planning process. NEPA if used together with the
more explicit requirements of the National Historic
Preservation Act and Executive Order 11595, and in
the context of viable state and agency historic pres-
ervation planning, can insure that maximum consid-
-eration is given to cultural values and to the re-
source base.

Council on Environmental Quality
Guidelines of August 1, 1973
(38 FR 20550)

These Guidelines define cultural resources as part
of the environment, detail procedures for making
and evaluating Environmental Analysis Reports (EAR)
and Environmental Impact Statements (EIS), and list
agencies with special review competence.

Executive Order 11593 of May 13, 1971
(Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural

Environment)
(36 FR 8921, 16 U.S.C. 470)

This Order directs all federal agencies to make an
inventory of historic properties under their owner-
ship or control, nominate eligible properties to the
National Register of Historic Places, and give priority
in inventory to federally owned properties to be
transferred and/or altered. It also directs federal
agencies to develop policies that will contribute to
the preservation of non-federally owned historic
properties, and to exercise caution until inventories
and nominations to the National Register are com-
plete, to insure that eligible properties are not inad-
vertently damaged or destroyed. The Secretary of
the Interior is directed to prepare standards and
provide advice concerning identification and preser-
vation.

The Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974
(42 U.S.C. 5301)

HUD Community Development Block Grants
(40 FR 24709)

The Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 is particularly important to historical archeol-
ogy. Urban renewal projects generally affect older
sections of cities where significant historical proper-
ties often exist. As cities meet the National Environ-
mental Policy Act requirements for the evaluation of
impacts upon the (cultural) environment, archeolo-
gists may enjoy the opportunity to influence plan-
ning and conservation decisions in urban historical
areas to a greater extent than has been possible. It is
also worth noting that many prehistoric sites still
exist, relatively intact, in urban contexts beneath the
shallow footings and foundations of old structures.
The Housing and Community Development Act can
provide the mechanism for the location, evaluation,
and conservation of some of these cultural re-
sources.

Section 570.604 of the Rules and Regulations for
Block Grants spells out that all recipients of such
grants must meet and comply with all requirements
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (P.L.
89-665) including the Rules and Regulations promul-
gated for the Act (36 CFR 800), and the Archeological
and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-291), as
well as E.O. 11593. It is important to recognize that
according to the policies of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the recipi-
ent of the grant (the community) is responsible for
this compliance —not HUD. The Housing and Com-
munity Development Act, as thus interpreted by
HUD, is unique among federal statutes in this trans-
fer of responsibility from the federal to local govern-
ments.

HUD 701 Comprehensive Planning Assistance
(40 FR 36861)

HUD requires that planning activities funded un-
der Sec. 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, as described
by the Community Development Act of 1954, be
carried out in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, E.O.
11593, and Section 101(b) of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969. The Rules and Regulations
(Section 600.66) for Sec. 701 outline the steps for
including historic preservation and enhancement in
the planning process and for preparing an historic
preservation assessment.

The Archeological and Historic Preservation
Act of 1974

(Amendment to the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960,
also known as the Moss-Bennett bill when before
Congress)

(P.L. 93-291; 88 Stat. 174; 16 U.S.C. 469)
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Provisions

The Archeological and Historic Preservation Act,
which was signed into law on May 24, 1974, amends
the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 by specifically pro-
viding a mechanism for the preservation of archeo-
logical and historical data:

. . . which might otherwise be irreparably lost or destroyed as
a result of (1) flooding, the building of access roads, the
erection of workmen’s communities, the relocation of rail-
roads and highways, and other alterations of the terrain
caused by the construction of a dam by any agency or (2) any
alteration of the terrain caused as a result of any Federal
construction project or Federally licensed activity or program
(Sec. 1.

Moreover, the Act outlines the actions to be taken
by every federal agency which undertakes or author-
izes construction in order that historical and archeo-
logical resources receive maximum consideration:

Sec. 3. (a) whenever any Federal agency finds, or is notified, in
writing, by an appropriate historical or archeological author-
ity, that its activities in connection with any Federal construc-
tion project or Federally licensed project, activity, or program
may cause irreparable loss or destruction of significant scien-
tific prehistorical, historical, or archeological data, such
agency shall notify the Secretary [of the Interior], in writing,
and shall provide the Secretary with appropriate information
concerning the project, program, or activity. Such agency may
request the Secretary to undertake the recovery, protection,
and preservation of such data (including preliminary survey,
and other investigation as needed, and analysis and publica-
tion of the reports resulting from the investigation), or it may,
with funds appropriate for such project, program, or activity,
undertake such activities.

Similar requirements are applied (for the first
time) to all federally-assisted projects. Furthermore,
under certain conditions, agencies are allowed com-
pensation for losses resulting from construction de-
lays caused by implementation of the Act:

Sec. 3 (b) Whenever any Federal agency provides financial
assistance by loan, grant, or otherwise to any private person,
association, or public entity, the Secretary [of the Interior], if
he determines that significant scientific, prehistorical, histori-
cal, or archeological data might be irrevocably lost or de-
stroyed, may with funds appropriated expressly for this pur-
pose conduct, with the consent of all persons, associations or
public entities having a legal interest in the property involved,
a survey of the affected site and undertake the recovery,
protection, and preservation of such data (including analysis
and publication). The Secretary shall, unless otherwise mu-
tually agreed to in writing, compensate any person, associa-
tion, or public entity damaged as a result of delays in construc-
tion or as a result of the temporary loss of the use of private or
any non-Federally owned lands.

In situations where significant cultural data are
jeopardized and the initiating agency, for valid rea-
sons, cannot institute adequate protective or inves-
tigative measures, it becomes the explicit responsi-
bility of the Secretary to:

. conduct or cause to be conducted a survey and other
investigation of the areas which are or may be affected and
recover and preserve such data (including analysis and publi-
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cation) which, in his opinion, are not being, but should be,
recovered and preserved in the public interest [Sec. 4. (a)].?

Section 7 of the Act authorizes the appropriation
of $500,000 (in 1974) to $3,000,000 (in 1976-78) per
year for the purposes of Sec 4 (a) (supra). More
importantly, however:

Sec. 7 (a) To carry out the purposes of this Act, any Federal
agency responsible for a construction project may assist the
Secretary [of the Interior] and/or it may transfer to him such
funds as may be agreed upon, but not more than 1 per centum
of the total amount authorized to be appropriated for such
project, except that the 1 per centum limitation of this section
shall not apply in the event that the project involves $50,000 or
less: Provided that the costs of such survey, recovery, analysis,
and publication shall be considered nonreimbursable project
costs.

Unfortunately, to date, none of the funds author-
ized for Sec. 3 (b) purposes have been appropriated.

Discussion of Problems and Benefits

Among the patent advantages of the Archeological
and Historical Preservation Act are these: (1) the Act
authorizes all federal, federally-assisted, and feder-
ally-licensed agencies to expand program or project
funds to evaluate, protect, and/or recover archeo-
logical and historical data jeopardized by their proj-
ects; (2) it establishes a legislative precedent by ex-
plicitly calling for the ““analysis and publication,” as
well as the “recovery, protection, and preserva-
tion,” of significant data; (3) it is directed toward the
protection and/or recovery of data rather than of
sites; (4) monies are authorized to compensate
those who suffer losses as a result of the Act’s exe-
cution; and (4) federally-entailed agencies are au-
thorized to expend funds directly, or to transfer up
to 1 per centum of project budgets, to the Secretary
of the Interior for the preservation of significant
archeological and historical data.

It was not the intent of the original authors of the
legislation nor of at least one of its legislative spon-
sors that the 1% limitation apply to funds spent
internally by one agency. No such arbitrary limita-
tion can do justice to every archeological situation.
Nonetheless, as this goes to press (early 1977) an
increasing number of federal agencies are making
the interpretation that the 1% limitation applies to
all situations. They evidently have taken the position
that the law is not clear on this point and have
therefore consulted the legislative history (which,
unfortunately, is itself susceptible to either interpre-
tation) and they have chosen to accept the more
conservative course. Only future amending legisla-

? Based on study of the Act's legislative history, the Depart-
ment of the Interior Solicitor has concluded that the authority
conveyed by Section 4 (a) is a temporary one, extending only
through the transition period until all Federal agencies have
developed appropriate mechanisms to insure that adequate pro-
tective or mitigative measures will be instituted.




tion or court decisions will serve to clarify this is-
sue.?

(1) The 1% limitation applies to the costs of data recovery. It
does not apply to identification studies and planning required by
statutes other than the Archeological and Historic Preservation
Act (such as NEPA and the Historic Preservation Act) nor does it
apply to the cost of mitigation actions other than data recovery.

(2) Should the cost of adequately recovering significant data
from a property exceed the 1% limitation, the responsible agency
is not excused from its responsibilities under NEPA, the National
Historic Preservation Act, Executive Order 11593 and 36 CFR 800.
The total program of archeological impact mitigation should be
the subject of a Memorandum of Agreement negotiated by the
agency, the State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation prior to the inception of con-
struction. Any impacts that cannot be mitigated within the 1%
limitation should thus be identified and efforts should be made to
develop supplemental funding or explore alternative mitigation
methods. Any remaining loss of significant data above and be-
yond the limits imposed by the 1% ceiling constitutes an unavoid-
able adverse impact language of the Council of Environmental
Quality Guidelines for the Preparation of Environmental Impact
Statements (40 CFR 1500), and should be reported as such.

The new law does contain some vague and poten-
tially troublesome language. For example, Sec. 4. (b)
indicates that mitigative measures are not required
in the event off an ““emergency” or in connection
with “activities undertaken in anticipation of . . . a
natural disaster.” Even though the legislative history
of the Act clearly records the preservationist intent
of Congress, it might be argued in court that the
construction of a flood-control dam or work on a
levee constitutes work done” . . . in anticipation of
... a natural disaster.” In such a case, the project
might be deemed categorically exempt for.the provi-
sions of the law, and no evaluative or mitigative
actions would be authorized. To clarify this wording
in a manner consistent with legislative intent it
would be useful to publish a definition, guch as the
following, in the Federal Register:

As used in P.L. 93-291, Sec. 4. (b), “‘emergency” means a

situation in which there exists a clear, present, and immediate
danger to human life and/or valuable property.

Similarly, many potentially destructive activities
(e.g., logging, land-leveling) might not be inter-
preted by some as being included within the phrase
""Federal construction project’” of Sec. 3. (a) (supra).
To close this possible loophole, it is recommended
that the following clarification be printed in the Fed-
eral Register:

As used in P.L. 93-291, Sec. 3. (a), “Federal construction
project” means any Federal activity or project which modifies

3 While the language of the Act itself does appear to apply the
1% limitation only to transfer funds, study of the Act’s legislative
history by the Department of the Interior Solicitor indicates that
Congress intended to establish 1% as the ceiling on ali expendi-
tures under the Act except those of the Secretary authorized by
Section 7 (a) to “assist” the Secretary, presumably with service,
equipment and personnel whose aggregate value might exceed
1% of the project cost in some circumstances. The important
points to recognize, in the view of 1AS, are:

the land or its surface in any manner which may affect signifi-
cant, prehistorical, historical, or archeological data.

Other crucial, but undefined, phrases in the Act
relate to the identification of “appropriate” histori-
cal or archeological authorities and the determina-
tion, by the Secretary of the Interior, of what consti-
tutes “’significant’”” data. Remedial definitions, such
as these, are suggested for Federal Register publica-
tion:

As used in P.L. 93-291, Sec. 3 (a), “Appropriate historical or

archeological authority’’means any agency or individual com-

petent in the field(s) of history and/or archeology; the phrase
includes, but is not limited to, State Historic Preservation

Officers, professional historians, archeologists, historical ar-
chitects, and architectural historians.

As used in P.L. 93-291, Sec. 3. (a,b) and Sec. 4. (a), “significant
scientific, prehistorical, historical, or archeological data”
means sites, specimens, relics, artifacts, remains, and records
pertaining thereto which by virtue of their uniqueness, age,
state of preservation, integrity, relevant ecological informa-
tion, scientific interpretive potential, and with due considera-
tion of the cost and other relevant considerations of excava-
tion, restoration, or preservation, possess sufficient value as
sources of information regarding the cultural past to warrant
their protection or recovery and interpretation.

As in the case with any new law affecting a wide
variety of agencies operating over the entire coun-
try, initial interpretations of the basic law and meth-
ods of integrating its operation into already estab-
lished procedures have tended to vary not only be-
tween but even within federal agencies.

The interpretation of the 1% provision discussed
above is one such problem. Another has involved
the various contracting methods. The Corps of Engi-
neers has adopted the architectural-engineering ap-
proach; other agencies are utilizing various forms of
bidding. (For a more complete discussion see pages
48-49.) It does seem essential, whatever methods
are finally adopted, that archeological studies be
viewed as professional input, and not in the same
light as the purchase of a commodity. While every
agency has a responsibility to expend public funds
wisely and well, it must be recognized by them that,
with respect to archeological studies, the capability
for developing the best possible scientific recom-
mendations and data must always be paramount in
the selection process.

Additional problem areas have arisen which are
not yet fully resolved. Some of these entail the defi-
nition of indirect impact and the degree of agency
responsibility in this area, what constitutes publica-
tion as called for in P.L. 93-219 and what audience
should be served to satisfy the need stated in the law
for publication, and how permit and license studies
are to be funded (since normally the agencies who
issue these permits and licenses do not have funds
for such studies). Finally, guidelines need to be de-
veloped as to when the Secretary of the Interior
should become involved under the provisions of
Section 4. (a). All of these have been subject to
somewhat different interpretations by different
agencies but none are incapable of resolution if the
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concerned agencies and archeologists will work to-
gether in good faith toward their solution.

In sum, due to occasional vague phraseology in
crucial sections, such as those noted above, and
some unresolved problems involving interpretation
of the Act, the potentials of this Act can be viewed
with a guarded optimism. The new law will not bring
the milennium upon American archeology; it will
not lead to the salvation of all jeopardized archeo-
logical sites; and it will not automatically alter the
orientation of public agencies charged with compli-
ance. However, if archeologists and the land-mod-
ifying agencies can establish a vigilant, systematic,
intensive, and cooperative relationship, then the
1974 Act should markedly enhance the quality and
extent of archeological and historical conservation
programs across the nation.*

Historic and Cultural Properties Regulations

The law seminar participants also discussed an
early draft of guidelines being considered by the
National Park Service. Because no such regulations
have yet been adopted (as of Dec. 1976), we will
consider here the overall purpose, structure, and
significance of such a document.®

41In the experience of IAS to date, most of the ambiguities
noted are of much less moment than are some which have not
been addressed here. There is a significant question about the
relationship of Section 3 (a), which allows agencies engaged in
construction projects or federally licensed projects, activities, or
programs to undertake data recovery activities or request that the
Department of the Interior do so, and Section 3 (b), which refers
to Federal assistance projects and simply authorizes the Depart-
ment of the Interior to undertake data recovery activities where
needed. The Department of the Interior believes that Section 3 (a)
applies to all kinds of Federal construction projects including
many Federal assistance projects, while Section 3 (b) allows the
Department to assist in data recovery programs when funding
such programs would constitute an unreasonable burden upon
the recipients of Federal assistance. Some Federal assistance
agencies, on the other hand, have argued that Section (b) alone
applies to them, exempting them of all responsibility and placing
this responsibility upon the Department of the Interior. A more
general area of confusion relates to the place of the Act vis a vis
the planning processes prescribed by NEPA, the National Historic
Preservation Act, and related authorities. Since the Act fails to
refer to these authorities, their mutual relationship has been the
subject of varying interpretation by affected agencies. The De-
partment of the Interior holds that the Archeological Historic
Preservation Act provides one method of mitigating impacts on
those properties that contain valuable and recoverable data, and
that it can best be brought into play after the properties and their
data have been fully identified, and mitigation options explored
via the planning processes provided for by NEPA, the National
Historic Preservation Act, and their related authorities.

® Due to statuory changes and receipt of many useful com-
ments from Federal agencies, State Historic Preservation Officers,
and the public, the Department of the Interior is now issuing the
regulations discussed here in several parts. 36 CFR 63 deals with
procedures for requesting determinations of eligibility for the
National Register of Historic Places, as required by Executive
Order 11593 and 36 CFR 800. 36 CFR 64 prescribes standards for
identification studies (including archeological surveys) con-
ducted pursuant to Section 2 (a) of Executive Order 11593 and
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act as amended.
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National Park Service guidelines could easily be-
come the single document most useful to conserva-
tion archeology in the United States. One potential
problem area to which the guidelines should be
directed is concerned with the role of the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and the equation
of NRHP eligibility with archeological ‘‘signifi-
cance.” The significance of a site depends upon
many factors, including variable contexts and re-
search parameters. By listing all “significant” sites
on the NRHP, and then using the Register as a plan-
ning device archeologists would be tied into a sys-
tem which could fossilize in the long term that
which is presumably significant at the time the initial
site evaluation is made.

If the National Register of Historic Places is ac-
cepted as a basic planning document, it follows that
all significant cultural properties affected by feder-
ally-involved projects would have to be placed on
the Register before advance-stage plans are formu-
lated. In turn, the lead agency and the Advisory
Council would be required to enter into ‘’Section
106 consultations” (cf. E.O. 11593) before sampling
or mitigative excavations could be permitted at any
site or district. Admittedly, this consultation proce-
dure may protect resources in situations where
land-altering agencies are not complying with the
terms of the various pertinant Acts. However, a re-
quirement to bring all cultural sites up to NRHP
status as the standard mechanism for their manage-
ment was felt by the Seminar to be unduly expensive
and cumbersome. (Subsequent developments have
largely though not entirely alleviated this area of
concern. For further discussions of this same point,
see pages 34-40).

Another potential area of difficulty considered by
the seminar lay in the fact that, in court, any citizen
might gain access to any or all NRHP data (including
site location) by invoking the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act. The use of the NRHP as an “honor roll” for
relatively well known sites or as a “court of last
resort” for sites and districts jeopardized by federal
activities does not pose such a problem; but any
requirement to include all (federally-related) sites
on the NRHP, as an integral part of the location-
evaluation-mitigation process, may threaten certain
cultural properties by bringing their locations to the
attention of the general public. However, Public Law
94-458 (enacted in 1976) largely allayed this concern
by amending Section 101 (a) of the National Historic

36 CFR 65 details the procedures to be followed by Federal
agencies in notifying the Department of the potential loss of data
under terms of the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act; in
doing so, it sets forth the place of compliance with this Act in the
general environomental and historic preservation planning proc-
ess. 36 CFR 66 sets forth professional standards for data recovery
programs undertaken pursuant to the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act. In spite of the basic change in organization from
a single document to a set of documents, the issue that con-
cerned the participants in the symposium remains the same.



Preservation Act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to withhold locational information on Na-
tional Register properties from disclosure to the
public when disclosure would risk destruction or
harm to them (see page 46).

The guidelines should support multistage re-
search and investigation. The entire evaluative proc-
ess cannot be accomplished in a single, initial phase
of investigation. The inventorying and evaluating
process should begin at the earliest planning stage
and should continue with varying degrees of inten-
sity until project authorization or mitigation is com-
pleted. (See also pages 66—71 for a more extended
discussion of this point.

THE ANTIQUITIES ACT ON TRIAL
The United States of America v. Ben Diaz
Introduction

The Antiquities Act (P.L. 59-209) has formed the
cornerstone of archeological law in the United
States for seventy-six years. In a 1974 decision, this
Act was declared ‘‘fatally vague” by the U.S. Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco. Here we
will (1) summarize the actions which led to the deci-
sion, (2) evaluate the implications of this reversal for
American archeology, and (3) suggest steps for the
improvement of the law.

The 1906 Antiquities Act

This is the first as well as the most basic piece of federal
legislation affecting archeology. It clearly established the prin-
ciple that the government, acting for all the people, should
not only protect archeological and historic objects and sites
but should also actively work toward their preservation and
public availability. The act and the accompanying rules and
regulations have served as guidelines for the development of
most state regulatory legislation [McGimsey 1972:111].

The Act provides fines and imprisonment for unau-
thorized investigations of historic properties on fed-
erally owned or controlled lands. It provides for the
establishment, by presidential proclamation, of na-
tional monuments for structures or objects of his-
toric, prehistoric, or scientific interest which are
located on government property and sets up a
mechanism for permits to be issued to scientific
organizations to conduct investigations, provided
the results are permanently preserved in a public
museum.

The Case of The United States of America v. Ben
Diaz

In 1973, Ben Diaz of Arizona was charged with
appropriating ““objects of antiquity”” in violation of
the 1906 Antiquities Act, which, in part, states that:

Any person who shall appropriate . . . any object of antiquity,

situated on lands owned or controlled by the Government of
the United States . . . shall, upon conviction, be fined in a sum

of not more than $500 or shall be imprisoned for a period of
not more than ninety days, or shall suffer both fine and
imprisonment in the discretion of the court [16 U.S.C. 431].

The items taken included twenty-two recent
Apache face masks, headdresses, ocotillo sticks,
bull roarers, fetishes, and muddogs. They were
stored in a holy man’s cave on the San Carlos Indian
Reservation. Mr. Diaz was found guilty by the U.S.
Magistrate and bound over to the District Court. In
the hearing before the Magistrate, the case ap-
peared to be one of first impression with respect to
the legal definition of “antiquity.” The testimony of
Dr. Keith Basso, Professor of Anthropology at the
University of Arizona, appears to have significantly
influenced the Magistrate’s evaluation of the word
““antiquity.” Even though the subject items had been
made between the years 1969 and 1970, Dr. Basso
explained that, in his opinion, the artifacts were
objects of “antiquity.”

They are not of the present. They are very much of the past

and they are decided and viewed by Apaches as articles which

are, if left alone, able to return to nature, to their former state,
to disintegrate slowly according to the natural processes of
time, and to that extent return to the past from whence they

came. This too is a religious tenet of the people involved [TR
page 61; cf. 368 Federal Supplement: 858].

On September 13, 1973, the conviction was af-
firmed by District Court Judge Fey. Subsequently,
Diaz appealed his case, disputing the implicit find-
ing of the court that the artifacts were objects of
antiquity. On June 24, 1974, the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit reversed the judgment of
the lower court. The Court (in Opinion No. 1177 by
Judge Sweigert) stated that

We have no doubt as to the wisdom of the legislative judg-
ment . . . that public interest in and respect for the culturs and
heritage of native Americans requires protection of their sa-
cred places, past and present, against commercial plunder-
ing. . . . Protection, however, can involve resort to terms that,
absent legislative definition, can have different meanings to
different people. One must be able to know, with reasonable
certainty, when he has happened on an area forbidden to his
pick and shovel and what objects he must leave as he found
them. . . . Nowhere here do we find any definition of such
terms as “ruin” or “monument”’ (whether historic or prehis-
toric) or “object of antiquity.” The statute does not limit itself
to Indian reservations or Indian relics. Hobbyists who explore
the desert and its ghost towns for arrowheads and antique
bottles could arguably find themselves within the Act’s pro-
scriptions. Counsel on neither site was able to cite an instance
prior to this in which conviction under the statute was sought
by the United States. . . . Here there was no notice whatso-
ever given by the statute that the word “antiquity’” can have
reference not only to the age of the object but also to the use
for which the object was made and to which it was put,
subjects not likely to be of common knowledge . . . in our
judgment the statute, by use of undefined terms of uncom-
mon usage, is fatally vague in violation of the due process
clause of the Constitution [Judgment reversed (Opinion No.
74-1177, June 24, 1974 in the United States Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit). (Emphasis added.)].

Discussion

Even though the Opinion is not binding outside of
the Ninth Circuit, this decision could sap the re-
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maining strength of the 1906 Act’s criminal statute
wherever the case may be cited.

Other recent developments serve to point up the
present dangerous legal situation. In two instances
in Oregon, attempts by the BLM to prosecute well-
documented Antiquities Act violations through the
local office of the U.S. Attorney (BLM's only legal
recourse) have been turned down by that office
(Grayson 1975). Refusal to prosecute was first based
on the ground that such offenses were minor and
therefore prosecution would not be viewed favora-
bly by the courts; subsequently, the Diaz decision,
too, was utilized as a basis for not prosecuting in
such cases.

In unrelated instances on the East Coast, a treas-
ure seeker is attempting to gain full rights from the
courts to a sunken vessel on the outer continental
shelf. This case currently is pending in the U.S. Fifth
Circuit Court of Appeals. Another recent case chal-
lenged the applicability of the 1906 Antiquities Act to
a site exactly three miles off shore on state and
federal property where there previously had been
no question as to the Act’s applicability. This case
resulted in dismissal and hopefully will resist any
appeal. '

Recently the U.S. Forest Service filed criminal
charges against individuals under Title 16 U.S.C. 433
(Antiquities Act of 1906) for violations occurring in
Gila National Forest. The defendants were tried in
Las Cruces, New Mexico, before the Magistrate on
May 13, 1976. During trial defense a motion for
dismissal was entered based on previous findings of
the court in United States v. Ben Diaz, wherein 16
U.S.C. 433 was found to be ‘“unconstitutionally va-
gue.” After issuing a “Findings of Fact”” which in-
cluded a ““Conclusions of Law,” the Magistrate
found the defendants guilty of violating the Antiqui-
ties Act, declared that 76 U.S.C. 433 was not uncon-
stitutionally vague and in doing so denied the de-
fense’s motion for dismissal. This case is presently
(December, 1976) in a state of appeal with U.S. 10th
Circuit Court of Appeals.®

In short, the 1906 Antiquities Act is under review,
one might even say attack, as never before. The
most hopeful sign in all of this is that at least people
are endeavoring to apply it. However, if the 1906 Act
is not to be effective in the courts, then other alter-
natives need to be considered —immediately.

What can be done to rectify this rapidly deteriorat-
ing situation? In the Diaz case there appear to have
been three possible actions, only one of which is
likely to be entirely satisfactory. With some risk, the
United States might have appealed to the Supreme

® The action of the Magistrate is in keeping with the recom-
mendations of the Departmental Consulting Archeologist as sup-
ported by the Department of the Interior Solicitor on November
21, 1974, and the findings of the Department of Justice on Decem-
ber 9, 1974. Thus the concerns raised by the seminar may now
appear a little extreme, although the need to resolve the issues
raised by Diaz and other cases does remain.
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Court. The High Court might have declined to hear
the appeal, or, if it did accept the case, it might have
upheld the Opinion of the Ninth Circuit Court and
thereby bind the courts of the nation to an archeo-
logically deleterious interpretation of the statute.
Even were the Supreme Court to have accepted the
appeal and thereafter reversed the judgment of the
Ninth Circuit Court, archeology might well have
been left with a quasi-enforceable, injuriously vague
law. Therefore, appeal to the Supreme Court did not
appear to be a satisfactory course of action. An
appeal would be hazardous, perhaps disastrous; at
best, it would not produce a viable improvement.

A second approach would be to adopt new regula-
tions which define the crucial terms in the Antiqui-
ties Act. The Act confers rule-making and updating
authority on the Departments of Interior, Agricul-
ture, and Army:

The Secretaries of the departments aforesaid shall make and

publish from time to time uniform rules and regulations for

the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this section and
section(s) 431 and 433 of this title {16 U.S.C.:432].

It is believed by some concerned parties that,
under this authority, an administrative cure of the
vagueness in the criminal penalty statute might be
effected. The Office of the Solicitor, Department of
the Interior, has recommended that the National
Park Service draft remedial language for the ap-
proval of the departments cited.

The rules proposed by the National Park Service should, we
feel, seek to accomplish two objectives. First, they should
attempt to clarify the ambiguities noted by the court in Diaz by
defining what is meant by the words “object of antiquity.” The
words “historic or prehistoric ruin or monument” should also
be defined. Secondly, an attempt should be made to define
the words “lands owned or controlled by the Government of
the United States” [Watts 1974:3].

The Solicitor’s suggestion carried with it the admo-

nition that:
. . . an attempt to remedy the Diaz problem . . . (by rules) is
fraught with some uncertainty. We believe that sound legal
arguments can be advanced in support of the rule making.
However, it is possible that a court reviewing such regulations
would refuse to be swayed by such arguments ... [Watts
1974:4].

After the above was written the United States At-
torney General’s Office commented to the effect
that clarifying regulations might present a viable
solution to the problems raised by the Diaz case:

We agree . .. that the holding in Diaz does not vitiate 16
U.S.C. As you know, the facts in Diaz were very unfavorable
to the government since the “antiquities” in question were
made less than five years ago. However, this Department
considers the Diaz decision as simply a declaration of uncon-
stitutionality as applied to the facts in Diaz. We feel that 16
U.S.C. 443 remains viable as a vehicle to reach wrongful
appropriations of truly antique objects. See, United States v.
National Dairy Products Corp., et al., 372 U.S. 29, 32 (1963),
which indicated that statutes should not automatically be in-
validated as vague simply because difficulty is found in deter-
mining whether certain marginal offenses fall within their
language. Accordingly, we concur in your opinion that the
holding in Diaz does not preclude the drafting of clarifying
regulations with respect to 16 U.S.C. 433 [Letter from H. E.
Peterson, Assistant Attorney General, to K. Frizzell, Solicitor of




the U.S. Department of the Interior, dated December 9, 1974,
Washington, D.C.].

Thus, promulgation of new regulations might re-
solve the ‘’Diaz problem.”

A third approach would be to develop new legisla-
tion. The Diaz case would provide an excellent vehi-
cle to gain support for such legislation, and this may
be viewed as a timely opportunity to expand, as well
as clarify, the provisions originally set forth in the
1906 Act. For example, a revised antiquities act
should include protection for places of spiritual im-
portance (regardless of age) to Native Americans.

In another area, to conserve underwater cultural
remains, a new act should explicitly apply to lands of
the outer continental shelf.

This issue has been raised with respect to the recent discovery

of the U.S.S. Monitor beyond the three mile limit off the

North Carolina coast, and with respect to Spanish galleons off

the Florida coast. We feel that, since the lands of the outer

continental shelf are “controlled” by the United States, if only
in a limited sense, the Antiquities Act should apply [Watts

1974:1-2].

. Furthermore, in keeping with the 1974 Archeolog-
ical and Historic Preservation Act, a revised heritage
statute might afford protection to cultural resources
situated on both federal and federally involved
lands. And finally, in order to clarify criminal sanc-
tions, the new law should explicitly proscribe the
disturbance or appropriation of defined cultural re-
mains by any agency or person operating without a
permit. The act and accompanying regulations
should make it clear that ‘‘hobbyists” and other
collectors, as well as commercial plunderers, are
included within the purview of the criminal statute.

Three possible means of dealing with the prob-
lems raised by the Diaz case have been examined.
The first of these, appeal to the Supreme Court,
seemed a priori to be ill advised and was not at-
tempted. Consideration of the second approach is
recommended by the Solicitor of the Department of
the Interior and by the Attorney General’s Office
because it affords a direct and expedient means of
remedy through regulatory clarification. This is
probably the best short-term approach to the pro-
tection of cultural resources on federal property.
Thinking toward the future, however, there seems
considerable merit in the idea of drafting an alto-
gether new law which might effect better protec-
tions for a wider range of heritage data than is pres-
ently feasible under the provisions of the 1906 Anti-
quities Act.

LEGAL ASPECTS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STUDIES

Introduction

Because of requirements set forth in. recent fed-
eral and state actions, archeologists are increasingly
being retained to evaluate projects in terms of possi-
ble impacts upon cultural resources. A growing
cadre of archeological consultants, including per-

sons affiliated with universities, museums, and inde-
pendent firms, is developing in response to this
need. Archeological consultancy work involves con-
siderable opportunity for field research, planning
for the management of cultural remains, and other
obvious inducements. Simultaneously, however,
impact-evaluation work entails some serious legal
and financial hazards of a kind not previously faced
by archeologists.

Archeologists who undertake impact assessments
are considered professionals (in the same sense that
physicians, soils engineers, and attorneys are
professionals), and, as such, they assume certain
legal responsibilities and liabilities. In addition,
there are new risks to the profession in general as
sensitive archeological data are conveyed to a host
of planning, developing, and regulatory agencies —
many of which maintain open public files. Thus, the
rapidly growing field of consultancy (or contract)
studies confronts archeology with a bewildering ar-
ray of legal and professional challenges. Some sug-
gestions are offered here for the avoidance or han-
dling of these problems in the context of archeolog-
ical impact evaluations.

Anticipated Problems, Possible Solutions

Archeological impact studies are normally accom-
plished under the terms of a contract. Technically,
this means that the sponsor (e.g., a developer) is
purchasing the rights and title to specified data gath-
ered by the contractor (i.e., the archeologist). The
contractor is legally responsible for the adequacy
and validity of the product or report. Consequently,
the archeological contractor may be liable for the
costs of construction delays (“down time”) under
certain circumstances. It is possible, for example,
that significant archeological resources may be ex-
posed during construction in an area previously
“’cleared” by the archeologist who did not make
precautionary statements concerning data not origi-
nally discernible. If such a discovery results in costly
unanticipated mitigation and delays, then, if culpa-
bility seems evident, the developer might sue the
archeologists for failing to provide an adequate im-
pact assessment.

There are a number of professional and legal steps
which can be taken to insure that archeological im-
pact assessments are of high quality and that they do
not pose legal or financial liabilities for the contrac-
tor. To help avoid legal entanglements and to maxi-
mize the archeological value of impact reports, the
following procedures are suggested:

(1) As contractors, archeologists should address
only those topics within their immediate field of
experience. As a case in point, the archeologist con-
cerned with indirect impacts may envision growth-
inducement in “‘Locality X"’ as an obvious byproduct
of a planned highway or water system, but while
such potential problems can be noted, predictive
interpretations should be left to demographers or
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other experts (whose findings can be cited by the
archeologist). In a similar vein, archeological impact
reports should include verbatim descriptions of the
overall project to be provided by the sponsor. This
will protect the archeologist from possible compli-
cations resulting from the use of inaccurate informa-
tion regarding the nature and/or extent of the con-
templated project. The practice of quoting the spon-
sor’s data shifts the legal burden of adequacy from
the contractor to the sponsor, and it limits the ar-
cheologist to statements within the field of his or her
specialization.

(2) Impact reports should make the underlying
legislation (if any), the scope of work, the research
design(s), and all methods explicit, for it is on the
basis of these data that the adequacy of the resultant
report can best be evaluated. The investigator must
indicate precisely which tracts of land were exam-
ined, how the field surveys were conducted whether
vegetation or other conditions impeded the recon-
naissance work, and whether it is likely that any
undiscovered cultural remains may yet exist within
the study area. The assumptions and rationale em-
ployed in assessing site significance also should be
made explicit.

Archeologists should take special care to evaluate
properties against the National Register criteria (36
CFR 60.6) when consulting with a Federal agency,
and to explain the reasoning behind their evalua-
tions. Much time is spent unnecessarily by Federal
agencies, State Historic Preservation Officers, the
Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation, and
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in
attempts to ‘“translate” archeological reports into
terms meaningful to the Federal planning process.
Often delays occur in project planning because, for
example, archeologists fail to provide sufficient in-
formation on archeological sites to permit evalua-
tion of their research significance against National
Register criteria.

(3) The archeological contractor must also bear in
mind that data already on hand from earlier surveys
may be unsatisfactory for environmental impact
studies. Older inspections may be judged inade-
quate as measured against current legal standards,
or they may fall short of professional requirements;
sites may have been missed or they may have been
poorly recorded or evaluated. Even if the former
inspections were exceptionally meticulous, any
number of cultural sites may have been altered,
destroyed, or revealed subsequent to the earlier
study. Since the archeological contractor is legally
bound to provide an up-to-date evaluation of poten-
tial direct and indirect impacts upon cultural re-
sources, extant documents usually cannot be substi-
tuted for conscientious field inspections. On the
other hand, it would be both inefficient and unjusti-
fiable for archeologists to survey repeatedly the
same parcel as each new development is proposed.
If the procedures listed above are followed carefully
during the initial field survey, then subsequent con-
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tractors would merely need to cite the former work,
rely upon it to the fullest extent possible, and do
only such additional field studies as may be neces-
sary to assure the accuracy and currency of the
original study and to assess the impacts of the imme-
diate project.

(4) Archeologists should require (among the con-
tract specifications) that either their full verbatim
report or their summary or abstract appears as a part
of the final environmental impact statement or re-
port for the project. Unless required by law, no
sponsor or planner should be authorized to synthe-
size, abstract, or interpret archeological findings for
inclusion in the environmental impact statement.
Where summations by others are required, the orig-
inal report must be fully cited. This practice will
safeguard the archeologist against any inadvertent
or intentional misrepresentation of his or her find-
ings and recommendations.

(5) It is imperative to recognize that many stan-
dard contracts place stringent limitations on the dis-
semination of archeological data. Often the stan-
dard contractual wording reserves for the exclusive
control of the sponsor any and all data acquired. It is
the responsibility of the contracting archeologist to
insure that all technical data resulting from research
undertaken may be freely exchanged with other
professionals. This position must be explained in the
language of the contract before it is signed. At the
same time, the written agreement should be de-
signed to protect site location data and other sensi-
tive information from uncontrolled public access.
One practical solution to this problem would be to
submit two separate documents in satisfaction of the
contract: (1) a general report of findings and recom-
mendations suitable for inclusion in the published
environmental impact statement, .and (2) technical
data, including maps and site descriptions, for the
restricted use of planners on a need-to-know basis
and for appropriate distribution to the community of
archeological scholars. In this manner, proper ar-
cheological studies could be provided to the spon-
sor without jeopardizing cultural remains.

(6) The archeological contractor must remember
that his or her mission is to comment upon a proj-
ect’s impact upon cultural resources, not on the
pros and cons of the project itself. In the impact
assessment, the archeologist is obligated to evaluate
the significance of all potentially jeopardized cul-
tural resources, and to recommend strategies to
mitigate predictable adverse impacts, weighing the
merits and disadvantages of each. It is in this process
that the archeologist’s professional expertise and
familiarity with law, science, and economics blend
to produce a listing of viable alternatives to site
destruction. Depending upon the stage of planning,
the cultural value of the endangered site(s) (which
the archeologist must demonstrate), the intensity of
the contemplated impact(s), and other considera-
tions, any of the following mitigative actions (or
others) might be appropriate: (see pages 66—71 for




a more detailed discussion cf archeological investi-
gations and planning and construction stages.)

At the Regional or Preliminary Planning Stage

(@) Include the site(s) within a historic or archeo-
logical zone wherein no development should be
permitted (avoidance)

(b) Provide city, county, state and/or other tax
relief to landowners’ who agree to protect sites on
their property

(c) Secure public or private funding to purchase
scientific easements for the protection of known
cultural sites

(d) Include sites within protected open spaces or
park lands

At the Alternative Design Stage

(a) Redesign or relocate planned developments to
avoid sites

(b) In subdivisions, industrial parks, etc., establish
deed restrictions prescribing the disturbance of
identified historic and archeological remains

(c) Design structures and other “improvements”
to eliminate or minimize impacts if they must be
located on sites

(d) Consider the abandonment of the project if
the impacts appear to be both significant and una-
voidable

At the Final Design or Execution Stage

(a) “Bank" (protect) the site(s) under a blanket of
sand, earth, riprap, spoils, concrete, etc. This action
should follow a careful mapping and an adequate
collecting and testing program and analysis of long
range consequences of such action on the resource

(b) Protect the site by incorporating it within the
matrix of a levee, golf course, playground, or other
development after mapping, collecting and testing,
again after analysis of long range consequences of
such action on the resource

(c) Excavate the site(s). This should be a last resort
measure, used only when all other conservation
tactics are inappropriate

The above recommendations for ““conservation”
alternatives to excavation should be tempered by
caution until knowledge is available on the effects of
such alternatives. For example, if a site is buried
under such a thick layer of spoil, riprap, etc. that
excavation will be impossible for centuries to come,
and if the site contains fragile data categories (e.g.,
postmolds, botanical materials) whose erosion is not
arrested by burial these categories of data will be
lost without record. Sites buried under or affected
by the substantially changed soil chemical environ-
ment created by a golf course need to have these
effects carefully weighed beforehand. The activity of
burial itself may be destructive, if the wrong kinds of
equipment or materials are used. A buried site may

also be forgotten and damaged by subsequent earth
moving. It is important that archeologists design
conservation options carefully to be sure that they
will really conserve.

It is clear that archeologists should become in-
volved with projects at the earliest possible stage of
planning. When a project benefits from archeolog-
ical input at an early phase of the design, the spon-
sor is able to accept the most efficient and economi-
cal means of preserving sites which otherwise might
later have been threatened. This not only means that
time consuming and expensive mitigative excava-
tions can usually be avoided in favor of a better
alternative, but also the sponsor becomes the direct
beneficiary of favorable publicity.

Summary

In this section some of the legal and professional
challenges facing archeological contractors have
been examined and possible ways to improve the
overall quality of archeological impact evaluations
have been suggested. Some of the legal hazards of
archeological contracting have also been men-
tioned.

Naturally, it would be best if archeologists could
circumvent legal difficulties arising from either job
performance or contract specifications but this is
not always possible. Because unforeseen problems
may develop in the course of almost any project, it is
highly advisable for archeologists to consult with
their attorneys whenever they encounter unfamiliar
contract language. It is further recommended that,
when appropriate, bonding or insurance policies (of
the type available to architects, engineers, etc.) be
carried by all persons who conduct archeological
impact studies on a contractual basis.

ARCHEOLOGISTS AND LANDOWNERS:
SOME LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

Introduction

Numerous legal factors must be considered be-
fore archeological fieldwork is undertaken on pri-
vate land. There may be, according to the state or
locality, relevant laws governing trespass, ease-
ments, treasure trove, liability, health and safety,
and contracts which bear directly upon the archeo-
logical work. Most landowners will ask some very
reasonable, basic questions: Who will own the ar-
cheological collections? How much are the artifacts
worth? Who is liable in the event of an accident or
injury during the fieldwork? The best way to deal
with these issues is to work with an attorney to draft
a contract or agreement with the landowner. Such
legal services are often available at no charge to the
faculty and staff of universities and larger museums.

MANAGEMENT OF ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 19



Contracts

A written contract is normally the best form of
understanding between the archeologist and land-
owner, even though some property owners may say
that a verbal commitment is satisfactory. Where a
contract is executed, these are some of the ques-
tions which should be addressed:

(1) Who are the real parties to the contract?

(2) Who (or what agencies) will be bound by con-
tractual terms?

(3) Who is the legal owner of the archeological
site(s) or property in question?

(4) Is there a tenant? If so, the tenant should sign
the contract (in addition to the legal owner).

(5) The exact legal description of the tract of land
which is to be surveyed, excavated, used for camp-
ing or other purposes must be made explicit.

(6) What is the nature of the planned archeolog-
ical investigation (survey, surface collection, excava-
tion, or other)?

(7) What are the specific provisions for the re-
moval and processing of specimens and data?

(8) Who is to become the legal owner of the speci-
mens and data, and what are the governing terms?

(9) What value and sufficient consideration will be
given to the landowner? (This might include a re-
port, cash payment, suggestions concerning an ap-
praisal of the donation for tax purposes, etc.).

(10) What are the provisions for restoring the land
to its original condition following the investigation?

(11) Who is legally responsible for injuries or
losses? Here it is customary to indemnify (save
harmless) the landowner against any and all losses,
including reasonable attorney’s fees, which may re-
sult from the fieldwork. Evidence of insurance may
also be cited in this context.

(12) What are the dates of contract execution and
termination?

(13) What are the provisions for changes in the
contract or for default?

As one example of an archeological contract, a
standard agreement used by the Colorado Archaeo-
logical Society is presented on pages 21-22.

Summary

The written contract is a device to insure the
smooth operation of archeological field projects.
The contract shows good faith by the entailed par-
ties; it specifies precisely how archeological data will
be gathered and processed; and it explains the divi-
sion of responsibilities in advance of any fieldwork.
Moreover, the provisions regarding liability and
compensation may actually sway the landowner to
grant permission for research to be undertaken on
his property.

Since a university, museum, or foundation is the
usual party to the contract on behalf of the archeolo-
gist, the individual researcher is protected by the
document. Independent archeologists who enter
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into contracts as real parties would be well advised

- to carry bonding insurance as protection against

property damage or personal injury liabilities. It is
further recommended that all archeologists, regard-
less of affiliation, seek legal counsel before entering
contractual agreements.

Archeologists should also consider the negative
repercussions which may develop in the absence of
a contract. Lacking a formal agreement to the con-
trary, a landowner (generally any time within seven
years) may legally demand the return of artifacts and
other data after fieldwork (this is known to have
occurred), or, in another instance, the landowner
might unexpectedly seek financial compensation for
objects taken by archeologists. It is even possible
that the landowner might contend that the objects
had been removed without his full knowledge, in
short, that they had been stolen. In such a circum-
stance, even return of the items in question would
not relieve the archeologist of all legal implications.
The return of “’stolen”” material does not mitigate the
crime.

Against these very real concerns must be weighed
other factors. Many landowners who would gladly
give verbal permission may hesitate to enter into a
legal contract. The finality of it is somehow disturb-
ing and could entail lengthy consultations with
spouses, heirs, and lawyers and eventual refusal to
enter into such an agreement. It also is more likely
to raise the issue of compensation. In addition, par-
ticularly in rural areas, many still operate under the
principle that “my word is my bond.” Such individ-
uals can react negatively to any attempt to force
them to "put it in writing” with, again, the potential
that the end product would be a refusal to permit
the study requested.

Each archeologist must judge the local situation
and act accordingly. The concern here has been to
point out the legal desirability of a contract and the
potential risks involved in not utilizing this ap-
proach.

In closing this section, it is worth keeping in mind
that archeologists may also be bound by terms of
governmental contracts. (This topic is given consid-
erable attention in Chapter 2.) In the present con-
text, however, it should be noted that the aforemen-
tioned liabilities and responsibilities apply to arche-
ological contracts with governmental agencies, as
well as those with private parties, and that the arche-
ologist may at times be a signatory to both sorts of
contracts simultaneously.

NATIVE AMERICANS, LAW, AND ARCHEOLOGY

Because fundamental issues relating to Indians
and archeologists are treated in Chapter 5 (also, see
Johnson 1973; Pastron 1973), only a few additional
comments are offered here.

The passage of a national heritage act (to replace
the Antiquities Act of 1906) which would protect
places of spiritual significance to Native Americans




LANDOWNER CONSENT AND CONVEYANCE
to the
COLORADO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY
(A Non-profit Organizaiton)

The Chapter of the Colorado Archaeological Society
("Society"), a non-profit organization with an address of

' , represented by its
undersigned member, hereby agrees with s
("Landowner") that the Society will conduct a systematic survey for
archaeological materials and sites on the following described lands,
located in the County of , State of Colorado, to wit:

comprising acres, more or less; Landowner representing (him) (her)
(it) self to be the owner in fee of the surface of said land.

During the period from to

Society agrees to use two to ___ members to systematically inspect

and survey said land, record any archaeological sites found thereon,
and collect any archaeological artifacts or other cultural or environ-
mental materials of archaeological significance from the surface of
sald land. Society will close all gates, keep its vehicles in areas
or on roads designated by Landowner and avoid disturbing Landowner's
cattle and crops.

As a part of its survey of said lands, Society agrees to perform the
following services:
(1) to register any archaeological site found with the Office of
the State Archaeologist in the State Historical Society of
Colorado ("State Archaeoclogist'), Room 5-a, Ketchum Hall,
University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 80302, (Telephone:
449-0630)

(2) To file with the State Archaeologist a complete report of the
entire survey of said land of any site found thereon

(3) To furnish Landowner, upon request, a complete copy of any
such report

(4) To do no digging or testing on said land without further
permission in writing from Landowner
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Landowner agrees that Society has fully explained the purpose of its
survey for archaeological sites and materials and, in consideration

for the aforesaid services, of Society, hereby grants, bargains,
conveys and demises any archaeological artifacts and other cultural or
environmental materials found by Society on said lands, save and except
those made of gold, silver, or precious stone, or those attached to the
ground as architectural structures; provided (a) that Society deposits
said artifacts and other materials in the permanent collection of the
State Archaeologist and (b) that Society shall provide landowner, upon
request, with a reasonable opportunity to examine said artifacts and
other materials before the same are removed from said land.

If Landowner has rented a part or all of the above described lands,
then the Tenant shall also sign this Agreement to signify his under-
standing and consent.

This agreement shall be binding upon the heirs, assigns and successors
of those signing, but the right to enter upon the lands of the
Landowner shall expire on the latter of the two dates written above.

In witness whereof, the undersigned have set their hands this
day of s 1975.

THE COLORADO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

by

Member, Chapter

LANDOWNER:

(Landowner)

(Spouse)

(Tenant)
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has been mentioned (page 17). This policy could
also be extended to the state level if archeologists
would cooperate with Native Americans in develop-
ing laws to safeguard Native American cemeteries
and other secret or sacred areas. This has been done
in California, where a 1971 amendment to the Public
Resources Code (Sec. 5097.93) expressly prohibits
the disturbance of Indian cemeteries and burial
grounds less than 200 years old.

Similarly, Native Americans and archeologists
might join forces to seek legal and professional
sanctions against persons and institutions which ex-
hibit burials or skeletal material in a demeaning,
insensitive, or commercial manner. The Society for
American Archaeology, the American Association of
Museums and other professional organizations have
already approved resolutions against the unwar-
ranted or tasteless display of burials. Archeologists
are encouraged to assist in the implementation of
such resolutions and to seek parallel actions in their
respective states and communities.

Museums have offended Native American sensi-
tivities in a number of ways other than the callous
display of human remains, and it is often within the
power of archeologists to determine or influence
remedial policies. Indians have noted with increas-
ing frequency that certain museums have not only
appropriated vast collections of Native American ar-
tifacts, but that these same museums are often
grossly inadequate custodians of the specimens. Be-
cause of meager budgets, poor facilities, and insuffi-
cient curatorial staffs, certain museums permit col-
lections to deteriorate. Archeologists could work in
a number of ways toward the improvement of this
situation. When research contracts are drafted, the
archeologists should insist that provisions be in-
cluded for the proper long-term curation of antici-
pated collections. Beyond this fundamental respon-
sibility, archeologists may assist Native Americans in
their applications for grant monies to support the
establishment of cultural centers and museums and,
subsequently, to assist in the loan or transfer of
collections from large and overcrowded museums
to the Indian cultural facilities.

In another area of concern, archeologists work-
ing, under whatever auspices, on tribal lands or
lands in which a tribe has a valid active interest
should be acquainted with and adhere to tribal (as
well as federal and state) laws and should respect
legitimate tribal concerns with respect to these
lands.

Lastly, it is felt that archeologists should express
their ethical convictions in the form of resolutions
and guidelines for professional conduct. While such
codes may not carry the criminal sanctions of law,
they may be tied in to reasonable peer review mech-
anisms. The preparation of ethical resolutions serves
both to codify the attitudes of the archeological
profession and to inform individual practitioners as
to the propriety of specific actions. The Code of

Scientific Ethics of the Society for California Archae-
ology exemplifies what we have in mind:
Section 4. Whereas archaeologists and Native Americans alike
are deeply committed to the preservation of archaeological

remains, and whereas Native American sentiments often pros-
cribe the disturbance of recent cemetery sites:

a) Members of the Society for California Archaeology shall
make every reasonable effort to contact pertinent representa-
tives of the Native American community during the planning
phase preceding archaeological programs of excavation or
extensive reconnaissance, and it will be the essential purpose
of such communications to develop a design for fieldwork in
full coordination with the interests and sensitivities of the
Native Americans.

b) No member of the Society shall excavate, or otherwise
disturb, any location of a previous Native American settle-
ment, ceremonial locality, cemetery, or other mortuary con-
text which was used until recently or which is still being used,
and for which the Native peoples have a sense of spiritual
affinity, without the full concordance of the pertinent Native
American community.

c) Whenever requested by Native Americans, all human skele-
tal remains exhumed from mortuary contexts of recent date
(or where specific historical or ethnohistorical data are lack-
ing, contexts known to have been used after 1800 A.D.) by
members of the Society shall be reinterred following the
laboratory analysis. Reburial will be done in accordance with
the requests of pertinent Indian groups and in compliance
with relevant state and local statutes.

A NOTE ON LEGAL ASPECTS
OF ARCHEOLOGICAL CERTIFICATION

At this time a number of state and national archeo-
logical societies are establishing procedures and cri-
teria for certifying "‘professional” or “‘qualified’” ar-
cheologists. The many arguments for and against
certification are, or soon will be, well known to most
American archeologists. Here the intent is to argue
neither pro nor con, but rather to offer a few words
about potential legal entailments of certification
programs.

If certification is established and defined in such a
manner that failure to be certified would make it
impossible for an individual to obtain gainful em-
ployment in the area affected, members of review
boards, as well as their organizations generally, are
liable for suit if an archeologist is improperly refused
certification. To reduce this possibility: (1) Certifica-
tion procedures should be worked out carefully with
the benefit of legal counsel; (2) written require-
ments should be designed to assure that certifica-
tion procedures are neither capricious nor arbitrary;
and (3) the parent organization must establish a fair
appeals system for those who feel aggrieved by the
certification board.

An alternate approach to the problem would be
simply to establish and publish guidelines in order
to recognize levels of professional competence
(leaving the application of those guidelines to the
various agencies, employers, or others interested).

Another possible means for providing a measure
of guidance to the concerned public without creat-
ing a certification procedure per se (that is a proce-
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dure which implies more or less directly that anyone
not certified is not competent) would be via the
mechanism of establishing an organization which all
individuals who accepted certain standards and met
certain minimal levels of training and experience
would be free to join. While membership in such an
organization of professionals would constitute rec-
ognition by one’s peers that such levels had been
attained and such standards maintained, there
would be no implication that those who chose not to
be members were necessarily less competent. Those
individuals who chose to have agencies apply the
organization’s standards or others when evaluating
their experience and actions would be perfectly free
to do so. On the other hand, dismissal from such an
organization for alleged failure to adhere to the
standards established could be interpreted as being
subject to court review and a full and fair appeals
mechanism would be essential. The recently orga-
nized Society of Professional Archeologists, in gen-
eral format, has taken this last approach.

THE ARCHEOLOGIST AS LEGISLATIVE
ADVOCATE

In the preceding sections it has been emphasized
how archeologists may help implement, or comply
with, extant laws. [n this final section the role of the
archeologist as a legislative advocate is considered.
Lifetimes are spent learning the subtleties of legisla-
tive mechanics, and no sure-fire recipe for the con-
coction of sound, enforceable archeological laws
can be offered. Nevertheless, there are certain can-
ons which may be used to guide any group of arche-
ologists toward the goal of establishing or improving
local, state, or federal laws from the preservation of
cultural remains. These guidelines may be stated
briefly, as follows:

(1) Wherever possible, strive for “positive’” laws —
laws which affirm the protection of cultural remains
rather than the laws which impose criminal sanc-
tions as their essence (McGimsey 1972:46ff). It is well
known that even the threat of extreme punishment
does not necessarily deter proscribed actions (cf.
Hallinan 1973), whereas laws which offer incentives
such as tax relief enjoy considerable success.

(2) If penal sections must be included, the law
may designate that a portion of the monies collected
as fines be transferred to specified agencies to ac-
complish heritage preservation goals. In certain in-
stances, such as the problem of looting or vandal-
ism, a portion of the fine might be earmarked for the
citizen who brings the offender to the attention of
the law. Precedent for such use of fines is to be
found in recent conservation legislation, though
there are drawbacks.
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(3) Laws should be reasonable, well-written, and
enforceable. When drafting legislation, archeolo-
gists should actively coordinate their efforts with
avocational and professional archeological societies,
ethnic groups, conservation organizations, the
Commission on Uniform Laws, the National Legisla-
tive Council, and/or other agencies, according to
the nature of the specific proposal at hand.

(4) In the course of committee hearings, profes-
sional testimony is very important. The archeolog-
ical testimony may very well determine whether or
not a committee supports the desired bill. But
equally important, the testimony forms part of the
official legislative history which may be referred to
later by a judge in order to determine legislative
intent or clarify vague points in the law. Thus,
professional statements incorporated within the leg-
islative history may serve both to assist in the pas-
sage of a law and to interpret the same law in court
at a later time.

(5) Public support must be generated as a basis for
the passage and enforcement of heritage legislation.
The influence of museums, universities, civic
groups, avocational and professional societies of ar-
cheologists and historians, and similar organizations
should be enlisted and coordinated as a key element
in any legislative strategy. The support of commu-
nity groups is especially important in this regard.

(6) Many other topics must be given due consider-
ation in drafting an effective law: constitutionality,
enforceability, desirability, etc. These matters are
omitted from the present discussion because they
have been treated adequately in McGimsey’s Public
Archeology (1972:46-62). McGimsey’s summary
comments provide a fitting conclusion to this chap-
ter. .

Antiquities legislation cannot be the sole approach to preserv-
ing a state's archeological heritage. Given the fact that educa-
tion rather than legislation is the real answer, is antiquities
legislation of any value at all? [ believe well-drawn legislation is
of value. It publicly establishes the state’s concern and interest
in having archeological resources preserved and protected.
Without such a public statement, education would proceed
more slowly and be much harder to effect. It also strengthens
the hand (and moral fiber) of the concerned landowner or
land user. These facts alone warrant its enactment. . . . Posi-
tive provisions, such as tax relief and legal aids to the land-
owner . . . are also valuable adjuncts to a well rounded state
program. . . . The negative provisions of antiquities legislation
are likely to be of least value, for only occasionally will they, or
should they, actually be brought into play. . . . An antiquities
act which emphasizes the negative approach to the virtual
exclusion of more positive action, or which drains off the
major force of legislative interest from support of a well
rounded ... archeological program, can be a real threat
rather than an aid to archeology. A carefully thought out
antiquities act which supplements a total . . . program has a
place, however, and can make a valuable contribution [Mc-
Gimsey 1972:62].



2 Cuitural Resource Management

EDITOR’S PREFACE

The Cultural Resource Management seminar was
charged with the responsibility for organizing a
cross section of the profession’s thoughts, both the-
oretical and practical, on a series of new concepts
relating to the management of this nation’s archeo-
logical heritage—the resource base, its conserva-
tion, mitigation, assessment of significance, and
contract negotiation, to name a few. We soon real-
ized we had an opportunity to legitimize and chris-
ten, through an official naming ceremony, what had
actually been born over the past few years—the
whole idea of cultural resource management.

McGimsey, in his original proposal to the partici-
pants, had recommended a five day session. The
first seminars then made further suggestions of
problem areas and topics which should be covered.
It soon became evident that there were major philo-
sophical and theoretical areas needing discussion,
but, equally important, there were detailed guide-
lines needing development, more, perhaps, than
could possibly be completed in the time allotted.
Much of the first two days of the seminar was spent
in “honing-down” these ideas, our various attitudes
toward them, and in agreeing on a general format
for the statements that must be covered. During this
initial dialogue, we realized the breadth of experi-
ence, exposure, and expertise of the individual
members of the group, and when the actual drafting
began, each of us felt able to speak for the group
with respect to a particular topic. Each member of
the seminar was assigned a topic or topics, depend-
ing upon that person’s area of expertise, and before
the end of the seminar, almost all sections of the
following report had been drafted, read, and criti-
cized by the whole group.

An initial draft was sent to seminar participants in
May 1975 and elicited considerable additional corre-
spondence. At this point, Grady and Lipe extensively
reworked it, added a lot of material, and sent it back

to the compiler who circulated it again in Septem-
ber. Differences in needs and approaches in differ-
ent parts of the country prompted revisions, particu-
larly in the discussion of compliance problems. The
experiences of another year also provided an oppor-
tunity to make further useful additions by the edi-
tors and others.

A final draft was reviewed by several seminar par-
ticipants and a number of other interested parties,
including at least one person affiliated with each of
five federal agencies who are involved in cultural
resource management. Some final modifications
were made as a result of this review. The opportu-
nity to review and provide input does not, of course,
involve endorsement by any individual or agency of
the content of this report. However, the attempt was
made, throughout development of these discus-
sions to be as concerned with the agency point of
view as with that of the profession, and to direct the
discussion to the needs of both.

Seminar Participants:
Adrian Anderson
Hester Davis
Mark Grady
William Lipe
Bruce McMillan
Lioyd Pierson
Margaret Weide

Compilers:
Bruce McMillan
Mark Grady
William Lipe
Staff:
Norma Hoffrichter
Sandra Robinson
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As indicated throughout the Cultural Resource
Management chapter, it was the strong feeling of all
the seminar participants that all archeological activ-
ity, however funded, must be conducted and evalu-
ated in the light of sound scientific principles and
with a concern for appropriate conservation of the
total resource base. In that sense, there is no differ-
ence between traditional archeological research and
so-called ““contract” research. In every case the
charge to the archeologist must be to do the best
possible job of archeological research.

There can be differences, however, between an
archeological study oriented toward cultural re-
source management and other archeological stud-
ies. In a cultural resource management study the
archeologist does not have the freedom to deter-
mine or select the geographic locus of the study,
that is determined by the needs of the sponsoring
agency. (On the other hand the archeologist should
have the freedom to expand his research beyond the
strict areal limits of a project border if this is neces-
sary, for often it is only in this way that it is possible
to place the sites and data contained therein in some
reasonable scientific context.) Given the location,
however, archeologists should consider themselves
faced with the same opportunities, the same scien-
tific demands and restrictions that they would have
faced had they themselves selected the area. The
spirit and purpose of any conservation or preserva-
tion legislation requires (as we believe is the case
with current federal legislation) that maximum sci-
entific data be conserved and protected, or re-
covered, and interpreted for the maximum benefit
of all. This can only be accomplished, if, in every
instance, the best possible archeology is accom-
plished in every study on any level whether funded
““traditionally” or “under contract.”

In a cultural resource management study the ar-
cheologist generally is confronted with making cer-
tain judgments, evaluations, and recommendations
which, in other types of archeological studies do not
have to be made, or at least not so obviously (this
site is more significant than that one, for example).
This undoubtedly places an additional burden on
the archeologist but it also provides the archeologist
with an unprecedented opportunity. In the past
most decisions affecting the archeological resource
base normally have been made by nonarcheologists
with no archeological input. The difference now is
that, for the first time, archeologists have the oppor-
tunity (burden!) of providing meaningful input in
the decision-making process. It is an opportunity
which archeology must not lose or betray.

A third difference is that a certain, generally quite
small, proportion of an archeological management
study must be devoted to relating the findings to
factors unrelated to archeology or other aspects of
science, e.g., analysis of the number of sites to be
adversely affected by a particular earth moving proj-
ect, establishment of archeological priorities relative
to a sponsor’s planning goals. In a strictly scientific
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sense these are side issues. But it cannot be con-
tended that they are irrelevant or a ““waste” of the
archeologist’s time. Archeologists’ work must relate
and be related to the rest of the world, preferably (at
least initially) by the archeologist.

A fourth difference is that structural limitations are
generally built into cultural resource management
studies. That is, it may be that the research design,
because of the sponsor’s current planning stage, is
restricted to a general assessment rather than an
intensive survey which the archeologist might like to
see accomplished. Such limitations occasionally can
be personally frustrating, however well the practical
need for them may be understood. The other side of
the coin is that the logical scientific progression of
research recommended in the following guidelines
provides archeology with an unparalleled opportu-
nity for a carefully programmed, increasingly inten-
sive series of interrelated scientific studies in areas
to be effected by land modifying projects.

To contend that contract archeology is somehow
something less than traditional “scientific’’ archeol-
ogy is simply not to understand the situation. None
of the differences documented above are major
(with the possible exception of the archeologist’s
inability to choose the locus of his/her research) and
most actually are salubrious —as are the other differ-
ences discussed in the preface to the following
chapter on report writing.

It perhaps will be noticed that salvage archeology
is rarely mentioned. Archeology has come a long
way since the early (or even later) days of the River
Basin Salvage program. Salvage archeology now car-
ries the connotation (however unjustified) of dig-
ging as many sites and recovering as much data as
possible for the simple reason that they were being
threatened with imminent destruction. Few would
question that if primary data are about to be de-
stroyed, serious thought should be given to recover-
ing as much of it as possible. The difference now is
at least two-fold. Archeologists are becoming in-
volved with the total planning process so they have
an active voice in helping determine what must be
destroyed. This is distinct from their more tradi-
tional role of passively waiting until they were given
some plans, more or less at the last minute, and told
to go out and save whatever they could. The second
difference is the increased awareness that work in a
project area— of whatever size —must be placed in a
broad topical and regional context if there is to be
any possibility of recovering maximum useful data.
This awareness necessitates regional overviews and
well thought through research designs. (It must be
noted too that this stricture is equally applicable to
all field archeology regardless of how funded.)

The opportunities of cultural resource manage-
ment offer archeology a great challenge. If the
profession meets this challenge, the future will have
occasion to be eternally grateful; if it does not, the
profession will rapidly and inevitably lose credibility
and the capacity to perform in a scientifically ade-




quate manner. The challenge to this seminar was a
major one. Hopefully the following report will assist
the profession in meeting the challenge facing it.

The report reflects the strong belief that it is time
for the profession to provide a position paper which
presents guidelines for assessing, seeking, and exe-
cuting adequate mitigation measures for any poten-
tial impact upon the nation’s archeological resource
base.

One final point should be made. Cultural re-
source management is properly concerned with all
sorts of cultural resources—including not only ar-
cheological sites but historic buildings and districts,
social institutions, folkways, arts, crafts, architec-
ture, belief systems, the integrity of social groups,
the ambiance of neighborhoods, and so on. While
all these aspects of cultural resources are certainly
subject to effect by the activities of government, and
all constitute aspects of the National Environmental
Policy Act, the historic preservation laws pertain
directly to only some of them, and archeologists are
typically concerned with or knowledgeable about an
even smaller subset. The reader should understand
that this chapter, because of the particular expertise
of the seminar participants, is directed primarly to-
ward the archeological component of cultural re-
source management.

INTRODUCTION

The idea that nonrenewable archeological re-
sources were being rapidly exhausted surfaced soon
after the conservation ethic hit the American scene.
As concern mounted about the portending oblitera-
tion of much of our natural and physical environ-
ment, those interested in the past also recognized
the impending destruction of our historic and pre-
historic resources through a thoughtless and often
incompletely planned rush toward a more populous
and technologically developed future world. As his-
torians and prehistorians became fully cognizant of
the direction we were heading, they realized that
without new management procedures, the future of
the past was bleak. We only hope this realization has
not come too late.

Today there is increasing recognition that cultural
resources are part of our national heritage and that
they should be given due consideration. Through
protective federal legislation, there is now a means
by which the nation can be assured that the best
efforts possible will be made to provide future gen-
erations with a meaningful link to the past. When-
ever there is any action that involves land modifica-
tion, the burden for planning and programming is
placed upon the federal and federally funded and
licensed agencies and upon the archeological com-
munity. If this challenge is not met, we will witness
the near total loss of this resource base within the
next few decades.

The opportunity that American archeology has
been offered should be apparent. But recognition of
the fact that the archeological resource base is non-
renewable and of the opportunity to provide for its
conservation is not enough. Archeologists, with
their professional responsibility to interpret the
past, must now combine with it the responsibility to
develop and adopt a long-term management philos-
ophy for this nation’s archeological resources.

The Problem

Archeology traditionally has had as its primary
research objective the development of new knowl-
edge about the past so that we may better under-
stand the present and the future. This information
has been transmitted to other researchers through
technical publications and at professional meetings,
and has been disseminated to various audiences in
American society by means of academic teaching,
popular books, articles, films, museum displays, and
interpretive programs in archeological parks and
monuments. These efforts to acquire, interpret, and
disseminate knowledge have been dependent upon
the use of archeological materials. For most of its
history, the archeological profession has concen-
trated its attention on resource use, as if the archeo-
logical resource base upon which these efforts de-
pended was inexhaustible and could be exploited
forever.

Resource base means the totality of information
sources that can be used to understand past human
activities. This base includes not only cultural re-
mains such as artifacts, structures, features, activity
areas, and so forth, but any parts of the natural and
cultural environments that were either used or mod-
ified by people in the past or which can aid in
understanding the basic relationship between peo-
ple and the environment in the past. Another ele-
ment of the resource exists at the level of spatial
relationships —between materials at a site, among
sites, and between sites and aspects of the natural
environment. The resource base, then, is not just
the sum of specimens and sites, but includes net-
works of interrelationships that potentially can con-
tribute another magnitude of information. In other
words, the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.

In recent years, attrition of this resource base has
accelerated, precipitating what is generally accepted
as a “crisis” in American archeology (Davis 1972).
Although the practice of archeology itself results in
the consumption of the resources, the principal
causes of destruction have been activities that de-
velop and modify the landscape.

Since World War Il, land alteration has increased almost geo-

metrically. Land leveling, urban development, inexperienced

or ignorant diggers, commercial dealers in Indian relics—
these and many other agents of destruction are obliterating
traces of the past. Anything that disturbs the ground where

people once lived destroys forever whatever information is
left about them and their way of life [Davis 1972:272].
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New Directions

The initial response of the archeological profes-
sion to increasing threats against the resource base
was part of the prevailing approach to the re-
source —exploitation. If a development project
threatened an important site, efforts were made to
excavate it—to salvage the information before the
site was destroyed. The choice of sites to be elimi-
nated was in the hands of the landowner, developer,
or contractor, and the archeologist’'s options were
limited to how many, which ones, and what parts of
the doomed sites would be salvaged, provided
funds could be found to excavate any of them.

Now archeologists are being made aware that the
entire resource base is threatened; thus they are
beginning to explore ways to slow the rate at which
it is being diminished and to develop measures to
guide which portions of the remaining resource
base are to be saved, which salvaged, and which
sacrificed. Lipe (1974:214) describes this broader
perspective:

. . . afocus on resource conservation leads us to a position of

responsibility for the whole resource base. We must actively

begin to take steps to insure that this resource base lasts as
long as possible. Only if we are successful in slowing down
the rate of site loss can the field of archeology continue to
evolve over many generations and thereby realize its potential
contributions to science, the humanities, and to society. In

this context, excavation becomes only a part of a larger re-
source management responsibility.

This increasing concern by American archeolo-
gists for the total resource base paralleled and is
perhaps related to a growing concern about re-
source conservation and environmental quality
within American society at large. Legislative bodies
have responded by passing numerous laws regulat-
ing environmental alteration. A number of these
include historical and archeological sites, either di-
rectly or indirectly, as aspects of the environment
that require consideration. Of these laws, the one
with the most far-reaching effect on archeology has
been the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.
This law espouses an environmental conservation
policy, provides for advance assessment of the envi-
ronmental impacts of development projects, and
requires that programs be /designed for mitigating
adverse impacts. In the Guidelines promulgated by
the Council for Environmehtal Quality, with respect
to NEPA (38 CFR 20550, August 1, 1973, see also
Chapter 1), cultural resources were explicitly de-
fined as being included:

NEPA was preceded by the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act of 1966 which, with the Advisory Coun-
cil Procedures for Compliance (36 CFR 60 and 36 CFR
800) and Executive Order 11593 of 1971, greatly ex-
panded the National Register program and National
Park Service review responsibilities with respect to
the conservation of archeological resources. The Ar-
cheological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974
authorized the expenditure of federal program
monies to mitigate the adverse impacts of federally
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funded or licensed project or projects on federal
lands (see also pages 11-14).

NEPA ensured that cultural resources can be re-
viewed during all phases of the planning process,
the 1966 Act established a program for federal and
state involvement and review with respect to cul-
tural resources, and the 1974 Act authorized ex-
penditure of program funds for the conservation
and preservation of cultural resources and related
scientific data.

Against this background of societal concern for
the environment, archeologists have increasingly
come to recognize not only that the archeological
resource base is nonrenewable for any particular
time period, but that there is a need to conserve and
to manage this finite set of resources to insure its
best use over a maximum length of time; hence, the
label ““cultural resource management.” The shift to
this approach involves much more than a new label
for business as usual — it literally requires a “restruc-
turing of the profession” (McGimsey 1974a).

In order to gain some influence on management
decisions affecting archeological resources, arche-
ologists must work together with the federal, state,
and private entities who own, administer, or take
actions affecting the lands upon or within which
cultural resources are located. Within this new set of
relationships, archeologists enter into a dialogue
with these other entities, promoting conservation
and wise management of cultural resources through
compliance with existing laws, and, through the ini-
tiation and improvement of resource management
teams of federal and state agencies, creating a new
set of statuses and role in the profession. Academic
and museum researchers are increasingly being
called on by landholding or landusing entities to
provide cultural resource information or manage-
ment services, usually on a contractual basis. This is
radically changing the funding and conditions of
American archeological research.

The success of this complex effort, which involves
archeologists with numerous other individuals,
groups, and institutions, depends upon the possibil-
ity for a continuing healthy evolution of the field of
archeology. In other words, if the archeological re-
source base is not successfully conserved and man-
aged for responsible and frugal use, future archeol-
ogists will be denied opportunities to explore new
research problems with new techniques, and the
public will be denied opportunities to obtain new
understanding and appreciation of the past.

Although some archeologists will become primar-
ily managers, these changes in no way diminish and,
in fact, increase the profession’s responsibility to
produce good and innovative research. A conserva-
tion management philosophy requires that the
greatest possible return be obtained from a piece of
research, because each research effort ordinarily
requires expending a part of the finite research
base. Furthermore, one assumption of both the le-
gal and philosophical bases of cultural resource




management is that archeological research will con-
tinue to produce significant new information about
the past.

The contact format, within which most such inves-
tigations will be done in the foreseeable future,
does require more kinds of data from archeologists
than does the more traditional grant format in that
the contract sponsor has a need for specific informa-
tion required by law and/or by a management pro-
gram. Also, proposals are not usually initiated be-
cause of research priorities per se, but as part of the
planning for a particular development project. Un-
der these constraints, archeologists might produce
results by rote methods, or address the contract
sponsor’s requirements in only the narrowest sense.
It is essential that the profession avoid these pitfalls
and insure that studies, in addition to satisfying spe-
cific management needs, meet high standards as
research. We must not forget that contract sponsor’s
requirements exist, ultimately, so that the maximum
amount of scientific and humanistic information,
and by extension, public understanding and appre-
ciation, can be extracted from the resource base
over the maximum length of time.

One potentially important approach to the inte-
gration of the profession’s research needs and the
sponsor’s management and legal compliance needs,
is the development of research priorities and overall
research design on a regional basis, as urged by
McGimsey (1974a). In this way, scattered pieces of
research, contracted for a variety of reasons, could
focus on problems of general professional interest.

Cultural resource management, then, is an essen-
tial and inseparable aspect of archeology, along with
pure research and public programs. It is considered
to be an aspect rather than a subdivision of archeol-
ogy, because it is only analytically separable from
other pursuits of knowledge by means of research.
Research conclusions generally have management
implications for the resource base, because they
generally involve decisions about which materials
will be physically saved, which discarded, what po-
tential observations will in fact be recorded as data,
and what will be left unrecorded or unrecognized.
Decisions to conserve or not to conserve archeolog-
ical resources likewise have implications for re-
search, for they determine what kinds of data will be
available for future researchers.

INTERPRETATION OF THE LAWS

Further sections of this report and Chapter 1 dis-
cuss the applications of the body of federal law and
regulations to the profession. Most policies and pro-
cedures developed by federal agencies relative to
their interpretation of these laws are published in
the Federal Register. The Federal Register (FR) is
published five days a week and contains all notices
and statements of policy, regulations, and guide-
lines required of federal agencies. Statements of
policy and procedure, and reviews and revisions of

policy, are required to be published in the Register
in draft form to provide a 30 day comment period,
and then are published in final form, becoming after
that a part of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR). Archeologists working in cultural resource
management should familiarize themselves with this
publication.

interpretations of federal laws and regulations
sometimes differ from one agency to another. Some
of the problems which this brings to cultural re-
source management are discussed below.

McGimsey (1972) has commented on all of those
laws and regulations extant in 1970. The texts of laws
and regulations that appeared through 1973 are re-
printed in Lipe and Lindsay (1974) and they are dis-
cussed in various articles and comments in that vol-
ume. Many specific elements of the laws and regula-
tions are still subject to various interpretations. Here
we will discuss three terms—mitigation, signifi-
cance, and compliance —key terms used in several
of the most important of these laws and regulations.
Experience has shown these concepts to be open to
widely divergent definitions both by archeologists
and federal agencies.

Mitigation

Mitigation is a concept that requires archeologists
to view management of the resource base in a new
light. 1t is no longer felt to be appropriate to con-
sider salvage as the only solution to the potential
destruction of archeological sites. Under the con-
cept of mitigation it is possible, and indeed incum-
bent upon archeologists, to present a sponsor with
alternatives with respect to preservation and/or re-
covery for consideration during the overall decision-
making process.

Mitigation, as intended by NEPA, is a basic man-
agement tool, and although it is still undergoing
refinement, it clearly consists of one or more of the
following procedures:

(1) avoidance of the destruction ordisturbance of
cultural resources

(2) active measures for resource preservation or
minimization of effect

(3) investigation or the conservation of informa-
tion through adequate study of the resources
before they are destroyed.

Avoidance

Avoidance includes all endeavors to bypass the
adverse effects of a proposed project on cultural
resources by redesigning or relocating the project.
Avoidance may, of course, not be effective in the
long run unless coupled with some type of preserva-
tion measure. Avoidance, while a mitigation strat-
egy, is a strategy which can and should take place at
the design rather than the execution stage in which
case it is not subject to 36 CFR 800, Section 106
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requirements (see page 60) for mitigation of ad-
verse impacts. Application of avoidance as a mitiga-
tion technique later in the planning process may
involve 106 procedures.

Preservation

Preservation is defined as active measures de-
signed to avoid or reduce impacts through physical
maintenance or protection. Physical maintenance
prevents cultural manifestations from further deteri-
oration or destruction; examples include stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction. Protection implies active
long-term efforts to prevent further disturbance of
archeological resources by or as a result of the proj-
ect. Such measures can include covering sites with
fill, asphalt, or other material, fencing, barrier con-
struction, patrolling and monitoring, establishment
of archeological preserves, and public education. Of
all these protective measures, public education is
doubtless the most important, because it is, poten-
tially, the most effective in the long run (see discus-
sion on pages 84-85).

Investigation

Investigation of resources through research and
study refers to problem-oriented data recovery,
analysis, publication, and dissemination to profes-
sional and public audiences. ‘‘Salvage archeology”
or the recovery of archeological objects and data
under emergency conditions with the opportunity
for minimal problem-oriented research before or
during excavation is one form, the least desirable, of
the investigation of the resource. However, NEPA
now enables archeologists and agency planners to
work together from the inception of a project and
other legislation enables archeological data to be
conserved or developed in a scientifically pro-
grammed manner throughout a project’s history.
Therefore there is little present or future excuse for
salvage situations to develop unless (1) the resource
was discovered during land modification and could
not reasonably be predicted, (2) the project is in the
catch-up stage of planning too far advanced for ar-
cheological data to be appropriately incorporated,
or (3) the archeologists and/or planners are not
meeting their scientific or legal obligations. The first
problem will always be present (and should be pro-
vided for); the second should rapidly cease to be a
factor; and the third problem area should be alle-
viated through the review process.

In conformance with the conservation philosophy
previously discussed, either resource avoidance or
preservation is usually the favored mitigation proce-
dure. Since, however, the concept of conservation
includes and justifies wise use, study may in some
cases be chosen even if avoidance or preservation
are possible (Wildeson 1974). An example might be a
site that fits the needs of one, or preferably several,
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research problems of general importance to the
evolution of the science of archeology. Such a
choice might also be made where study of a particu-
lar site is critical to obtaining information needed as
part of a larger mitigation program. Furthermore,
there may be instances in which direct impacts can
be avoided, but indirect or potential impacts (e.g.,
vandalism, increased off-road-vehicle traffic over
the site) seem probable; if relatively long-term pres-
ervation cannot be insured, study may be consid-
ered a necessary alternative.

To reiterate, mitigation does not equate with in-
vestigation and certainly not with salvage. Mitigation
implies the consideration of a complex set of alter-
natives designed to reduce or remove the adverse
impact of a particular project. As such, alternatives
must be developed that are specific to the project
needs.

An integral condition for mitigation planning is an
evaluation of project impact on the total resource
base. The relationships between direct, indirect, and
potential impact are an important concern here.

Direct Impact

Direct impact is the immediately demonstrable
effect of a land modification project on the resource
base. Mitigation of direct impact is the responsibility
in toto of the agency causing the impact. Examples
include project-specific land disturbance, such as
construction of dams, access roads, crew facilities,
or borrow pits, and the immediate consequences of
such construction (reservoir inundation, etc.). The
professional archeologist must identify and define
all recognizable aspects of direct impact as early in
the planning stage as possible, and provide the in-
formation and recommendations needed by the
sponsor in developing a good plan for investigation
as other forms of mitigation become impossible.

Indirect Impact

Indirect impact relates to adverse effects that are
secondary but are clearly brought about by a land
modification project and which would not resulit
without it, at least within a predictable time span.
Specific examples consist of increased erosion of
sites because the project has altered drainage pat-
terns, impacts related to project maintenance,
greatly facilitated access to otherwise difficult-to-
reach sites, etc. Indirect impact effects need to be
considered by the sponsor insofar as the archeolo-
gist can justify and support conclusions regarding
sponsor responsibility for such damage to the re-
source base. This question again is specific to the
project under consideration. Although the bounds
of responsibility are less obviously defined, ample
precedent exists for the sponsor to mitigate the
effects of demonstrable or clearly predictable indi-
rect impacts.




Potential Impact

Potential impact is concerned with ancillary devel-
opments which can be predicted to occur as a result
of a project, but which depend upon the operation
of other variables (often socio-economic) as well.
Examples include increased urban development, in-
tensification of farming, or increased recreational
use. Often these impacts are projected by the spon-
sors themselves as potential long-term benefits of
the project, and can therefore be cited by the arche-
ologist. The degree of potential impact responsibil-
ity may be difficult to develop but, again, its defini-
tion and its role in a total mitigation program is
specific to the conditions surrounding the particular
project.

Significance

Significance is a key term used in most of the laws,
regulations, and directives applicable to cultural re-
source management (i.e., the Historic Sites Act of
1935, the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960, the Depart-
ment of Transportation Act of 1966, the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the National Envi-
ronment Policy Act of 1969, the Guidelines of the
Council on Environmental Quality, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation Procedures for
Compliance, E.O. 11593, and the Archeological and
Historic Preservation Act). Because of this, most
agencies require in their contract specifications that
resource significance be evaluated when possible.
This term consequently appears in archeological re-
ports and recommendations, where it varies greatly
in definition and application.

The fact that archeological sites and the informa-
tion they contain are our only clues to much of
human life in the past makes every site potentially
significant. It is generally recognized, however, that
defining significance implies some frame of refer-
ence, problem orientation, geographic, temporal or
other context, against which an archeological phe-
nomenon is to be evaluated. A site is therefore more
or less significant relative to some criterion or crite-
ria.

If “all” of the sites within a drainage have been
surveyed and the region itself has been well studied,
relative scientific significance can be established
with considerable confidence. If the site in question
is the only one of its type known for the drainage
(and most of the rest of the drainage and region is
unknown) the archeologist has no choice but to
determine that the site is significant. Only when the
topical, geographical, and temporal context is under
control can relative significance be estimated.

Significance obviously is not a directly measurable
property of an archeological resource as is site size,
depth of fill, or number of artifacts. A large deep site
with numerous artifacts may not be evaluated as
more significant than a small shallow one, if the
former is a member of a well-studied class with a

number of regional examples, and the latter is
unique or is thought to contain data relevant to one
or more important research problems.

Thus a single universal or absolute frame of refer-
ence cannot be established against which all archeo-
logical resources are to be measured to determine
significance. There are many potential kinds of sig-
nificance, the evaluation being relative to the ques-
tion(s) being asked at the time and the state of
knowledge concerning the resource and the ques-
tion. This situation is made more complex by the fact
that the degree of significance can change as the
discipline of archeology evolves (a small hunting
station, even one with abundant flint chips and
other debitage, would be assigned a higher level of
significance today than ten years ago), and, for that
matter, as the public interest changes (in 1950, Cape
Canaveral held no national significance to the Amer-
ican people). It is incumbent upon archeologists
making statements about significance to specify the
frame of reference used in making those evalua-
tions.

A number of general types of criteria have already
been promulgated and used in evaluating archeo-
logical resources within a discipline and manage-
ment framework. Although other criteria may be
used, the following are most generally emphasized:
research potential, integrity, and public apprecia-
tion. Monetary evaluation has also been utilized but
is not considered to be appropriate as a means of
establishing significance in the sense the term is
being used here. The degree to which all of these
may be employed is dependent upon a great variety
of factors and circumstances. Only investigative po-
tential, integrity, and public value are valid measures
of scientific significance, and any assessment of ar-
cheological significance must be made on these
bases alone. Nonetheless, the archeologist making a
determination as to whether a site is of sufficient
relative significance to warrant preservation or in-
vestigation (and if it is to be investigated to what
degree) cannot implement that decision in a vac-
uum. Financial factors and factors of temporal ur-
gency will always enter the picture and inevitably
will have a bearing on the archeologist’s recommen-
dations and on how the determination of signifi-
cance is implemented, but should not be a part of
the basic assessment of significance.

It is important to emphasize the distinction be-
tween ‘making a determination” and “implement-
ing that decision.” In some situations not involving
federal agency actions, an archeologist may have to
determine significance and implement his or her
determination in a single action, and ‘’financial fac-
tors and factors of temporal urgency” will be in-
volved. For example, if one finds a site eroding off a
cliff while one is digging a nearby site with one’s
field class, is the eroding site worth the difficulties
involved in redeploying the class? The federa! sys-
tem for historic preservation, however, should (and
the federal review process helps to insure that it
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does) provide for systematic evaluation of each site
purely on the basis of its research potential, integ-
rity, and public value —via its nomination to or de-
termination of eligibility for the National Register—
and thereby consideration is given to those fiscal
and project-related factors that may affect the site’s
proper treatment. Such factors are considered dur-
ing consultation by the responsible agency with the
State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800.4).
Such factors are considered during consultation by
the responsible agency with the State Historic Pres-
ervation Officer and the Advisory Council of Historic
Preservation (36 CFR 800.4).

Investigative Potential

Generally applicable or universal criteria for eval-
uating significance of the potential of an archeolog-
ical or historic resource for producing information
are impossible to establish because such fields are,
or at least should be, dynamically evolving disci-
plines using a variety of approaches and having
changing needs. The archeological investigator in-
terested in cultural chronology would probably con-
sider a stratified site more significant to those prob-
lems than a site occupied extensively but briefly,
while the student interested in functional relation-
ships within a single community would probably
reverse the priority with respect to these other prob-
lems. An archeologist interested in culture-environ-
ment relationships might find neither site very sig-
nificant within his or her research frame of refer-
ence. The relevant National Register criterion pro-
vides little help here: ““Sites that have yielded, or
may be likely to yield, information important in pre-
history or history” may be considered significant.
This is a statement of the basic assumption of the
law, that every site is potentially significant, but it
does not provide any guidance for determining rela-
tive significance. This criterion does provide a base
for considering the association of all sites and broad
patterning or processes revealed by them as an ele-
ment of significance. The relativity of the concept of
research significance is thus a major problem in its
definition and application.

The State Historic Preservation Plan, prepared
pursuant to NHPA is an appropriate context in which
to develop (and periodically re-evaluate and update)
frameworks for judging the relative significance of
archeological properties. The National Register cri-
teria, being by definition national in scope, must be
broad and abstract, to allow for the variability that
characterizes the Nation’s historic environment. The
State Historic Preservation Plan should provide an
interface between the abstractions set forth in the
National Register criteria and the reality represented
by historic properties in the field.

One feasible approach to this problem is to evalu-
ate archeological resources against frames of refer-

32 MANAGEMENT OF ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

ence that incorporate current archeological theory,
method, and technique. If the standards of evalua-
tion are clearly specified, both sponsors and re-
search peers can determine the validity of the evalu-
ations made. It is for this reason, among others, that
a clearly thought out thorough research design
which sets forth such standards should be consid-
ered as an essential initial element of each project.
This approach should enable decisions to be
reached on the relative current significance of par-
ticular archeological resources.

As indicated, however, the discipline of archeol-
ogy is a continually developing field. Any particular
site may therefore have some significance for future
problems. But because of society’s wishes and
needs for development, it is clear that not all sites
can be saved, and no responsible voice in the arche-
ological profession has taken this position.

This is the dilemma—all sites have potential signif-
icance relative to present or future research ques-
tions but not all sites can be preserved. A compro-
mise solution is to attempt, using a regional per-
spective (and the State Historic Preservation Plan is
one such valuable perspective), to preserve or in-
vestigate a representative sample of the potentially
affected resource base. Representative means a
sample characterizing as accurately as possible the
full range of variability of the cultural resources. This
array should reflect the true parameters of these
resources in time and space. Such a sample of sites,
if preserved, will replicate the main features of the
original population of sites so that in the future new
problems can be approached, using new tech-
niques, with reason to believe that the results can be
validly extended to the original population. This will
also be true to some degree when the representative
sample consists of data collected rather than sites
that have been preserved. The sample will be con-
strained by the current limits of our ability to recog-
nize and collect some kinds of data, but will still
permit future research done on this sample to pro-
duce findings representing the original universe.
Such a representative sampling approach should of
course be integrated with choices made on the basis
of broadly based current research values.

It should be evident that there is no region in the
United States where the land is so undisturbed that
all of the original sites remain intact. Thus site loca-
tion and distribution data concerning different cate-
gories of archeological manifestations as they ex-
isted at the time of use are often difficult if not
impossible to determine. In these cases, available
information relating to archeology and other envi-
ronmental variables, combined with careful and
prudent application of such information to the re-
gion, must suffice for determining original types and
proportions of sites. This baseline knowledge, if
supplemented by a resourceful combination of
stratified probability sampling and appropriate or
necessary excavation (even when conditioned by
practical, financial, and temporal contingencies),




can result in selection of what can be deemed a
representative sample.

In deriving a representative sample of archeologi-
cal sites for a region or for an impacted area, a
simple statistical approach alone will in most cases
be inadequate, not only because corrections must
be made for loss, poor preservation, or inaccessibil-
ity of sites but because simple probability sampling
is not a good technique for selecting rare elements
from a universe. For example, a simple random sam-
ple of the cultural resources in a Southwestern re-
gion might include only open pueblo sites, and
might miss the few cliff dwellings that occur in the
area. Similarly, in some regions of the Midwest,
major ceremonial mound sites could be missed en-
tirely because they are few in number while earlier
Archaic period sites might be well represented.

In areas where virtually nothing is known, simple
random sampling may be a necessary initial ap-
proach to collection of representative data. How-
ever, where the archeologist has access to relevant
prior knowledge and/or experience, either gained
personally or communicated by other investigators,
stratified sampling designs provide a more efficient
and considerably more effective way to obtain statis-
tically representative data. There is no inherent con-
flict between qualitative judgments based on prior
experience and statistical techniques so long as data
collection is accomplished in such a manner as to
obtain statistically representative data from all rele-
vant informational domains. In every instance it is
essential that the rationale(s) for the delineation of
strata or approaches be supported by an explicit,
well-conceived research design. This discussion
should not be taken to imply that random or other
forms of less-than-complete survey are appropriate
as the sole basis for archeological planning with
respect to federal projects. Ultimately complete sur-
vey is necessary to identify all properties that qualify
for inclusion in the National Register, though appro-
priate types of predictive survey are useful in state or
regional planning, very early project planning, and
planning for the development of measures to miti-
gate diffuse, regional project impacts.

Since accelerating land development has or ob-
viously is going to destroy a substantial portion of
the remaining resources in the United States
whether there is an opportunity to investigate them
or not, we should consider closely the one area
where large scale preservation is still feasible—our
public lands. Federal agencies such as the National
Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the
U.S. Forest Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service are the nation’s caretakers of various kinds
of resources, but their management policies have
involved managed use of these resources. Investiga-
tions of cultural resources on public land could and
perhaps should be directed primarily toward those
necessary for overall management needs (including
interpretation), and only secondarily toward re-
search ends. Preserves of publicly owned cultural

resources could be set aside from any unnecessary
disturbance, just as are wilderness areas now. This
should be done in the context '‘of some regional
research design and research not simply forbidden
arbitrarily.

Integrity

This is a concept that can contribute to signifi-
cance in combination with either public apprecia-
tion potential or research potential. It might have
been discussed under both the research and public
appreciation categories, but has been considered
separately. For the purpose of nominating sites to
the National Register, integrity is characterized by
the National Register of Historic Places as follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture,

archeology, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings,

structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, de-

sign, setting materials, workmanship, feeling, and associa-
tion....

Some element of integrity is considered a necessary
although not alone a sufficient quality to establish
significance. The Register criteria would seem to be
directed largely at the role of integrity in contribut-
ing to the significance of a site in terms of its public
appreciation potential. This is reinforced by other
phrases in the Guidelines that recommend the con-
sideration of buildings, etc., that “represent the
work of a master, or that possess high artistic val-
ues.”

In relation to research significance, integrity can
be interpreted to refer to the condition of the site or
district, and to its potential for contributing to the
overall fund of archeological knowledge. The more
adequate the assessment of resource condition and
the potential for producing data, the more dependa-
ble can be the determination of research signifi-
cance. For example, the amount of disturbance a
site has suffered will condition to a considerable
degree its research potential, as will the presence or
absence of various kinds of site features and speci-
mens. An assessment of integrity alone, however, is
insufficient to establish significance. It is easy to
imagine a situation in which a severely damaged site
(i.e., one where internal locational integrity has
been disturbed) might be judged more significant
than a better preserved site.

Public Appreciation

The area of public appreciation grades into re-
search, because an archeological resource usually
does not become an object of public appreciation
until information about it is developed through re-
search. Also, different segments of the population
may have different tastes and interests, and these
may change through time. Nevertheless, it is gener-
ally possible to say that some archeological and his-
torical sites and districts have more potential than
others for contributing to public appreciation of the
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past. Consideration can be given to potential for
developing exhibits, for providing information on
especially dramatic or instructive changes in history
and prehistory. Not to be neglected is the potential
of a site for training conservators, preparators, or
others whose professional careers will advance pub-
lic understanding and appreciation of cultural re-
mains, though this factor alone is not a valid reason
for the excavation of a site, however scientifically
accomplished. There is also a commemorative as-
pect to public appreciation which is recognized in
the National Register guidelines. Here, ‘““districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects” may be
considered significant if they
. are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or are asso-
ciated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or that

embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction . . . .

Finally, the importance of undisturbed sites in
their natural settings must be considered. Archeo-
logical resources, as part of the total environment,
have a potential for contributing to the “wilderness
experience’” without being developed or otherwise
interpreted. Archeological phenomena have es-
thetic qualities that can be appreciated in a natural
setting in ways similar to other aspects of the envi-
ronment. Wilderness or environmental experiences
also can sometimes be enhanced by the "discovery”
of a tangible reminder of man’s former presence,
and by recognizing evidence of earlier adaptations
to the environment that differ from those of today.
(For a fuller discussion of archeology and wilderness
see Lipe 1975.)

Monetary Evaluation

This concept has primarily been applied to arche-
ological portions of Environmental Impact State-
ments, as part of the development of cost-benefit
ratios. A figure is derived by computing the cost of
investigating the site or sites in question—the esti-
mated dollar cost of as near total data study as is
feasible and desirable under current standards of
research. Obviously, this is a very limited and inade-
quate measure of significance. One can easily imag-
ine a site that would be extremely costly to investi-
gate, yet which might be essentially duplicated in a
nearby area unaffected by the project. Or, con-
versely, study of an important problem might be
relatively inexpensive.

Although cost is not a valid indicator of the full
significance (i.e., the scientific and public value) of a
cultural resource, it does fulfil some important
needs in mitigation evaluation. Despite the essen-
tially inequitable relationship between monetary
cost of data study and less tangible but more impor-
tant considerations, it is one quantifiable measure of
the ““value” of the resources—a value universally
recognized by those involved in cultural resource
management.
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When any management activity or research proj-
ect is considered, it may need to be translated at
some point directly or indirectly into monetary
terms. The archeologist must estimate the cost of
appropriate data study of cultural resources as one
factor which must be taken into consideration when
making recommendations concerning the treatment
of "significant’” sites, just as the sponsor demon-
strates in monetary terms the economic importance
of this land modification project. When this ap-
proach is required, the ‘*value’ of the resources can
be viewed as equal to the cost of appropriately
investigating and studying them. This consideration
may influence recommendations made (if so it
should be overt) by the archeologist or by manage-
ment concerning a site, but it is not a determinant of
the significance of that site.

The implementation of a program based on a de-
termination of significance must always be in the
context of the total public good. This means that
scientific, interpretive, temporal, and fiscal factors
will be brought to bear on the final decisions. (The
site may be scientifically significant and/or valuable
for public interpretation but perhaps not to such a
degree that it warrants the delay of an important and
urgently needed project, or the level of expenditure
necessary to recover the desired amount of data, or
to protect the site for public interpretation.) In mak-
ing determinations of significance archeologists
must be idealists. In making recommendations for
programs of investigation based on such determina-
tions they must be pragmatists. Nonetheless it is
their responsibility to insure that, in the total deci-
sion making picture, weight is given to the archeo-
logical and historic significance of the resources
being affected.

Establishing the “value” of a site by computing the
commercial dollar value of the artifacts found there
is a method that has been used, generally by non-
professionals, for establishing monetary value. This
figure has no relationship to any important measure
of significance. The most unsophisticated artifacts
may have little commercial value, but could have
great scientific importance. Determining the com-
mercially appraised values of artifacts is not consid-
ered an acceptable approach to the basic determina-
tion either of significance or of the monetary value
of archeological resources.

Compliance

Compliance requires that agencies or project
sponsors held responsible by various laws pertain-
ing to environmental and cultural resources actually
abide by the provisions of these laws. Compliance
with archeological provisions can involve many
things, from an inventory of the known resource
base to comprehensive mitigative action, depending
upon the planning stage at which the archeological
involvement begins. From the sponsor’s viewpoint,
the reason for contracting with experts is that the




law requires specialized information and evaluations
that the sponsor normally cannot develop alone.
From the archeological point of view, the spirit of
the law requires data protection or recovery which
will best benefit the public, and this necessitates the
best, most innovative research. Unless a high level
of professional research is performed there cannot
be information adequate for compliance.

Since the requirements and ramifications of the
laws and guidelines are numerous, both the sponsor
and the archeologist must take pains to-be fully
informed as to what constitutes legal compliance. A
less than full understanding by the archeologist in-
volved, may result in loss of professional credibility,
misuse of sponsor-funded time, and destruction of
the resource base. Inadequate understanding by the
sponsor may result in poorly drawn contract specifi-
cations, insufficient funding, improper restraints on
the archeologist, and ultimate rejection of manage-
ment conclusions by review agencies, resulting in
noncompliance judgments. The data requested by
the sponsor and that produced by the scientist must
therefore address all requirements of compliance
and must soundly document the evidence for this
compliance. Both the sponsor and contracted scien-
tist must keep in mind that the final test of the
adequacy of a study may be in a court of law.

Compliance requires the objective assessment of
resources by unbiased competent experts, and the
sponsor is thereby obligated to maintain the integ-
rity of these assessments. A recent court case (Sierra
Club v. Froehlke, S. D. Texas 1973) has established
that a researcher’s findings must be presented accu-
rately and cannot be manipulated to support spon-
sor goals. A sponsor can obtain some assurance of
professional competence, reasonableness, and in-
tegrity through the use of peer review (see page
76). The archeologist cannot, on the other hand,
expect that the sponsor will necessarily be able to
accept and carry out all his or her management or
mitigation recommendations. Mitigation is generally
a compromise between ideal project goals and com-
plete or ideal protection of a variety of environmen-
tal resources, with the notion of greatest public
good being the decisive principle. Projects are rarely
completely abandoned because of environmental
considerations. Nonetheless, if the archeologist is
able to make a case for the extreme value of the
archeological and historical resources to be ad-
versely affected such that, in the context of the total
public good, the public value of these resources
exceeds the public value which could result from
the project, it is expected that the agency would
seriously consider abandonment. Conflicts which
arise over the importance of findings or the accept-
ance of recommendations should be negotiated first
between the researcher and sponsor before resort-
ing to federal agency mediation or further peer re-
view. The archeologist's assessment must be re-
stricted to the project’s effects on archeological re-
sources; no attempt should be made to judge the

worth of the project itself or the effect of the project
on nonarcheological resources.

Compliance Procedures (see also Chapter 1)

There are a number of resource management situ-
ations in which federal laws and/or guidelines re-
quire archeological research for compliance. The
most important of these instances are described in
the following section.

The Antiquities Act of 1906 and the Uniform Rules
and Regulations This legislation requires that in-
stitutions undertaking archeological research on
federal lands obtain federal permits from either the
Department of the Interior, Army, or Agriculture.
(Subsequently, the Secretary of the Army trans-
ferred this authority to the Secretary of the Interior.)
Granting the permit requires that the recipient insti-
tution demonstrate adequate research and curato-
rial capacity, and submit professional quality reports
of the completed research to the respective agency
within the time frame specified by the permit. It is
unclear at this time whether permits are required of
institutions implementing culture resource manage-
ment surveys that do not disturb the cultural mani-
festations.

The National Environmental Policy Act The Act
and the CEQ Guidelines require federal agencies to
consider and evaluate the impact on the environ-
ment of all (EIS’s are required on major actions, but
NEPA applies to all) federal actions. The compliance
process, as it'affects archeology, is diagrammed in
Figure 1; this discussion will emphasize the research
procedures required of archeologists.

The archeologist may and generally should first
become involved with the environmental impact re-
search process at the evaluative stage where the
sponsoring agency determines if its planned activi-
ties constitute a major federal action. Archeological
research results are reported in Archeological Im-
pact Reports (see page 41). Although primarily an
evaluative process, the investigations included
within this stage of the EIS process may range from
archeological assessments to intensive field studies.

If the project is determined to be a major federal
action, Archeological Impact Reports must be devel-
oped for both the draft Environmental Impact State-
ment and the final Environmental Impact Statement.
Archeological research for an EIS include assess-
ments, reconnaissance and/or intensive surveys,
whichever is adequate for the level of EIS being
prepared (pages 69-71). However, if archeological
involvement does not begin previous to the final
design stage, or if no subsequent public review is
envisioned, research activities must be at the level of
an intensive field study. Even if some background
information resulted from previous planning stages,
an intensive field study will be necessary in most
cases to comply fully with EIS requirements with
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FIGURE 1. INTEGRATION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLANNING INTO THE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING PROCESS.
GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING PROCESS

Planning

Agency Initiates

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLANNING PROCESS

Preliminary Environmental Assessment

r——-
I
|

Consultation with
State Historic Preservation
Officer {SHPO)

(1)

|

|
¢

I

Negative
Declaration

Agreement that no
effect on Historic
Properties can occur (2)

Agreement that Background
Research and Reconnaissance

are Necessary

Agreement that Back-
ground Research and
Survey are Necessary

L

Background Research |
Conducted (3)

| * |
Reconnaissance
Conducted- {4) I

-

‘ - 1
Agreement that Background |__ Evaluation of Results l Background Research |
Research and Reconnais- by Agency and SHPO Conducted (3]
sance Provide Adequate
Data on impacts (5} I |
Survey |

Agreement that Survey
is Necessary

Agreement that no Adverse

Effect on Historic
Properties will Occur (7}

No Historic Properties
Found Subject to
Impact

e e e e et e e - = e o = -

No Properties Found
to be Eligible (9)

o = — ]

Agency Requests

Conducted (6}

lo— o — ]

!

Evaluation of Results
by agency and SHPO

T
)

Determination of
Eligibitity  (8)

Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

A 2

Agency Developes Plan

for Avoidance or Miti-
gation of Impact (10}

Agency Consults with SHPO,

Advisory Council, DOl if
Appropriate, to Finalize
Plan for Avoidance or
Mitigation of Impact (11

)

Final Environmental
{mpact Statement

Agency Decision re. implementation
of Undertaking

Notes to Figure 1:

(1)
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exist at later stages of planning to conduct surveys and
exercise agency discretion.
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maintained by the agency [36 CFR 800.4(b)]. (7) Documentation of the basis fog thISh aggzement cs;houlql be
i included in the DEIS and provided to the visory Council on
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respect to the National Historic Preservation Act,
Section 106 process (see Figure 1).

The purpose of a draft EIS is to present informa-
tion that will elicit comments, criticisms, and correc-
tions leading to the perfection of a final EIS. Re-
search that goes into the draft would be as compre-
hensive as possible. Only in this manner can review-
ers of the draft document have the full information
they need to develop additive or corrective com-
ments. 40 CFR 1500.7 (a) states:

The draft statement must fulfill and satisfy to the fullest extent

possible at the time the draft is prepared the requirement of

Section 102(2)(c)

With respect to data gathering it would be inap-
propriate to equate "“draft” and “incomplete.” Full
identification, evaluation, and determination of the
eligibility of the archeological sites for the National
Register is important at the draft EIS stage so that
time is available before completion of the final EIS
for consultation between the federal agency, the
State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation and to develop
avoidance or mitigation plans. It is in this forum that
the primary weighing of public interest factors takes
place.

The National Historic Preservation Act The CEQ
Guidelines for NEPA and the Advisory Council com-
pliance regulations require that the sponsor consult
the National Register, contact the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and, if necessary, con-
duct field surveys to locate potentially impacted
sites on or eligible for the National Register of His-
toric Places. In essence, cultural resources, which
are most often inventoried and evaluated in accord-
ance with E.O. 11593 and NEPA requirements, must
also be evaluated under the National Register crite-
ria for eligibility as mandated by the National His-
toric Preservation Act. In accordance with Section
106 of the act, if sites are on or are determined to be
eligible for inclusion in the National Register, the
SHPO must be consulted in determining the effects
of the project on such sites. If there is to be an effect
on the sites, the Advisory Council should be in-
formed and if the effect is to be adverse the Council,
as the forum for advising as to the appropriate action
to be taken, must be allowed an opportunity to
comment on the project. The Council staff attempts
to negotiate a Memorandum of Agreement with the
responsible agency, in consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer, stipulating what avoid-
ance or mitigation actions will be employed in con-
nection with the project. If no agreement can be
reached, implementation of the project must await
full Council comment. The Advisory Council Proce-
dures are given in 36 CFR 800 and should be com-
plied with before the final EIS is developed. The
resulting agreement or Council comment should be
included as part of the final EIS.

Executive Order 11593 Archeological compliance
with this Executive’ Order requires that professional

quality surveys and appropriate evaluation of sites
located on lands owned or controlled by Federal
agencies be undertaken. Again, appropriate docu-
mentation is necessary. All cultural remains located
in complying with the Executive Order must be eval-
uated in terms of the National Register criteria of
eligibility. Priority must be given to federally owned
propetties to be transferred and/or altered. Docu-
mentation standards for the description of proper-
ties identified during surveys for compliance with
Executive Order 11593 have been issued as 36 CFR
63, Appendix A; criteria and procedures for identifi-
cation surveys themselves are in final preparation by
the Department of the Interior as 36 CFR 64 (Decem-
ber 1976).

The Department of Transportation Act The perti-
nent sections of this Act authorize the funding of
site mitigation when impacted by Federally assisted
highway construction. Although the Federal High-
way Administration has a set of specific procedural
guidelines directing highway archeology, these di-
rectives do not yet appear to be in compliance with
NEPA, the National Historic Preservation Act, Execu-
tive Order 11593, and the Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act. Mitigation done under the aus-
pices of the Department of Transportation Act must
be preceded by evaluation via the environmental
impact process, and Section 106 procedures also
must be implemented prior to data recovery activi-
ties or other land modification actions. Compliance
is complicated by section 4(f) of the DOT Act, which
requires that all prudent and feasible alternatives be
explored before making a decision to use land from
any historic site designated as such by local, state, or
federal authorities. Since any National Register
property, or even any property determined ineligi-
ble by the Secretary of the Interior but held to be
significant by a local or state government meets
section 4(f) requirements, transportation agencies
are required to conduct very elaborate studies of all
prudent and feasible alternatives to taking any ar-
cheological site, even in cases where project im-
pacts can be fully and properly mitigated.

The Archeological and Historic Preservation
Act Public Law 93-291 authorizes federal agencies
impacting archeological and historic resources to
expend funds for the proper recovery of data from
these resources. Such funds are made available after
project impacts have been identified and assessed in
the project planning process, and support research
related to intensive field studies and mitigation ac-
tions, but the Act can be applied to any phase of the
archeological process.” The Act also authorizes the
development and publication of archeological re-
ports.

? While the phraseology of the Act does not prohibit it, it is the
view of the IAS that to apply the provisions of the Archeological
and Historic Preservation Act to all phases “of the archeological
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Problems Specific to Archeology

The nature of below-ground prehistoric archeo-
logical sites, with respect to determination of signifi-
cance, is inherently different from above-ground
structures and even below-ground historic sites.
Above- and below-ground historic elements nor-
mally can be researched via relevant documents and
often significance of a specific site can be profes-
sionally established by this means alone. For those
elements above ground, additional research and
documentation (e.g., measured drawings and pho-
. tographs) can supplement the documentary re-
search and, after professional evaluation, can fur-
ther establish significance —all without laying a per-
manently destructive hand on the site or the struc-
ture itself. No archeologist, however qualified, can
do this with respect to a below-ground prehistoric
archeological site. An archeologist can inspect sur-
face indications and use these as a basis for estimat-
ing what cultural elements or components might be
present. It is then necessary to place the site in a
temporal, cultural, and geographic context in order
to evaluate it as something other than a unique
occurrence. Often this context has not yet been
established, which necessitates either the develop-
ment of data to establish this context or treatment of
the site as unique (one which can yield important
data available nowhere else).

Because knowledge of the context is essential to
adequate evaluation, archeologists frequently rec-
ommend surveying a reasonable area surrounding a
project, for often this results in the most efficient
use of the archeologist’s and the agency’s resources,
as well as having the most beneficial effect on the
resource itself. Each situation must be evaluated on
its own merits.

Even given good surface indications and a known
context, the archeologist seldom can do more, on
this data alone, than make a general estimate of a
site’s significance. A more reliable statement is
made possible only through judicious subsurface
testing. Is the site disturbed? Does it extend further
than surface indications suggest? Is it stratified?
Does everything cultural rest in the plow zone? How
adequately does the surface sample reflect the sub-
surface sample? Even with these and other questions
answered, the archeologist dealing with a site lack-
ing documentation (which would include all prehis-
toric and many historic sites) can only make a
professional best guess as to a site’s level of signifi-

process” would be confusing, and duplicative. The Act is not a
substitute for the planning requirements placed on agencies by
NEPA, the National Historic Preservation Act, and Executive Or-
der 11593; it does provide one mechanism (data recovery) for
mitigating impacts on one class of historic and cultural properties
(those containing significant data), after all significant properties
and impacts have been fully identified and evaluated and efforts
have been made to explore the full range of applicable mitigation
methods.
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cance. A judgment of significance needs to be based
on adequate information in the opinion of the ar-
cheologist, otherwise the judgment is premature
and should not be made. If the initial test does not
substantiate significance and the archeologist none-
theless has reason to believe the site may yet prove
to be significant, there should be further testing.

The procedures that are developing (or that have
been developed, e.g., by the Corps of Engineers)
specifically direct themselves to the necessity for
carrying out sufficient testing as a part of Reconnais-
sance Surveys and Intensive Field Studies, first to
determine significance and secondly to develop an
adequate mitigation plan. Recognition of the need
for this level of testing, indeed the requirement of it,
has done much to alleviate the problem of trying to
determine archeological significance prior to ade-
quate investigation (see pages 69-71 for further
discussion and development of this point.)

In short, determining the “’significance’’ of an ar-
cheological site is not philosophically different than
for any type of cultural resource. It is nearly always a
more difficult process, frequently time consuming
and often more costly. This fact needs to be recog-
nized by all parties involved more clearly than it was
by many, archeologists and agencies alike, at the
time of the seminars. Some progress has been
made.

Since excavation destroys that portion of the re-
source excavated, the archeologist attempting to
evaluate archeological resources is inevitably pre-
sented with a professional problem not faced by his
counterpart, the historian or, often, the archeologist
working with historic sites. However, the historic
archeologist often works just as much in the dark as
the prehistoric archeologist; just because a site’s
occupants knew how to write does not mean that
they did, or that any accurate or relevant records
have survived.

This difficulty in determining significance, com-
bined with the sheer number of archeological sites,
complicates but certainly does not make impossible
the matter of adequate compliance with relevant
federal and state legislation and guidelines.

Developments Subsequent to the Seminars
(through 1976)

All laws and regulations undergo a period, some-
times a lengthy period, of interpretation. Specific
interpretations and resultant implementations by in-
dividuals and agencies is likely to differ in degree
(and even in kind). Differences will develop inevita-
bly until, finally, general consensus is achieved.
Therefore problems of varying degrees of serious-
ness are likely to arise during that initial period of
any important legislation.

At the time the seminars were held the Archeolog-
ical and Historical Preservation Act of 1974 had just
been signed and the implementation of both NEPA




and NHPA were undergoing considerable review,
and modification.

In that context the seminar discussed several
problem areas. Some of these have since been re-
solved by further administrative action or clarifica-
tion or have proven to be non-problems (see pages
12-14 for a discussion of some of the problems
envisioned with respect to the Archeological and
Historical Preservation Act as contrasted to those
which actually developed greater practical impor-
tance), others remain unresolved. Much progress
has been made and a number of clarifications with
respect to National Register procedures have been
developed.

A recently instituted ‘“consensus determination”
(36 CFR 63) streamlines the procedures for determi-
nation of eligibility. Under this approach a site or
district can be considered eligible when an agency
and the State Historic Preservation Officer agree on
the determination of significance and submit docu-
mentation to the National Register. Unless the Chief
of the Office of Archeology and Historic Preserva-
tion objects within 14 days of receipt of the consen-
sus determination data, the site is considered eligi-
ble and the Chief so indicates in the Federal Regis-
ter.

A full Section 106 review also is normally a lengthy
process, and could bring compliance problems. This
process, however, has similarly been streamlined by
making the on-site-inspection and the public infor-
mation meeting optional at the discretion of the
Advisory Council staff.

The consensus process can reduce the review
time if the agency and the SHPO are in agreement.
However, it also reduces the time in which con-
cerned archeologists have an opportunity to be-
come aware of the project and to comment on it to
the SHPO or to OAHP.

In addition to the consensus procedures which
speed up the administrative procedure, while main-
taining review by the 106 process, there also has
developed the "“No adverse affect”” process.

The “no adverse affect’” process presently has
similar advantages and disadvantages.'Once an ar-
cheological resource is determined to be eligible for
the National Register, if all concerned parties agree
that the best treatment of the resource is through
investigative data recovery (and an adequate pro-
gram of mitigation is provided for), then a determi-
nation of “no adverse affect” is made and further
implementation of the 106 process is waived. This
streamlines the mitigation process (a procedural
problem which concerned the seminar). But until
adequate review mechanisms of these ‘‘no adverse”
determinations are instituted, there remain poten-
tial problems.

The -system of procedures and operations that
revolve around and depend upon the existence of a
National Register should be clearly distinguished
from the National Register itself as a list of significant
properties. The potential for “completing” the Na-

tional Register (a practical impossibility, in the ab-
sence of a way to halt time) has little relevance to the
operation of the system itself. The system depends
on the assumption that there is a threshold of signif-
icance beneath which properties will not be re-
garded as having sufficient historical value to justify
federal concern, and above which consideration in
planning is appropriate and necessary. Whether
those properties that meet the threshold values en-
capsulated in the National Register criteria (36 CFR
60.6) must be recorded on a single list is not espe-
cially important: what is important is that they be
identified, be distinguished from the rest of the
universe, and be kept track of somehow. The Na-
tional Register as a list is a first, relatively crude
attempt at keeping track of significant properties; it
would be very surprising and most disappointing if it
did not evolve and grow in conceptual sophistica-
tion. Meanwhile, it is the system of review, evalua-
tion and planning associated with the National Reg-
ister that should be clearly understood and used by
archeologists.

Executive Order 11593, NHPA, and NEPA, collec-
tively, require that federal agencies and State His-
toric Preservation Officers engage in both long and
short term planning with respect to historic preser-
vation. States are required to undertake statewide
surveys and develop state plans for historic preser-
vation; Federal agencies are required to inventory
their lands to locate and nominate properties to the
National Register. In the short run, when projects or
changes in land status are planned by a federal
agency, efforts must be made to identify any prop-
erty that might be eligible for inclusion in the Na-
tional Register, and if such properties may be af-
fected by the project or change, the Advisory Coun-
cil and State Historic Preservation Officer must be
consulted to develop methods of mitigating any ad-
verse effects. The long range planning activities of
both state and federal entities involve nomination to
the National Register; the short range activities in-
volve determinations of eligibility. The distinction is
important. In a determination of eligibility, review
by the agency, the SHPO, the National Register,
and, potentially, outside concerned parties results
in the determination that a given property is or is not
eligible for inclusion in the National Register—i.e.,
that it is or is not of sufficient significance to be
worth attention by the federal government in its
planning. The data about the property that are re-
viewed, in a normal archeological situation, are
those found in the archeologist’s survey report. The
report, accordingly, must be sufficiently detailed,
and sufficiently well thought-out, to allow objective
reviewers to understand what the reported site is
like and why the archeologist thinks it is or is not
important enough to justify expenditure of public
money. Properties that are determined eligible are
not actually placed on the National Register, except
in instances where, after consultation under the Ad-
visory Council’s Procedures, it proves possible to
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preserve them. Plans for treatment of the proper-
ties, however, are reviewed by the Advisory Council
and the SHPO under the Council’s Procedures, af-
fording opportunities for exploring preservation op-
tions and improving research designs.

The National Register thus can serve as a planning
tool in two different ways, associated with long term
and short term planning respectively. In long term
planning, the National Register can serve as a rec-
ord-keeping device —the ultimate master record of
the Nation’s significant historic properties. Its evolu-
tion into its ultimate form requires statewide and
regional surveys, predictive studies, and compre-
hensive planning. In short-term planning, the Regis-
ter defines a threshold that must be reached by a
property before it can be considered by a Federal
agency in project formulation. For archeology, this
means that a basic question must be asked and
answered: does the property contain important in-
formation? Use of the National Register system in-
sures that this question will be asked and answered
systematically. Moreover, it insures that the answers
given by an individual archeologist to an individual
agency will be reviewed by others—by the SHPO
with reference to the priorities established in the
State Historic Preservation Plan, and by the National
Register itself from a national perspective, as well as
by outside parties who ask to be involved in review.

Although these developments are encouraging,
some issues remain unresolved. One such issue is
the degree to which the federal government is re-
sponsible for development and review of guidelines
and standards and the degree to which these have
been adhered to as distinguished from the govern-
ment'’s right to pass judgment upon the archeologi-
cal investigations themselves.

The fact that a number of issues remain dynamic
should be considered as a basically healthy sign.

SPONSOR-PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

For archeologists the National Park Service has
long been one of the focal points for contact with
the federal government. The Park Service has em-
ployed staff archeologists who worked in liaison
with archeologists from various state agencies, orga-
nizations, and institutions. They have also acted as
intermediaries when dealing with many governmen-
tal sponsors. Today, however, archeologists at every
level are also being called on to work directly with a
variety of other sponsors, both public and private,
who need expertise relating to archeology. As spon-
sors tackle the problems of compliance under the
new environmental legislation, as well as attempt to
understand the basics of cultural resource manage-
ment, it is also incumbent upon archeologists to
learn something of the agencies, organizations,
businesses, and individuals with whom they are
dealing.

To sponsors, archeological information is ac-
quired through a purely business relationship in
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which they contract for professional services. They
usually are required either by law or by established
policies to follow certain procedures in such a busi-
ness arrangement. Thus obligations and responsibil-
ities flow in both directions, and a lack of under-
standing of sponsor roles and needs by the archeol-
ogist will clearly create problems just as rapidly as
will a failure to appreciate archeological realities and
needs on the part of the sponsors.

Sponsor Needs and Responsibilities

Under legislation discussed in Chapter 1 and else-
where in this report, agencies and organizations
using federal funds, licenses, or permits to modify
the land have an obligation to acquire sufficient
information to make responsible management deci-
sions in the context of the public good and the total
environment. Such decisions are possible only if
based in part on good archeology. In order to com-
ply with NEPA, agencies must fund archeological
surveys adequate to identify the impact of their proj-
ects on the cultural resources, not just identify or
record known sites or sites already on the National
Register. In order to establish the significance of the
resources as required by the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act and the Executive Order, sites may have
to be tested. When the evaluative studies and proce-
dures have been completed, the Archeological and
Historical Preservation Act authorizes the funding of
data recovery programs if such prove necessary to
alleviate any adverse impacts.

It seems appropriate to mention, also, that the
lowest cost for work will not necessarily yield the
best information. Inadequate funding will not pro-
vide the best use of the resources, nor will it neces-
sarily make the best use of the sponsor’s money—
particularly if the resulting report is substandard and
is subsequently challenged, requiring the sponsor
to fund more work.

Whatever the compliance or management situa-
tion, sponsors requiring archeological services must
notify archeologists as early in their planning as
possible, so that broad-based studies can be made.
This has proven to be not only the most effective
approach for identifying and mitigating impact, but
also the most efficient expenditure of research and
management time and money. Sponsors, in consul-
tation with archeologists, should be prepared to
fund the most appropriate level of archeological
work consistent with the needs of the particular
planning level of their project.

If a sponsor does not have archeological expertise
in-house, considerable time might be saved and
misunderstanding avoided by consulting with arche-
ologists who understand management needs prior
to drawing up the scope of work for a project.
Archeologists familiar with the laws and sponsor
planning stages could, for example, suggest the ap-
propriate level of archeological investigation
needed. It would, in addition, aid in communication




if a sponsor either hired an in-house archeologist to
act as a liaison, or, if the work load does not indicate
this, then designated a particular staff member as
the contact person with archeologists, requiring that
this person become familiar with general informa-
tion about archeology and archeological resources.
Some federal agencies have mechanisms for arche-
ologists to give agency personnel short training
courses in order to give this process of acquaint-
anceship some concentrated direction. Sponsors
should understand, however, that a week or two of
attending lectures in archeology does not an arche-
ologist make; it is designed to increase the ability of
the sponsor’s nonarcheological staff to assess the
proposals and budgets submitted. Some specialized
field short courses may allow agency personnel to
make initial identification of resources in limited
cases. But interpretations of resource significance
and consequent recommendations for mitigation of
impacts upon them, must be made by those with
appropriate professional training and experience.

Planning Reports

Archeological Impact Reports An AIR is devel-
oped by the professional to document the research
done to comply with the various stages of NEPA
planning or to comply with the National Historic
Preservation Act and E.O. 11593. Under NEPA, such
reports must include detailed evaluative research
results which are justified in terms of project-spe-
cific needs within the framework of NEPA guide-
lines. This framework is defined in Section 102 of the
Act, and expanded in Sections 1500.5 through 1500.8
of the CEQ guidelines. These reports are then ab-
stracted by the agency (or, preferably, when it is
possible, a draft abstract should be prepared by the
archeologist) becoming the archeological impact as-
pects of the Environmental Analysis Report (EAR) or
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). In this docu-
ment determination must be made by the archeolo-
gist as to the presence of and affect on any sites on
potentially eligible for the National Register. The
archeologist or agency (depending upon contract
stipulations) then should seek the opinion of the
State Historic Preservation Officer and if appropriate
the agency should request a determination of eligi-
bility from the Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation.

Environmental Analysis Reports An EAR is devel-
oped by the sponsoring agency in order to deter-
mine if significant impacts on the environment will
occur (resulting in a major federal action). If the
action will have no deleterious influence on the
resource base (as indicated by AIRs and other nonar-
cheological environmental studies), a determination
of no adverse impact (a negative declaration) results,
and the project is deemed not a major federal ac-
tion. The EAR then becomes a document employed
by the sponsor as evidence that environmental fac-

tors were considered in the planning process. But if
the analysis report identifies adverse project impacts
on the resource base —cultural or otherwise—an En-
vironmental Impact Statement must be developed.
If adverse effects on historic or archeological prop-
erties are identified and determined to be eligible
for the National Register, the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation must now be afforded the op-
portunity to comment on the project [36 CFR
800.4(e)].

Environmental Impact Statements An EIS is often
written without being preceded by an EAR when it is
obvious that significant adverse impacts will ensue
and, therefore, that a major federal action is in-
volved. A detailed EAR can often be developed into
an EIS with the addition of proposed mitigation mea-
sures. When the EIS is first prepared at the alterna-
tive design stage, alternatives to the project should
be evaluated. The attendant AIR must be capable of
recommending priorities in considering alternatives
vis-a-vis the most responsible considerations of the
archeological resource base. If subsequent EISs are
provided for, a reconnaissance may be adequate at
this level; if not, an intensive field study will be
necessary.

Once the final project form and/or location has
been selected, the EIS written at this stage must
document fully the effect of the land modification
on the environmental resources. The AIR developed
for this stage must include detailed evaluations of
the direct and indirect impacts of the project on
archeological remains, may also consider potential
impacts, and must recommend a responsible pro-
gram to mitigate all impacts, including an estimate of
mitigation costs.

Professional Needs and Responsibilities

Cultural resource management has opened up
whole new dimensions of inquiry and responsibility
for archeologists. For the first time archeologists
have begun unifying their efforts to develop system-
atic regional plans which will be directed toward not
only present and future scientific needs, but in
doing so will also meet legal requirements under
existing legislation.

Archeological Studies

American society has provided for legislative and
administrative consideration, and sometimes for
protection of substantial fractions of the archeologi-
cal resource base, as detailed in preceding sections
of this chapter. Everyone is aware of the popularity
of archeological parks, monuments, museum ex-
hibits, magazine and newspaper articles, and televi-
sion shows. Why is this so? Is there something in-
trinsic within archeological sites and artifacts that
“speaks” directly to the public, telling them of the
past? To some extent public appreciation is based on
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such intrinsic qualities, but much more importantly,
it derives from an “interpretation” of the encounter
with archeology, either by means of information
obtained elsewhere, or a knowledge received dur-
ing the encounter.

Archeological studies provide the information that
gives meaning to the public’s encounters with the
traces of the past. The continued production of new,
informative data is essential if society’s commitment
to cultural resource conservation and management
(aswell as pure research) is to be rewarded. Any use
of archeological resources should therefore relate to
the solution of viable research questions. If solving
important problems to improve our understanding
of the past for the benefit of present and future
generations is not the discipline’s principal goal,
then any exploitation of the cultural record is allow-
able, and we can forget our hue and cry to save the
past for the future.

Of course, cultural resource management by land
holding and land modifying agencies often requires
them to obtain data from areas that archeologists,
independently, might not have considered areas of
principal research concern. Nonetheless, if primary
data in such areas is in danger of destruction the
archeologist has a responsibility to concern him or
herself with relating that data to current research in
order that the management and the discipline’s goal
of preserving or recovering maximum scientific in-
formation from the area being impacted will be met.

The discipline’s responsibility, then, is threefold.
It must promote studies that expand research fron-
tiers. It must also insure that responsible recom-
mendations are made to management, couched in
language comprehensible and useful to sponsors.
Finally, it must endeavor to relate both of these to
long-range regional planning, relating this to re-
search priorities and broad regional or subregional
assessments of archeological values. Such broadly
based planning is the best method for insuring the
most cumulatively beneficial attrition of the re-
source base.

In promoting professional involvement in cultural
resource management, it is incumbent upon the
discipline to support this approach in the same man-
ner that it supports "pure research” endeavors. If
the discipline is to attract and retain a progressive
and responsible professional base in cultural re-
source management, it must equate this approach
with the promotion/reward system presently em-
ployed in the academic world. It is only when expe-
rience in management-oriented research and in-
volvement in conservation archeology are afforded
the same status as academic teaching and “‘pure”
research that cultural resource management will
achieve the prestige it needs to continue to attract
the innovative, competent people required for it to
achieve its promise of serving both the discipline of
archeology and society at large.

Pure research, motivated principally by the need
to solve archeological problems, and partially or
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wholly divorced from impact assessment and mitiga-
tion or agency management needs, will continue to
be an important part of the overall evolution of
archeology. This is true despite current economic
restrictions which have reduced funding for such
studies, while support for management-oriented
studies has been increasing. There needs to be pro-
ductive interchange, not only of ideas but also of
personnel, between those working in pure research
and in management research frameworks. The goals
of both are the same —to expand knowledge of the
past—even though the management archeologist
may have additional considerations due to the con-
text within which he or she works. As positions
continue to open for professional archeologists out-
side the traditional academic sphere, status differ-
ences should disappear and there should be a
healthy horizontal movement from academic to
nonacademic professional work and vice versa.

The pure researchers will also need to recognize
some constraints because of their dependence on
the same limited and nonrenewable resource base.
Unless important new knowledge results from pure
research, the destruction of the resource base that
the research entails cannot be justified. Such inves-
tigators are as constrained to make frugal and eco-
nomic use of resources as are management-oriented
investigators, and should consider whether or not
their studies could not suitably be undertaken using
available data or as part of a mitigation program or
other ~management-oriented study of sites
threatened by nonarcheological factors.

Discipline Boundaries

As we assess the obligations, responsibilities, and
needs of the profession relating to the management
of cultural resources, we must continually keep in
mind the interdisciplinary nature of archeological
research, as well as that of environmental studies in
general. If, in defining our responsibility, we limit
ourselves to only those areas having evidence of
specific human activity, we stand in danger of over-
looking or losing important data.

The ability of the archeologist to interpret cultural
data often depends on data derived from natural
resource areas which may contain no cultural evi-
dence per se. Bogs and springs, for example, are
common sources of data from which the palynolo-
gist, botanist, or paleontologist derives materials
which can be essential to paleoecological and clima-
tological reconstruction. These noncultural materi-
als can provide a framework necessary to under-
stand the changes, both in environment and in cul-
tural processes, which have occurred in a given
locality or region.

In spite of the fact that interdisciplinary research
projects are becoming increasingly common, there
are still relatively few investigators in palynology,
paleontology, or other disciplines interactive with
archeology who have become engaged in identify-




ing and managing noncultural resources of archeo-
logical importance and planning for their conserva-
tion. Wherever possible in the design of archeologi-
cal evaluation projects, specialists in pertinent inter-
active fields should be sought out and included as
members of the study team. When noncultural re-
sources of archeological importance are present in
the study area but specialists are not available to
inventory or evaluate them, the archeologist should
still attempt to describe the archeologically relevant
aspects and plan for their proper management. The
interdisciplinary nature of archeological research
must be reflected in the management plans devel-
oped for a region or locality. The conservation and
management of noncultural phenomena significant
for interpreting cultural remains is properly an area
of concern for the profession.

Recognizing the potential importance of noncul-
tural resources to archeology does not mean that
archeologists should step beyond their disciplinary
boundaries and attempt to assess other envi-
ronmental resources in and of themselves. It is no
more justifiable for an archeologist to assume the
role of botanist, geologist, or hydrologist than for
persons not trained in archeology to evaluate arche-
ological resources. If the archeologist discovers a
feature of the study area’s environment that is of
potential interest to another discipline and/or of
potential concern to the sponsor agency or the pub-
lic he should make the sponsor and appropriate
experts aware of it.

interdisciplinary relations with history and socio-
cultural anthropology are somewhat more complex,
since archeologists often have a formal background
in one or both of these fields, and since all three
fields share some research interests, approaches
and techniques. The archeologist is justified in mak-
ing evaluatory statements about the archeological
value of a historic site (i.e., its significance to the
anthropology of the past) or of a living sociocultural
group (e.g., the significance of its behavior or its
organization of material culture for interpretive pur-
poses), but he should also remain sensitive to the
possible need for specialist assistance, both to help
assess the archeological value of the resource, and
to determine the cultural values that transcend the
boundaries of archeology. As with the noncultural
disciplines, specialists in history, historical architec-
ture, architectural history, and sociocultural anthro-
pology should be aggressively sought as members of
research team, and when resources or data perti-
nent to such specialists are recognized by archeolo-
gists in the context of a contract project, the sponsor
should be notified and appropriate individuals or
groups should become involved.

Personnel Training
An explicit concern for responsible stewardship of

archeological resources has become a necessary
component in all archeological training. If we are to

ask that governmental agencies and private individ-
uals treat archeological remains with respect, then
the profession must do the same. When teaching
archeology, the nonrenewable nature of the re-
source base and the necessity for its long-term man-
agement should be themes that are communicated
at all levels.

Colleges and universities are and probably will
continue to be our primary instruments for the train-
ing of archeologists. Preparation of students for
work in cultural resource management should, of
course, be oriented around a solid academic
grounding in anthropology and archeological fact,
method, and theory. In addition, there will need to
be opportunities for students to obtain additional
training related to the demands of cultural resource
management jobs. A number of schools have intro-
duced courses in cultural resource management,
and several have developed graduate degree tracks
for students specializing in this area. In other institu-
tions, assistantships or employment on manage-
ment projects, internships, or course work in re-
lated departments provide training and experience
useful in cultural resource management.

Although there are a variety of ways in which this
additional training may be obtained, it may be well
here to outline some areas of training that may be
most useful. For students planning to work in cul-
tural resource management research, familiarity
with administration, conservation law, and technical
writing will be most helpful. At the graduate levels,
there should be emphasis on developing research
designs that are both innovative and feasible. Super-
vised participation in actual cultural resource re-
search is also essential, the more the better. For
those planning to enter the public interpretive area
of cultural resource management, work in outdoor
recreation, education, communications, museol-
ogy, and other such specialties will be helpful, in
addition to the academic core. A basic familiarity
with archeological research, through participation in
field and lab work, also is essential. For students
planning to work as resource managers in federal or
stage agencies, a thorough grounding in administra-
tion and conservation law and a familiarity with ar-
cheological research gained through participation
will be needed, in addition to the academic core. It
will probably also be well for students oriented in
this direction to obtain some awareness of resource
management in areas other than cultural resources.

Colleges and universities can also expect to ac-
commodate students from these other resource
management areas who want and need to gain famil-
iarity with cultural resources. Specialists in outdoor
recreation, forestry, wildlife, range management,
and the like, often are called upon to recognize and
administer cultural resourcés and/or to interact with
cultural resource specialists. Such cross-enrichment
of resource management programs is of value to all
the fields involved.

Museums, too, can play an expanded role in train-
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ing archeologists. The increased use of artheolog-
ical collections for student study will permit an ap-
preciation of the possibilities of museum holdings as
resources for research. Internships and work pro-
grams in museums provide a format for learning the
systematics of storage and retrieval, conservator’s
techniques, and the development of familiarity with
material culture that can be achieved nowhere else.

A series of additional formats can be used by the
profession in the current transition to new priorities.
Chapter 4 suggests that workshops or seminars be
conducted by specialists within the profession as an
effective means to disseminate knowledge to the
profession and to establish and maintain high
professional standards. The National Park Service
and the Bureau of Land Management are pioneering
internship programs whereby management skills re-
quired by their programs can be acquired by stu-
dents of archeology. The NPS is also establishing
positions which permit a return to academia after a
number of years of service, hopefully a portent of
continuing active interchange between the aca-
demic and managerial sections of the profession.

The development of a number of in-service arche-
ological training programs by federal agencies such
as the Bureau of Land Management, the Army Corps
of Engineers, and the U.S. Forest Service is proving
to be a successful method of developing respect for
archeological resources in agency field personnel.
Such personnel receive training from both the
agency and outside archeologists. The emphasis of
these programs may be directed toward archeolog-
ical values, methods of protection and/or resource
recognition, and recording. In sum, they constitute
the opportunity for archeologists to enlist the aid
and understanding of a large number of necessarily
concerned individuals who are out on the land or in
the forests and who have an intimate contact with
the cultural resource base. It must be stressed again,
of course, that evaluation of the resources recorded
must be the responsibility of a professional archeol-
ogist.

Professional participation in training programs
leading to certification of para-professionals, many
of them drawn from avocational ranks has been
pioneered in Arkansas, Texas, and other states. Such
programs permit individuals to develop the skills to
perform many archeological tasks in cooperation
with the profession in cultural resource manage-
ment programs.

Archeology has yet to recruit many minority mem-
bers to its ranks. Renewed efforts to encourage Na-
tive Americans to join the profession (see Chapter 5)
in all capacities have a special urgency because ar-
cheologists so often deal with materials relating di-
rectly to their cultural heritage. The field has not
been as closed to women as have some other
professions, but women remain underrepresented,
as do Native Americans, Blacks, Mexican-Americans
and other ethnic minorities. Increased employment
under contract will provide many new openings in
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archeology and an opportunity to fulfill the spirit as
well as the letter of affirmative action guidelines.

Communication

With Sponsors It should be obligatory, possibly
even specifically written into contracts, that archeo-
logical information relating to land-use decision-
making and other management needs be communi-
cated to the sponsor in nontechnical language. This
should in no way compromise the archeological in-
formation being reported, but it is obvious that the
archeological management aspects of a report to a
highway department or a district engineer will be of
no use to them if couched in unfamiliar specialized,
or technical terms. For example, to an archeologist,
the term “model” usually refers to an abstract con-
struction employed to propose or explain some as-
pect of past human behavior. To a highway engi-
neer, however, this term may evoke thoughts of an
Indian village in miniature (see also page 73).

With Other Professionals Most archeological re-
search presently and in the future will be generated
through cultural resource management studies.
Many cultural resource management programs now
have substantial backlogs of unpublished material
because the sponsor and the archeologists did not
adequately recognize the need to include such costs
in contracts. The cost of at least minimum level
scientific (and perhaps even public) dissemination
of the results should be incorporated as an essential
item in every contract. It makes absolutely no sense
to spend thousands of dollars on data recovery and
analysis and then not have the results available to
anyone. The Archeological and Historic Preservation
Act specifically authorizes publication as an appro-
priate cost. Nonetheless, the profession needs to
develop innovative ways of solving this problem.
Some institutions have low-cost report and mono-
graph series that can be used as vehicles to make
available to the profession the reports written for
sponsors. In addition, there should be the publica-
tion of summary or problem-oriented papers in re-
gional or national journals. Longer reports contain-
ing supportive data might be made available on mi-
crofilm, microfiche, videodiscs, or in some other
photocopy form. The SAA’s “Archives of Archaeol-
ogy"” was an attempt at this, and was not well re-
ceived by the profession. Perhaps, however, this
was a concept ahead of its time, and such a venture
might now be more successful. The Office of Ar-
cheology and Historic Preservation has recently be-
gun microfiche reproduction and storage of all re-
ports submitted under the authority of the Archeo-
logical and Historic Preservation Act; these will be
made available at a modest cost.

An abstracting service would be an additional eco-
nomical device for initial widespread communica-
tion. If summaries of research reports produced
under contract can be widely disseminated by an




abstracting service, professionals interested in par-
ticular studies would become aware of their exis-
tence and could make arrangements for obtaining
those of interest. (See page 83 for a further discus-
sion of abstracts.)

Certainly we must solve the problem of timely and
adequate dissemination of research results. The
only justification for investigation is the increase of
knowledge; if this knowledge is never disseminated,
the investigation might as well have never been
done, and the ultimate rationale for doing it has
been undermined.

With the Public Most cultural resource manage-
ment studies are carried out with public monies and
the professional and the sponsor therefore have an
obligation, on both generalized and specific levels,
to provide the public with information on what has
resulted from the use of these public funds. Data
collection is often quite visible and exciting to the
general public; interpretation of its purpose and
results for the public—again, in language a lay per-
son can understand—should be a part of the
thought and lifeway of every citizen, and thus be
institutionalized on a national level.

One approach to increasing the public’s aware-
ness might be to include as part of selected con-
tracts, a short report of the research written specifi-
cally for the layman. Not only would such a report
improve public understanding of archeology as it
relates to a particular project, but it would enhance
the public image of the sponsoring agency and of
the entity carrying out the research.

Public comprehension of archeology can have
one of its most important impacts in public hearings.
Community feelings concerning land modification
projects and related activities often have strong in-
fluence on agency decision-making. To the extent
that the public appreciates and is knowledgeable
about archeology, it should be supportive of the
discipline’s concerns for conservation and adequate
research. (For a fuller discussion, see Chapter 4.)

Professional Testimony

Because Environmental Impact Statements and
other studies for which archeological expertise is
contracted can become objects of litigation, partici-
pating archeologists may face the prospect of being
called upon to give professional testimony in court.
This is, in fact, often a requirement of the contract.
The archeologist will usually be asked to testify as to
the archeological facts of the situation as discovered
by his or her research, and his or her independent
professional assessment of these findings. In many
of these instances, the archeologist may also be
asked to explain in general terms the relevance of
conserving archeological resources and the overall
significance of archeological remains within the
study area. It is incumbent upon the archeologist-
as-witness to be able to discuss clearly the signifi-

cance of archeology to the public, how the resource
base can be preserved, and the meanings of special-
ized archeologically relevant terms that appear in
the laws and regulations. These factors must be
thought out well in advance of actual testimony,
since the fate of cultural resources may depend
upon how readily and comprehensibly the profes-
sion’s position is explained on the witness stand.

As a witness, the archeologist is not testifying for
or against the sponsor’s project, and in fact he or
she must not do so. Whether the project is good or
bad for society at large, or beneficial or harmful to
the nonarcheological environment, is outside the
archeologist's area of professional competence and
responsibility as an expert witness. The archeologist
is testifying only as a professional on matters within
his or her area of expertise. As a citizen, through
other channels, the professional has the right to
express a personal opinion, but a clear distinction
between these should be kept in mind at all times.

Insofar as the sponsor has contracted with an
institution for research, the institution should re-
serve the right to choose who will represent it if
professional testimony is required. The person tak-
ing the stand will normally be the Principal Investi-
gator who completed the investigations and wrote
the report for the contract that is under litigation.
On other occasions the program director or other
appropriate archeological personnel may be called
upon to represent the institution.

Conflict of Interest

Given the structure of sponsor-professional serv-
ice relationships the problem of conflict of interest
is a realistic concern. Institutions may be open to
charges of making recommendations that ‘““feather
the nest” when over a long period of time they
provide all management research for a particular
sponsor, or if they are engaged in long-term multi-
phase contracts where later phases of research are
dependent on recommendations made in the earlier
ones. Professionalism on the part of the contracting
institution and objective peer review are, of course,
primary antidotes for the fact or suspicion of self-
serving recommendations.

The sponsor may also hire archeologically knowl-
edgeable persons to supervise contracts, or may
draw on other professional consultants or reviewers
for program evaluation. One of the jobs of such
sponsor-employed archeologists certainly is to re-
view the work of contracting professionals and mak-
ing a professional evaluation of their work and rec-
ommendations. Such personnel also, of course,
should insure that the research produced is in com-
pliance with all legal and contractual requirements,
and will meet the sponsor’s specific needs. The exis-
tence of a number of reliable and capable contract-
ing institutions in an area also insures that the spon-
sor has a choice in contracting for research, and can
thus select the researchers most capable of meeting
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his needs. This condition, however, is not available,
and may never be available in all areas of the coun-
try.
rylncreased and more effective cost accounting and
the variables affecting cost, plus greater awareness
of these results by agencies and archeologists will
also help avoid some problems in this area. In gen-
eral, it is worthwhile for contracting institutions to
spell out openly the basic assumptions and rationale
for the research programs they undertake, and to
relate these explicitly to their cost schedules.

Conflict of interest can also be a problem for the
sponsor. Sponsoring agencies, in gearing up for
increased involvement in cultural resource manage-
ment, may be tempted to develop the in-house ca-
pacity for implementing projects. This creates the
possibility of conflict of interest, for the professional
archeologist hired to staff these programs might be
put under pressure to compromise the goals of cul-
tural resource conservation and management in or-
der to further opposing goals of the sponsor. The
profession’s position with regard to this possibility is
to discourage sponsor creation of major in-house
archeological research programs. In addition to pos-
sible conflict of interest, in-house archeology re-
quires a commitment to laboratory space, equip-
ment, full-time permanent curation of materials and
records, and increased personnel. Most sponsors
needing archeological information are not in a posi-
tion to make this permanent, full-time long-range
commitment. Insofar as the profession reserves the
right to determine the viable goals and priorities of
the discipline, these concerns should not be tem-
pered by agency-specific constraints.

Unregulated sponsor access to potentially sensi-
tive archeological information is yet another poten-
tial conflict between the sponsor and professional.
Although sponsoring agencies must have data con-
cerning the locations and significance of archeolog-
ical manifestations that are to be impacted by their
land modification projects or are to be managed by
them for the public good, access to this information
should be limited to those directly related to the
management program. Much archeological informa-
tion, in the wrong hands, can be used to destroy an
already diminished resource base which is of na-
tional importance. The Freedom of Information Act
and the Privacy Act, as currently interpreted, sup-
port the position that sponsors and professionals are
obtiged to make interpretive data available to the
public, but that managerial information (specifically,
site locations) is relevant only to those making man-
agerial decisions. (See also comment on page 14
with respect to PL 94-458.)

Sponsor claims on primary field notes for pur-
poses of revising or redoing a contract report are
inappropriate and jeopardize the sponsot’s own re-
quirements of an independent, objective, and
professional assessment of the threatened archeo-
logical remains. Further, the professional archeolo-
gist and/or contracting institution should retain full
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freedom to utilize any basic data developed in order
that it may be applied to subsequent scientific re-
search.

A final problem relates specifically to EIS develop-
ment. Although professional peer review of archeo-
logical input to the EIS is recommended, sponsor
control and manipulation of the archeological find-
ings and recommendations other than requests for
content clarification should not be condoned. Al-
though the sponsor cannot expect to control what
recommendations are made, he may choose not to
accept them once they are forthcoming, on the
weight of other concerns. If this is the case, the
sponsor is free to take such a stand, although it
should be prepared to justify the decision in detail
for the EIS review. Whatever the disposition of the
archeologist's recommendations, the sponsor re-
mains obligated by law to describe in the EIS the full
impact of the project on archeological resources.
Not to do so would be to invite challenge to the
adequacy of the EIS.

PLANNING

Project Planning Stages
and Archeological Investigations

All federal agencies have a planning process for
land modification programs or any projects which
may have direct or indirect impact on the natural or
cultural environment. The type and duration of
planning is dependent upon the agency and the
nature of the project. For a major Corps of Engineers
project, for example, planning may take twenty
years from time of project inception to initiation of
construction. The degree of commitment to loca-
tion, design, facilities, and land use increases
through the process; it is during the first stages that
a plan can be most easily modified. In essence, that
is the purpose of the planning process. NEPA and
other environmental laws have been passed to as-
sure the public that more than just the needs of the
sponsor’s programs are considered in the planning
process—that other important variables are taken
into consideration. By law, archeological resources
are among those variables to be considered. (See
page 68 for an illustration of the correlation be-
tween agency phasing stages and archeological in-
put.)

Although many land modification projects in this
country are well along in the planning process,
agencies are required to seek public comment and
consider “total public good”” on these projects as
well as ones just being initiated. Archeologists,
therefore, are currently undertaking studies and as-
sessments of archeological resources in project
areas where planning is far advanced and there is
essentially no alternative to the existing project de-
sign. Such a situation often makes excavation the
only mitigation recommendation open to the arche-
ologist. Although catching up in the planning proc-




ess is a current problem, for the first time there is
the opportunity as well as the obligation by both
archeologists and planners to see that archeological
management information is integrated into land-use
planning during its earliest stages. When all pro-
posed projects reach that point, it will be easier for
everyone to (a) fully comply with the relevant laws
and regulations, (b) properly accomplish sponsor-
specific needs, and (c) effectively plan and effi-
ciently carry out necessary investigations that meet
the highest professional standards.

Planning in general is continuous. Most sponsors
alter plans in different ways throughout the life of a
program or project. Implementation does not nec-
essarily signal the end of planning, since such activi-
ties as operations and maintenance, management,
and reconstruction normally follow. In general, one
may consider planning as having a broad based pre-
liminary and somewhat exploratory stage (often
nonproject-specific), a number of intermediate
phases where the details become more refined and
the alternatives fewer, a final plan for implementa-
tion where alternatives normally are no longer con-
sidered and, when appropriate, post-implementa-
tion follow-up stages, which would include contin-
ued management of identified resources as part of
operations and maintenance (O & M) phases of a
project.

Information and recommendations concerning
cultural resources can be integrated into the plan-
ning system at any stage, but, as previously noted, it
becomes progressively more difficult to alter or
change a plan for the benefit of the cultural re-
sources as it nears implementation. Therefore, the
earlier that consideration of cultural resources can
be integrated into the planning program, the better
the chance for an economical and mutually agreea-
ble course of action.

Types of Investigation

The archeological research activities required for
different levels of sponsor planning vary consider-
ably. The following discussion briefly describes the
minimal level of research required for different
planning stages (for additional discussion, see
Chapter 3).

Overview This type of study involves the review of
all known records available which concern the proj-
ect area. Included are surveys of relevant literature
and manuscripts, reviews of site survey records, and
examinations of other existing field data and per-
sonal contact with informants. This report should
summarize the present state of knowledge, evaluate
the documentary base, and, insofar as available evi-
dence permits, should utilize that information to
discuss and predict the probable nature and distri-
bution of the resources. Such a study is appropriate
to an agency’s initial regional or sub-regional plan-
ning and provides the sponsor with information ap-

propriate to a general management or initial plan-
ning stage. These data are not usually adequate for
documenting impact for an EIS.

Archeological Assessment Basically a document
for planning future field research, the archeological
assessment is an extension of the overview which is
designed to document information relating to logis-
tic constraints such as access to the project area,
availability of support facilities, terrain coverage
considerations, as well as archeological potential as
determined, when necessary, by an initial field sam-
ple. This information should allow for more precise
estimates of subsequent project research needs and
costs. The results of such assessments are most ap-
propriate to the preliminary planning stages and
commonly appear as proposals for subsequent field
survey or mitigation research. Again the detail con-
tained normally is not adequate for an EIS.

Archeological Reconnaissance This study re-
quires an on-the-ground investigation of the surface
cultural manifestations found in a portion of the
project area. Such surveys are generally based on
sampling designs, and are primarily used as a pre-
dictive device for estimating archeological potential.
These supply information relating to numbers and
types of sites and other data in representative loca-
tions related to the project area. Study results are
most appropriate to the preliminary planning stage,
or, if not accomplished earlier, to the alternative
design stage of sponsor planning,

The archeological requirements of NEPA may be
rationally satisfied in some cases by an archeological
reconnaissance or even overview level studies.
When a federal action is of an extremely general or
programmatic nature—for example, the establish-
ment of an oil leasing program on the entire outer
continental shelf —an overview may be an appropri-
ate component of the requisite EIS, coupled with an
explanation of a management program to insure full
identification of resources before actual use of the
area begins. When a federal action involves permit-
ting a nonfederal entity to use an extremely large
area—for example, when a general program for
strip-mining in a multistage area is under considera-

" tion—a reconnaissance resulting in predictive data

may provide enough information to permit intelli-
gent decisions to be made about land uses, and to
permit the construction of functional stipulations to
be attached to permits (36 CFR 64 will provide de-
tails). They should include predictive statements,
concerning the archeological and cultural resources
to be affected and-discuss the probable mitigation
approaches appropriate to each alternative.

Intensive Field Study Essentially a comprehensive
field survey of the project area, this type of study is
initiated when total ground coverage is necessary,
normally because specific alternative designs are

being considered, or, if not accomplished earlier,
/
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when final designs have been set. Intensive surveys
document in detail a project’s impact on the cultural
resource base, and collect the data to evaluate this
base in light of the archeological context and ac-
cepted mitigation alternatives. Reports generated
from such studies relate to the sponsor’s alternative
or final project design stage. When the results of
these studies are developed as AIR’s, mitigation rec-
ommendations and budgets must be included.

Mitigation The research required for mitigation
studies varies with project-specific resource prob-
lems. Avoidance, preservation, protection, and in-
vestigation are all forms of mitigation. The last may
include mapping, surface collecting, and testing,
plus partial or complete excavation. Avoidance,
preservation and protection as mitigation ap-
proaches can most effectively be implemented dur-
ing the design or early planning stages, while mitiga-
tive investigations most often correlate with the
project execution stage of sponsor planning.

Follow-up Study It often may be appropriate to
implement post-mitigation studies to monitor the
effects of indirect impacts, including impacts related
to project maintenance. Follow-up studies are im-
portant tools for assessing the long-term effective-
ness of different mitigation measures, and can be
documented in a variety of ways. They may be devel-
oped as anything from a letter summary to an ancil-
lary mitigation report, depending on study and proj-
ect circumstances.

Discussion It should be emphasized that these
research-planning stage relationships are somewhat
idealized, and are not immutable. On certain proj-
ects, due to size and other development-specific
constraints, it may be more efficient to combine
several research stages. But, for the benefit of both
the agency and the archeologist, detailed archeolog-
ical input should be initiated at the earliest possible
planning stages.

Although compression or combination of the re-
search stages set forth above may sometimes be
appropriate or necessary, skipping major research
activities generally is not. For instance, if a sponsor
first requests archeological input at the Preliminary
planning stage, actual fieldwork must be preceded
by the kind of Overview of relevant documentary
sources that would normally be associated with the
Regional or General Design stage. Mitigative investi-
gation should not be undertaken in most cases un-
less it has been preceded by surveys adequate to
document and assess the impact of the project on
the total resource base.

The research activity stages discussed here pro-
vide cultural research managers with a generally
applicable progression from regional overview to
project execution. Although it is recognized that
some variation will be necessary, consistent use of
terms, procedures, and approaches to the general
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planning process will expedite management pro-
gram development, will allow for increased archeo-
logical data comparability, and will decrease com-
munication problems between archeologists and
sponsors.

CONTRACTING

The initial sponsor-professional contacts which
lead to the development of contracts vary widely. In
many cases, agencies or firms requiring cultural re-
source management research will ask personnel of
the National Park Service or other federal agency to
recommend institutions with research competence.
In other instances, sponsors will engage the services
of research organizations that have proved reliable
in the past. In yet others, initial interaction between
a sponsor and contractor may result from sponsor
advertisement in outlets such as the Commerce
Business Daily, a federal publication in which agen-
cies list research and development projects they
wish to have done.

A generalized sequence of events is somewhat as
follows: there is notification about the project in the
Commerce Business Daily (CBD) and/or an invitation
(by phone, or even by mail) to enable interested
parties to indicate interest; interested potential of-
ferers return a statement of qualifications; those
who indicate interest and who are judged qualified
are provided a detailed scope of work with a request
for a proposal (RFP); on the basis of this scope of
work the potential contractor prepares a research
proposal or a research design; on the basis of the
research proposal and/or research design the final
contract is awarded. It must be emphasized that this
is only a general sequence. In practice there are
many variations depending upon the agency, the
nature of the project, or other factors. For example,
the initial notification may include a scope of work
in which case the potential contractor must reply
initially with a statement of qualifications plus a re-
search proposal. Current NPS practice is to require a
reds;earch design at this point (see discussion on page
50).

It should be emphasized that if the scope of work
is in any way inappropriate to the project needs, the
contracting institution (ordinarily represented by
the principal investigator) should request clarifica-
tion or modification. Such contract negotiations can
be facilitated if the sponsoring agency has a staff
archeologist who can aid in drawing up a scope of
work and in reviewing the research proposals. On
the other hand, it is incumbent upon the contracting
institution to be sure that the contract specifications
are realistic and will meet the discipline’s and the
sponsor’s archeological needs, for only in this man-
ner is compliance assured.

A contract, as the legal document formally defin-
ing the mutual responsibilities of the profession (in-
stitution) and the sponsor, must contain all informa-
tion required by both parties to complete satisfacto-




rily a cultural resource management research proj-
ect. The following discussions summarize some fed-
eral contract procedures as they relate to various
cultural resource management activities. Such pro-
cedures must be in accord with Federal Procure-
ment Regulations.

General Negotiations

If a management research project is sizable, in-
volving several thousands of dollars, the archeolo-
gist should be prepared to spend considerable time,
and some nonreimbursable money, in contract ne-
gotiations. There are procedural requirements
which must be complied with, and learning the sys-
tem will avoid misunderstanding, frustration, and
miscalculations.

In reaching agreement as to what work is to be
done, when, and for how much money, it is impor-
tant to remember that the finally agreed upon scope
of work becomes a part (sometimes an Appendix) of
the legal contract, and that this total document
should be examined carefully by the contractor be-
fore signing. The scope of work also should be
included as a part of the final report in order for that
document to be fairly and appropriately reviewed
and assessed.

Different agencies and organizations will negoti-
ate contracts differently because of differing con-
straints or interpretations of regulations. In order to
provide some idea of what is done in a “typical”
government contract negotiation, a review follows
of current (1975) contracting procedures for two
such agencies.

Current U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidelines
specify that archeological studies fall under profes-
sional services and come therefore under their Ar-
chitectural-Engineering (A & E) procedures. Here,
the project is advertized in the CBD or similarly
approved public notification procedure and infor-
mation sought from individuals, institutions, and
agencies interested in performing the required serv-
ice. (Such entities normally file this information on
Form 254, which provides the Corps with basic infor-
mation on the contracting institution’s personnel,
experience, and capabilities, as well as data about
past and present contracts.) The research entities
supplement this data with a research proposal di-
rected to the specific project and, if requested, addi-
tional pertinent data. The Corps, following pub-
lished guidelines, then selects the most qualified
entity to perform the service and enters into negoti-
ations. If agreement cannot be reached concerning
performance of the service, negotiations are broken
off, the second most appropriate entity is contacted,
and negotiations begin again.

At the present time, the National Park Service’s
procedures are to advertize in the CBD, receive
responses from potential contractees. Those who
meet the Service’s minimum standards are provided
a scope of work and may then submit a budget and

research design. The Service selects one entity to
which it will award the contract, selection being
based upon an evaluative formula which takes into
acount the proposal, the research design, the quali-
fications of key personnel, and the cost.

It is to be remembered that both these and other
agencies consider their scope of work as subject to
negotiation and modification. The major difference
between these two procedures is that under the
current National Park Service practice, several enti-
ties must commit a considerable amount of time
(and money) to the complex problem of research
design before finalization of the contract award.
Only the proposal is negotiated by the Corps, how-
ever, with the research design included in the pro-
posed work, thus becoming a part of the proposed
budget. It is obvious that the Park Service’s ap-
proach provides them with considerably more de-
tailed information on the potential contractors’ re-
search goals and objectives, and therefore more
information upon which to make their final selec-
tion. On the other hand, this approach is ultimately
going to increase the contracting institutions’ over-
head charges, and thus raise archeological costs. It
will also rule out participation by entities that do not
have the capability of making a financial investment
on this scale; that is, expend several person days or
weeks in preparing a design on the chance that they
will receive the contract.

Some agencies select a potential contractor and
prepare an agreement with the contractor to de-
velop a proposal and research design, which, if ne-
gotiated to the satisfaction of both parties, becomes
the basis for the final contract to do the proposed
study. This approach, like that of the Corps, has the
advantage of compensating the entity for the time
devoted to proposal and research design develop-
ment, while still enabling the agency to maintain
quality control throughout. Agencies and contrac-
tors who are operating under an annual or other
Memorandum of Agreement (not to be confused
with the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement)
negotiate the scope of work and cost of each
amendment (project) entered into under that agree-
ment as the need arises.

The Proposal and Scope of Work

The proposal is essentially a description and ex-
planation of suggested professional procedures for
complying with the sponsor’s needs, as set out in
the scope of work. Normally this scope of work is
negotiable and a responsible archeologist preparing
a proposal should direct attention to the appropri-
ateness of the sponsor’s scope of work to the plan-
ning stage and/or administrative needs. The pro-
posal should be generated by an institution or entity
with a capacity for responsibly implementing the
work determined to be necessary (see pages 53—
58) and it must clearly identify the archeological
investigations which will take place, their archeolog-
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ical necessity, and their relationships to legal com-
pliance and fulfillment of project-specific needs. It
must also provide relative time frames, project logis-
tic considerations, and a detailed budget of total
proposed costs. This information should be concise,
complete, and comprehensible to the sponsor. Pro-
posals should not be confused with research de-
signs (see pages 71-73).

Research Designs

Research designs are documents which spell out a
study’s theoretical and substantive goals, and the
methods by which these are to be implemented (see
pages 72-73 for a more complete discussion). This
document should, of at all possible, be developed
after the project proposal is accepted but prior to
implementation of the investigations, since it must
guide the data collection and subsequent study.
Development of the research design is part of the
general research and management approach to the
project and should, therefore, be funded by the
sponsor.®

® 1AS requires, and recommends to other federa! agencies, that
the research design be an integral part of the proposal package,
since it is a rather crucial indicator as to what the offerer expects
to do. Elaboration and modification at later stages in the work are
to be expected, of course. The IAS feels that restricting negotia-
tion to a single research design focuses attention only on those
approaches, factors, or techniques of which the agency and the
single contractor are aware and that this could have a “settling”
tendency; that is, a tendency to normalize research performance
at a minimal level. This approach would then be a little more than
a formalization of that used in salvage archeology contracting
during the 1950s and 1960s. {While not disputing that the ap-
proach recommended by IAS will provide the agency with maxi-
mum data for selecting the best contractee nor that this is desira-
ble, the editors nonetheless are of the opinion that except for
very small projects it is totally unrealistic unless the 1AS is willing
to underwrite the costs of preparing such detailed research de-
signs. The fiscal aspects of archeological research must be con-
ducted according to sound business practices in addition to
sound scientific approaches. It is our belief that in most instances
a good choice of contractee by an experienced agency can be
made on the basis of a statement of qualifications and a research
proposal (see page 218 for discussion). Development of a full
research design before final awarding of a contract might well be
desirable. Two opinions could then be available to the agency
with the choice depending upon temporal and fiscal factors, plus
perhaps the agency’s experience in selecting archeological con-
" tractors. The first would be to select on the basis of statements of
qualification and research proposals several potential contractees
and to contract with them for the development of full research
designs. The full contract would then be awarded by selecting
one of these. (Or if none were acceptable the process could be
repeated.) This approach is more costly but temporarily more
efficient. A second alternative would be to select a contractee (on
the basis of qualifications and a research proposal) and enter into
a two-stage contract. The research design developed in the first
stage would have to be accepted before the second stage became
operative. If the research design was unacceptable and negotia-
tions failed to make it so, the contract would be terminated and a
similar one entered into with what had initially appeared to be the
second best firm and the process repeated. This approach has the
potential of being less costly but also the potential of being more
time consuming.]
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Any design should describe the problem to be
considered and the hypotheses to be tested, should
include a comprehensive plan for scheduling and
implementing of the investigations, and should ex-
plain and justify each step in terms of recognized
aims of the study. As no investigator has a compre-
hensive awareness of the research potential of the
resource base before the study begins, an adequate
research design must retain the flexibility necessary
to maximize this potential as it is discovered
throughout the study of the archeological record.
Yet the design must at the same time realistically
define the research parameters, in order to allow
assessment of the degree to which it meets relevant
management requirements.

Types of Contracts

There are several different kinds of contracts pos-
sible depending on the time involved, amount of the
contract, and the billing and payment provisions
called for.

Fixed Fee or Lump Sum Contract In these con-
tracts budget estimates proposed by a contractor are
examined and negotiated if necessary, and the
sponsor agrees to pay the contractor the total
amount of the agreed sum upon completion of the
study and submission of an acceptable report. Pay-
ments can be made on a percentage completed
basis, normally with 10-25% retained until submis-
sion of the final report. On small contracts payment
is often made as a lump sum after the report is
accepted. If a contractor underestimates the cost of
the project, the sponsor is not obligated to provide
more funds. If the contractor overestimates, the
total amount is still paid by the sponsor. Accurate
budgeting is therefore essential.

Cost Reimbursable Contract Here, estimated
budgets are also agreed to by both parties, but with
the understanding that payment will be made for
actual costs. Some agencies are not authorized to
negotiate cost reimbursable contracts, because it
may obligate them to unknown cost overruns. How-
ever, the contractor and sponsor can agree in the
contract that the budget estimate is to be considered
a maximum cost. Overruns may then be negotiated
as a separate agreement should they become neces-
sary because of factors unknown to or beyond the
control of either party. In certain kinds of archeolog-
ical work where the nature and amount of resources
present is not known at the time of budget develop-
ment a cost reimbursable contract is advantageous
for it allows the archeologist to budget for potential
costs but bill only for those actually incurred.

Memorandum of Agreement These contracts are

normally very general in nature rather than project
or budget-specific. They are in essence agreements
to cooperate in some way, often for a period of time,




e.g., one year. They allow the sponsor to call on the
contractor for short-term or small projects on a
case-by-case basis without having to go through
lengthy contract negotiations each time. These con-
tracts should not be confused with the Memoran-
dum of Agreement negotiated by an agency respon-
sible for damage to a National Register or Register-
eligible property with the Advisory Council on His-
toric Preservation and the State Historic Preservation
Officer, setting forth avoidance or mitigation plans.

Cooperative Agreement These documents are
similar to the memoranda of agreement of the pre-
vious section, although they may be project and
budget specific. A cooperative agreement generally
but not always implies a contribution of some sort to
the project by both parties. In the past this has
normally been through services provided or mone-
tary, with both the sponsor and contractor contrib-
uting to the project. Such an agreement normally is
not appropriate for cultural resource management
studies unless there is a legally established specific
responsibility to the resources concerned by more
than one agency (e.g., a jointly funded project) or is
directly beneficial to both parties (e.g., a field school
held on public land which serves both the training
needs of the contractor and the management needs
of the federal land holding agency).

Purchase Order Some agencies, and private busi-
nesses needing archeological expertise for a small
project can write a purchase order which is basically
a legally binding request to provide a service or a
product. There is generally a maximum allowable
limit on federal purchase orders for personnel or
professional services. In such cases, a total amount
of money is agreed upon, and the purchase order is
written. This essentially “purchases” a report, and
when the report is accepted, payment is made in
full. In operation it resembles a lump-sum contract
but often initial negotiations are much simpler.

Legal Requirements and Obligations

When sponsors and contractors sign a contract
agreement, each is assuming certain legal obliga-
tions. In general terms, the sponsor agrees to pro-
vide funds, and the contractor agrees to provide
services (professional expertise to produce needed
information, in this case). Most sponsors are aware
of the ramifications of these obligations; many ar-
cheologists are not.

In larger archeological organizations a senior ar-
cheologist may assume final responsibility for the
scienfitic quality of a report, while another archeolo-
gist in the organization, as the active principal inves-
tigator, may direct the field research and write the
draft of the report. In most instances the archeolo-
gists who negotiated the contract proposals are le-
gally representing an institution, agency, or organi-
zation, and another designated representative of

that institution may have to sign the contract as well
as the principal investigator. Elsewhere (pages 53—
59) is developed the nature of responsibility which
institutions assume for facilities, space, curation,
etc., relative to cultural resource management stud-
ies. Contracting institutions should also be made
aware of the fact that the requirements of the con-
tract are met. If the principal investigator leaves an
institution without completing a contract, or be-
comes incapacitated, or for whatever reasons does
not meet the contract requirements in the agreed
time, the institution can be held legally liable for the
completion of the contract or return of the funds.

The principal investigator also has certain obliga-
tions, both legal and professional. In addition to
those that are obvious, such as providing the infor-
mation requested, there are the responsibilities of
avoiding overcommitments of funds, resources, or
personnel and—a hard lesson for some archeolo-
gists—of submitting the report on the date agreed
upon. Archeologists must come to recognize the
potentially extreme adverse impact that a late sub-
mission can have on an agency. Finally they must
recognize that failure to fulfill these professional
and legal obligations may mean that no more con-
tracts will be awarded to the institution or to the
archeologist, as well as the possibility that legal ac- *
tion can be taken for default of contract.

Funding

Sponsors must be informed of the estimated total
costs required for adequate research. These esti-
mates should be supplied as early in the planning/
funding cycle as possible, thus providing for the
most economical and efficient program. Mitigation
funding should be negotiated to reflect the most
responsible treatment of the resource base (and
should not automatically be equated with data re-
covery) and when funded directly by an agency
should not necessarily be bound by an arbitrary one
precent of the total project cost, as the Archeolog-
ical and Historic Preservation Act is currently being
interpreted by many federal agencies. (When inves-
tigations are carried out by transfer of agency funds
to the National Park Service, the Act is, of course,
quite clear that the amount which can be transferred
is limited to one percent.)

As part of the management package, the sponsor
has the obligation to provide funds for development
of the research design, data recovery, analysis, re-
port preparation, and report dissemination. Con-
tractors must make certain that completed final re-
ports result from their work and that these are pro-
duced in adequate numbers for them to be dissemi-
nated to or made available to all appropriate audi-
ences in an agreed upon manner.

Although cost is certainly one factor to be consid-
ered in contract development and negotiations, it
should not be the overriding factor in contract
award. The need is for the most responsible scien-
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tific study, and factors other than cost generally are
overriding in determining how and by whom this
can best be achieved. For example, for the proper
protection and management of the resource base it
normally is better to hire an archeologist familar
with Great Basin research to work in Utah at $10.00
an hour, than to hire an archeologist familiar only
with the Southeast U.S. for the same research in
Utah at $5.00 an hour. Insofar as practical constraints
make it feasible, the quality and appropriateness of
the end product must be the ultimate concern.
There are a number of glaring examples in the re-
cent past where on an archeological research proj-
ect lowest cost meant inferior and/or inadequate
archeological work, and resultant noncompliance by
the agency involved.

Budget Estimates ~ Although funding for many line
items will vary regionally, detailed budgets allow
sponsor assessment of expenditure responsibility
(for line item examples, see Chapter 3, pages 71—
72). Personnel wages equitable to those of compa-
rable employees in academic archeology and equiv-
alent professions should be provided. Fringe bene-
fits may be listed as line items, or included under
indirect cost; if the latter is done, this should be
indicated. Whenever possible, unit cost estimating
should be standardized. For example, many analyti-
cal expenses, such as pollen analysis, radiocarbon
dating, etc., should vary only minimally in the cost
per sample across the country. Every effort should
be made to provide sponsors with some guidelines
as to what are realistic cost estimates.

As previously indicated, funding should be devel-
oped to incorporate all relevent expenses involved
in the research and management process. The re-
sponsibility for insuring that all costs legitimately
incurred in the course of the project are built into
the budget and that these costs are justified rests
with the professional.

Some federal agencies require estimates of total
person-hours to be devoted to a project for each
different rate of salary and hourly wage. Jusitifica-
tion and tight budget estimates are essential, partic-
ularly in lump sum contracts.

An important aspect of budget estimating relates
to indirect cost considerations often called “over-
head.” These figures are specific to each institution,
and represent institutional expenses incurred in
providing personnel fringe benefits, basic support
facilities, services, and administration for the re-
search grants and contracts held by that institution.
Indirect cost charges are generally calculated as a
standard percentage of salaries and wages, or of the
total direct costs of a specific budget. This device
saves the institution and the sponsor the trouble of,
for example, attempting to allocate the costs of insti-
tutional maintenance of a building or the time of an
accountant, among the several research projects us-
ing the building or the time of that accountant.

Institutionally-specific indirect cost rates are es-
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tablished by internal audit in accordance with insti-
tutional guidelines for calculating overhead rates as
applied to particular cases. Negotiations between
granting agencies and institutions may form the
basis for indirect cost schedules which best reflect
the needs of the institution in administering man-
agement research grants and contracts. For exam-
ple, some institutions have a different indirect rate
for research and administration performed on cam-
pus and that done away from campus. Some state-
funded academic institutions, or independently
funded foundations, because they are sometimes
provided with an annual budget which in part subsi-
dizes their basic research support costs, may have
lower institutional indirect costs rates than other
research organizations or institutions. The latter may
often be required to fund their administrative facility
upkeep entirely from contract or grant funds, unless
they have substantial endowments used for this pur-
pose. Guidelines for calculating indirect cost rates
have been developed by most federal agencies and,
depending upon the rate, a federal agency may wish
to audit a contractor’s books before agreeing to a
particular rate. Overhead costs normally reflect the
amount of “hidden” or subtle backup capability an
institution has for supporting a project. Low over-
head can mean either low backup capability or sub-
sidized support from other sources. Of course high
overhead can reflect inefficient management. The
sponsor has an obligation to determine which factor
is operative rather than simply applying a “low over-
head equals lower total cost” formula to the deci-
sion-making process.

Another budgetary concern relates to the idea of
institutional contribution. In the years of salvage
archeology, institutions were asked to contribute
some time and/or resources to research projects,
but this is now inappropriate. Cultural resource
management on the scale required by law must be
undertaken by contracting institutions in a business-
like fashion, and sponsors responsible for potential
destruction of resources are required by law to pro-
vide for the research necessary as a result of their
proposed project.

Funding Abuses Some members of the profession
have been informally accused of cashing in on the
federal dollar, and indeed the sizes of budget pro-
posals developed now as opposed to a few years ago
would serve to strengthen that suspicion. However,
even without problems of rising wages, and costs,
competent archeological research is becoming more
and more expensive due to recognition of the need
for increased data recovery and study demands and
higher standards of performance (see Appendix C).

On the other hand, such activities as overzealous
requests for funds—for things such as purchases of
major equipment—should be challenged particu-
larly on short-term projects. Similarly, funding re-
search spin-offs demonstrably irrelevant to the proj-
ect should not be condoned. Project-specific rele-




vance is often difficult to define, because in the
current world of archeology, data previously viewed
as peripheral may now constitute information cen-
tral to problem-oriented archeological inquiry. The
solution to this dilemma rests with justification of
the research design in terms of regional manage-
ment and research needs, combined with peer re-
view and liberal doses of professional honesty and
integrity.

THE REVIEW PROCESS

The process of peer and agency review is an im-
portant management tool. It is not one necessarily
restricted to the final report on research undertaken
(see pages 76-77 for further discussion of peer
review of reports).

While it would not be practical to subject every
research design to review by peers as well as by the
sponsor such broader review is to be recommended
for larger (say in excess of $50,000) and more impor-
tant projects. In this way the public and the profes-
sion achieves, at the outset, a measure of protection
from the expenditure of a portion of the resource
base by archeologists with a too narrow research
orientation who are employed by sponsors who are
either unconcerned about or uninformed as to the
best use of that resource base.

Another form of management review is appropri-
ate for larger projects as well. This involves includ-
ing, as part of the contract, financial and other provi-
sions for bringing in several professional peers to
view and comment on the actual field and laboratory
procedures while they are in process. These review-
ers should be provided in advance with all relevant
data including the research design. They should
spend at least one day and preferably a somewhat
longer period observing the field procedures and
data as it comes from the ground and is processed in
the laboratory. They should then provide the arche-
ologist and the sponsor within no more than a week
of this visit a written commentary making such sug-
gestions as their observations and experience indi-
cate are appropriate. This should be done after the
field research is well enough along to begin produc-
ing results but still in time to enable the research
team to incorporate and profit from any appropriate
suggestions or comments made by the reviewers.

The sponsor also should provide for periodic re-
ports during the field research, and inspection by
sponsor representatives should be a normal proce-
dure though it is not appropriate for the sponsor to
interfere with the execution of the scientific re-
search.

Certain additional review opportunities are al-
ready provided by the procedures for compliance
with the National Historic Preservation Act. For ex-
ample, when an agency, the State Historic Preserva-
tion Officer, and the Department of the Interior
determine the eligibility of an archeological prop-
erty for the National Register, they ordinarily do so

through the review of a survey report and the sur-
veyor's recommendations. Concerned archeologists
can participate in this review by contacting the State
Historic Preservation Officer and/or the National
Register Division, Office of Archeology and Historic
Preservation. When an agency develops an archeo-
logical mitigation plan pursuant to the Advisory
Council’s procedures, this plan is reviewed by the
State Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory
Council, and the IAS prior to its incorporation in a
Memorandum of Agreement. Concerned archeolo-
gists can contribute to this review through any or all
of these agencies.

THE INSTITUTIONAL BASE

Most research contracts and grants currently are
awarded to institutions, rather than individuals. This
makes sense in most cases, because an institution
can provide a locus of responsibility and continuity
that will be maintained even if the principal investi-
gator for some other reason is unable to complete a
project. Furthermore, institutions can provide the
essential support services that an individual or a
private enterprise business generally cannot. These
services include basic fiscal administration, support
staff, work space and facilities for laboratory analy-
sis, vehicles and other major permanent equipment,
a reference library, archeological reference collec-
tions, and special services such as photography,
drafting, and editing, as well as the continuity neces-
sary for permanent curation of records and collec-
tions. Institutions being more permanent can also
better insure that these facilities are adequate and
that curated materials will be available to scholars in
the future.

In the past, most archeological research was per-
formed by long-established institutions, usually uni-
versities, larger museums, and occasionally four-
year colleges. Having been active in research for a
number of years, many of these institutions have
established programs in which students are trained
in this area. Such institutions generally can provide
the basic requisites of research support, although
occasionally a project may need to seek special out-
side services such as drafting, editing, or particular
reference materials. However, not all academic in-
stitutions have well-organized systems for perma-
nent curation.

In recent years there has been a substantial expan-
sion of the archeological profession into two- and
four-year colleges, new universities, and museums
previously lacking these specialists. Many such
professionals are well-trained and willing to conduct
research. With the increased demand for research
created by the development of cultural resource
management, some archeologists based at these lat-
ter types of institutions have become involved in
contract research; this trend seems likely to con-
tinue, and perhaps to accelerate, in the next few
years. Furthermore, a number of archeologists have
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set themselves up as independent consultants, or
have formed archeological research firms or insti-
tutes, or have joined the staffs of independent multi-
disciplinary consulting firms. In most cases, the in-
stitutions and enterprises that are entering the field
of archeological research are “starting from scratch’”
with regard to facilities, curatorial capacity, and the
other basic support requirements.

The aforementioned need for cultural resource
management programs is not only resulting in an
increase in institutional and independent profes-
sional involvement, but is also producing manage-
ment research specialization. Some institutions, be-
cause of their capacity for taking on larger projects,
are concerning themselves more with large-scale
surveys and mitigation studies than those with less
in the way of facilities and manpower. Some institu-
tions are limiting themselves with respect to types of
research and field project locations in accordance
with logistic and other constraints. Institutions with
burgeoning resource management programs, on the
other hand, may take on increasingly complicated
projects as their program capacities expand.

Requisites of the Full Range
of Archeological Research

Because an institutional base is essential and be-
cause continued care and accessibility of research
records and collections is necessary for the conduct
of archeological research which results in the accu-
mulation of original field data and of artifacts, a
minimum set of requisites for institutions engaged
in a full range of archeological research is outlined
below. It is not implied here that all types of cultural
resource management activities will require this to-
tal institutional support package, although the full
range of such research will. Likewise, all institutions
engaging in cultural resource management work will
not necessarily need or be able to meet these stan-
dards in-house; it may often be more reasonable for
the smaller institutions to solve these problems
through cooperative agreements with larger institu-
tions.

Administration

Administration of research grants and contracts
requires periodic billing or requests for payment,
and detailed accounting of how funds were spent.
These services generally will be performed by an
institution’s business office; the principal investiga-
tor or other research directors provide information
to the accountant or business officer on the financial
needs and progress of the research. In addition, the
business office generally handles research staff pay-
rolls, insurance, withholding of taxes and social se-
curity payments, purchasing, inventory, and other
aspects of general fiscal control. In most institu-
tions, the project director is required to have cost
estimates or proposal budgets checked by the busi-
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ness or research office before they are submitted to
the prospective sponsor. This insures that the insti-
tutional administration accepts the commitment of
institutional resources, indirect cost rates, salary lev-
els, etc., specified by the principal investigator in
the proposal. In addition, the principal investigator
will probably be constrained by institutional regula-
tions on hiring personnel, and may have to receive
approval from the business office or from another
institutional administrator before developing a staff
and hiring other employees for the project. These
constraints include policies regulating equal oppor-
tunity employment and affirmative action programs
which must also be considered.

None of the above is to imply that business offi-
cers or other administrative officials should make
decisions on the course of the research; the respon-
sible scientist or principal investigator generally has
both authority and responsibility for the selection
and disposition of staff, use of such facilities as are
allocated to the project, the acquisition of supplies
and equipment within budget limits, and the con-
duct of the research in general. Research projects
housed within an institution do, however, have to
operate within the institution’s financial and admin-
istrative policies. It is incumbent on both research
directors and institutional administrative officers to
recognize these relationships and work out a modus
operandi prior to initiating a research program, and
to maintain good channels of communication there-
after.

It is also essential for institutional administrators,
and particularly the business office, to be aware of
and compliant with, the research, administrative,
and fiscal needs of particular project sponsors. The
sponsor, for example, may require information or
have billing procedures somewhat different from
those generally in use at the institution.

Some cultural resource management programs,
particularly those developed by private organiza-
tions or individuals, will find it necessary to retain
their own bookkeepers and other administrative
personnel. This policy is often necessary even in
larger institutions, where such personnel can main-
tain more up-to-date accounting records, assist in
the processing of project-specific administrative
matters, and act as liaisons in this area between the
research staff and the institution administration.
Such support people can be viewed as functioning
in capacities complementary to those of institution-
wide administrators, and therefore are part of the
indirect cost of operating the program.

Which costs should be budgeted as direct and
which as indirect are sometimes difficult to deter-
mine; the principal investigator, when preparing a
budget, should determine his/her own institution’s
policies and should also be aware of any sponsor
guidelines on this subject. Institutions and research
directors occasionally dispute the subject of indirect
costs or overhead because some directors see indi-
rect costs as an unwarranted deduction from their




research funds, or even as an outright ““rip-off”’ by
the institution. Archeologists are reminded that the
project does, in fact, require services such as ac-
counting, general administration, space, permanent
equipment, maintenance, security, staff parking, in-
surance, library resources, etc., that generally are
not direct line items in a budget because they are
shared in a complex way among many projects and
subdivisions of the institutions.

If there is a maximum ceiling to the funds available
for a project, then indirect costs do, in fact, reduce
the amount of money available for the research it-
self. In cultural resource management studies, the
amount of direct funds needed for the research
project should be computed first and the indirect
costs added to that.

In addition to fiscal control and services and gen-
eral administration, the institution needs to supply a
range of general services, some of which have al-
ready been listed. Maintenance and security serv-
ices are obviously essential. Adequate and secure
work spaces, with proper lighting, temperature con-
trol, and ventilation are also basic needs. (Specific
facilities requirements are detailed on pages 57—
58.) It is important for the institution to recognize
that the growth of funded research will at some
point require a proportional growth in these general
services and facilities, and that some of the over-
head payments brought in by the archeological re-
search should be directed toward providing for
these increased needs. In other words, the institu-
tion cannot encourage growth in a funded research
program on the one hand, and on the other, fail to
provide additional space, facilities, services, and
general support staff.

Staff

In order for an institution to undertake the full
range of cultural resource management projects, it
is necessary to employ a core staff of full-time
professionals. Part-time and seasonal employees can
be used as necessary to expand the staff, but the
existence of a full-time core team will greatly aid the
institution in developing program continuity and
consistency in responding quickly to sponsor needs,
and in producing quality research and reports on
schedule. It is recognized, however, that many of
the smaller programs must operate largely with a
part-time or seasonally employed staff.

In a fully-developed program, several levels or
types of staff are needed to cover different func-
tional areas (Table 1). The first functional area is
overall program administration and management.
Here, the goals and priorities of the program are set,
and personnel and operations evaluated against
these standards. Decisions are made here as to
which projects to undertake, which contracts to ne-
gotiate, and which staff to assign for projects that are
accepted. Basic responsibility also rests here for the
scheduling of work, personnel, and facilities, and

for fiscal accountability (the latter is generally a re-
sponsibility of the parent institution’s administration
though this may be shared with management pro-
gram administrators). The program administration
provides an interface between the program on the
one hand, and the parent institution, the research
sponsors, and the public, on the other. In this area,
too, the program administrator or one or more indi-
viduals working with that individual must undertake
the responsibility for the often lengthy and compli-
cated contract development and negotiation and for
maintaining the necessary contact with the sponsor
during project execution.

A second area that must be covered is project
design, including research strategies. The program
staff must include a person or persons with the
ability to design projects that will make substantive
contributions to archeological knowledge. Projects
must be designed to provide the level of information
needed by the sponsor for management decisions.
This necessitates staff sophistication both in current
academic research and in resource management.

A third area is project execution. Here the project
design is implemented (and often modified as the
work progresses) in the field and lab. Ata minimum,
staff abilities must cover the usual range of survey,
testing, and excavation procedures and laboratory
processing and analytical skills. Additional special
skills may be needed for innovative research designs
or for particular types of sponsor management re-
quirements.

Reporting is a fourth functional area. The program
must have the ability to produce, on schedule, a
variety of reports ranging from periodic field prog-
ress summaries to preliminary reports to final publi-
cations, which should be directed to the sponsor,
the profession, and, whenever appropriate, the
public.

Finally, the collections and other data resulting
from the work done by the program must be
properly curated (which includes accession and cat-
alogue information, field and analysis data, and the
artifacts themselves) so they will be preserved as a
permanent record of the research and as an infor-
mation source for future workers.

This enumeration of functional areas is crosscut
with a classification of staff by levels or types, as
follows (see Table 1).

Level 1 we have called "Senior Personnel.” Here
one would expect to find persons holding the Ph.D.
or its equivalent in research experience and publica-
tions, and having an established standing in the
discipline. These individuals are responsible for de-
veloping and maintaining the professional quality of
the program and include the scientist with final re-
sponsibility (program director) and the principal in-
vestigator (which may be one and the same) for
contract projects. It is at this level of expertise that
the sophistication is necessary for the development
of innovative research designs and the execution of
professional quality research.
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TABLE 1. CORRELATION OF STAFF LEVELS AND FUNCTIONAL AREAS

Functions
Program
Staff Level Administration Project Project
and Management Design Execution Reporting Curation
. Senior Personnel

Program Director XX X X XX

Principal Investigator X X XX X
Il. Senior Research Specialist

Field, Lab and Curatorial

Supervisors XX XX XX

Research Assistants XX X XX
I11.  Research Specialist

Field Labor XX

Lab Assistants XX

Curatorial Assistants XX
V. Support Staff

Secretarial and Clerical XX X X X

Accountant XX

Administrative Assistant XX

Conservator XX

Photographer XX XX X

Draftsman XX

Editor XX

XX means primary responsibility or involvement
X means secondary responsibility or involvement

Ordinarily, the principal investigator will be in-
volved in the implementation of research and re-
porting of the results as well as development of the
design. For the potential of cultural resource man-
agement to be achieved, a preplanned problem-
oriented study is essential not only for major proj-
ects, but for smaller “routine’” ones as well.

In the larger programs, there may be a need for a
separate position such as program director in addi-
tion to a principal investigator(s). Although the pro-
gram director would be heavily involved in adminis-
tration rather than in field research itself, that indi-
vidual should have the credentials and standing of
senior personnel, and should continue to be in-
volved in project design, execution, and review at a
number of points. Senior personnel should be on
permanent appointment (i.e., not hired on a proj-
ect-by-project basis) and should have academic rank
if the parent institution is a college or university. If it
is a museum, research institute, or similar organiza-
tion, senior personnel should be encouraged to de-
velop affiliations with academic institutions, since
teaching and graduate student supervision are im-
portant components of maintaining scientific cur-
rency and standing.

A second staff level or category is that of ““Senior
Research Specialists.” Here are included field, lab,
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and curatorial supervisors and their principal assist-
ants. Such supervisory personnel will probably hold
a Ph.D. or M.A. or their equivalent in background
and will in all cases have substantial and appropriate
work experience, both field and laboratory on proj-
ects of the sort in which they are to be involved.
Their primary assistants will ordinarily be trained at
the M.A. or B.A. level and have a lesser amount of
work experience. Senior research specialists may
work under the general direction of the project prin-
cipal investigator so far as project implementation
(e.g., research) is concerned, and under the pro-
gram director, with regard to general program re-
quirements (e.g., curation). They will have substan-
tial responsibility for execution of project designs
and specific management objectives in these areas.
Supervisory archeologists will interact with the prin-
cipal investigator in developing and modifying proj-
ect designs, and they may have considerable in-
volvement in report writing. Persons at the senior
research specialist level often may be advanced
graduate students at‘the contracting institution or
working elsewhere to gain experience before re-
turning to graduate school. In the past, the profes-
sion has tended to think of such positions as tem-
porary and having the qualities of a graduate assist-
antship. Increasingly, however, such positions will




involve full-time permanent employment, and staff
members will be aiming for careers at this level or
which begin at this level. Cultural resource manage-
ment programs should develop jobs at the senior
research specialist level which have sufficient secu-
rity and remuneration to be career jobs. Such a
development cannot fail but increase the continuity
and professionalism of such programs.

A third level of staffing is characterized as ‘‘Re-
search Specialists.” This would include field, labora-
tory, and curatorial assistants. These jobs do not
presume extensive initial formal educational back-
ground in archeology. Work experience can vary
from little to great. This area can most easily accom-
modate seasonal and part-time employees but in the
larger programs some of these too may become
year-round funded positions of more or less perma-
nence.

The fourth category is a variety of activities that
can be groups as “Support Staff.” Some of these
jobs require significant technical expertise, but
none is archeological per se. Included are adminis-
trative assistants, secretarial, clerical, and book-
keeping help, conservators, photographers, drafts-
men, and editors. These services can be shared with
other programs within the institution, or may some-
times be contracted for on a project-by-project or
piecework basis.

An ancillary area of project staffing not included in
* the above analysis is consultant relationships. De-
velopment of project designs and execution of re-
search may benefit from, or require, consultation
with nonstaff archeologists having specialized ex-
pertise and interaction with specialists in other disci-
plines such-as geology, zoology, palynology, law,
personnel management. It is the responsibility of
the senior personnel and senior research specialists
to develop contacts with potential consultants and
to utilize them on projects as necessary. When
longer term affiliation of such inter-disciplinary per-
sonnel is warranted by the project (and, increas-
ingly, personnel with combined archeological/re-
lated speciality capability should be developed by
the academic training programs) they should be-
come part of the staff at the level of senior research
specialist.

The parent institutions or agencies with cultural
resource management programs have obvious re-
sponsibilities in the staffing of such programs. The
primary responsibilities are to recruit competent
senior personnel and hold them accountable for the
quality of the results produced by the program they
develop. Important in attracting and keeping quali-
fied people at the senior personnel level is the guar-
antee of “hard money” support for these key posi-
tions (institutionally budgeted or allocated funding),
access to academic rank and tenure where appropri-
ate, and the time and support for participation in the
community of scholars. Involved also for all profes-
sional personnel is giving resource management re-
search a standing along with academic research con-

tributions. The parent organizations must also rec-
ognize that while cultural resource management
programs may have valuable institutional functions
in training students, providing students with thesis
and dissertation material, supporting faculty re-
search, and bringing in institutional overhead funds,
these functions are secondary to overall conserva-
tion-management concerns.

Facilities

The effective operation of a cultural resource
management program requires proper facilities at
the institution for program administration, prepara-
tion and cataloguing of research records and collec-
tions, laboratory analysis of data, report writing,
permanent curation of collections and records, and
field equipment storage. For program administra-
tion, office space and desks, files, typewriters, cal-
culators, telephones, and copying machines must
be available. Basic field equipment should include
items such as surveying instruments, cameras, exca-
vation tools, screens, field laboratory equipment,
and vehicles. Preparing field collections for study
usually requires a receiving area accessible to a load-
ing dock or some other place from which boxes and
bags of specimens can be unloaded from vehicles.
The preparation space minimally should be
equipped with shelving, work tables, and facilities
for cleaning, drying, and conserving specimens.
Laboratory analysis and report writing require short-
term storage cabinets or shelves, large layout tables,
and adequate lighting. Microscopes, measuring de-
vices, and other special equipment are likely to be
needed, as are typewriters and calculators. There
should be access to drafting and photographic facili-
ties if these items are in fact not directly assigned to
the research program. Through the institutional af-
filiation of the cultural resource management pro-
gram or through other arrangements, computer fa-
cilities and a research library containing the basic
reference books, journals, and other materials for
the region and for the type of research performed
should be available. Parking space for field vehicles
and provision for their regular maintenance is nec-
essary, as is storage space for field equipment.

The obligation of the institution to provide or
make adequate arrangement for permanent storage
and curation for research records and specimens
means a permanent commitment of or arrangement
for secure and temperature-humidity controlled
space. Cases of shelving should be sturdy, and there
must be careful provision for security and protection
from deterioration of the objects. Storage of such
things as basic catalog and accession records, re-
search notes, maps, and photos must be provided
for as well. Work tables and file areas. (Additional
comments on curatorial needs are given under Cur-
atorial Capacity.)

Institutions attempting to enter the field of cul-
tural resource management may find this initial in-
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vestment in facilities an imposing challenge. In
some cases, it may be possible for at least some
items of capital equipment to be purchased with
funds provided by the research sponsor. Research
funds may also be used to rent or lease space or
equipment. If sponsors see benefit to their pro-
grams in encouraging the development of additional
research capacity in the field of cultural resource
management, they will be well advised to assist en-
tering institutions in obtaining necessary equipment
and facilities. In the final analysis, however, the
institution cannot escape making a significant com-
mitment to the program, initially in the form of basic
facilities and space to house the program and result-
ant collections, if it wishes to become involved in
contract archeological research. Ultimately, cultural
research management programs must become, at
least to a large degree, self-supporting because nei-
ther private nor public research entities are in a
financial position to assume any major proportion of
the costs. If the program is a part of a larger institu-
tion it must be recognized that an appropriate por-
tion of the overhead must be channeled to the spe-
cific needs of the program if this self-supporting
goal is to be achieved on any realistic cost account-
ing basis.

Curatorial Capacity

The situation with regard to providing for perma-
nent curation is particularly difficult. In some cases
institutions may be able to provide the facilities for
the conduct of certain kinds of research, but may
not wish to commit themselves to permanent cura-
tion of records and collections. A number of smaller
institutions or nonacademic research entities al-
ready have agreements to deposit such materials in
museums or university research collections upon
completion of the research. Both the institution ac-
complishing the research and the research sponsor
have an obligation to see that the repository institu-
tion does have, in fact, adequate curatorial capacity
to care for the materials and to make them available
to the scientific community, as needed. Further-
more, sponsors and research institutions cannot
consider repository facilities as “’public dumping
grounds”’. Curatorial services are costly and must be
subsidized. Given this situation, sponsors or institu-
tions without storage facilities should be prepared
to contribute to appropriate curatorial services at
the repository institution. In the long view it seems
probable that mechanisms must be developed for
providing appropriate public funding to such repo-
sitory institutions, if they are to continue to function
in a manner appropriate to collection perpetuation
while maintaining their other responsibilities. Cura-
tion costs continue to increase year after year and as
collections increase costs increase such that they
could soon absorb the total operating budget of the
institution unless some form of relief can be pro-
vided. This is an extraordinarily critical problem
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area, the scope and complexity of which is only now
becoming apparent. .

Minimal elements of proper curatorship include
the following:

(1) systematic retention of research collections or
if retention of total collections is demonstrably
scientifically unnecessary retention of appro-
priate and representative materials from all
cultural categories

(2) a systematic storage and record keeping sys-
tem, preferably cross-referenced, permitting
ready access to the collections

(3) facilities expediting the conservation and use
of specimens and data records, including
space, lighting, and tables

(4) access as appropriate for study purposes to
qualified scholars and students

(5) adequate safety and security measures to pro-
tect the records and specimens

(6) appropriate storage space with necessary tem-
perature and humidity control.

Archeological Consulting

A special case is presented by independent arche-
ological consulting corporations, which seldom
have or could support a full range of research and
curatorial facilities. Such firms usually cannot, and
probably should not expect to implement major re-
search and insure permanent curation of records
and collections as do chartered, nonprofit, educa-
tional and research institutions. A potential for
abuse exists because independent corporations may
lack the continuity and professional controls that
characterize established public or semipublic insti-
tutions, and because they often may lack sufficient
support staff, research equipment, and permanent
curatorial facilities. Like smaller institutions, private
corporations may be well qualified to work inde-
pendently on projects that do not include collection
of materials requiring curation, and they may be the
most viable entities for taking on some kinds of
cultural resource management planning programs.
They are often uniquely equipped to undertake
multi-disciplinary planning studies, and often have
kinds of flexibility that are quite unusual in tradi-
tional research institutions. Before contracting with
such a corporation, however, the sponsor agency
should be satisfied that the corporation has ade-
quate access to sufficient professional and support
staff and facilities to develop and implement the
requisite project according to professional stan-
dards, sponsor needs, and legal requirements. If an
independent research corporation is considered for
work on a project that does involve the collection of
material requiring curation, then a formal link, in-
cluding funding for curation, with an institution or
institutions capable of providing the curatorial facili-
ties and services, must be demonstrated by the cor-
poration.




New organizational approaches to archeological
resource management are developing, will develop,
and should be encouraged; the profession cannot
assert that existing institutional and organizational
formats are and always will be the only ones that can
accomplish needed research and management ob-
jectives. On the other hand, the new nature of an
organizational format does not guarantee its effec-
tiveness. Continued concern for the conservation
and wise use of the resource base should be the
major guiding principle in the implementation of
programs and the granting of contracts.

THE ROLE OF STATE AND REGIONAL
PLANNING

Planning for cultural resource management ulti-
mately requires that the resource base be managed
at both state and regional levels if effective steward-
ship is to be achieved. As commonly noted, prehis-
toric cultural boundaries are often more likely to
conform to physiographic boundaries than to cur-
rent political borders. Regional planning is therefore
important if we are to obtain the early planning
information necessary to understand and manage
the remaining resources. It should be possible to
initiate this aspect of the planning process through a
series of conferences. These would result in over-
views for each selected region, from which planning
documents for cultural resource management can
be prepared (see “A Model for Regional Planning,”
page 62).

Many kinds of state and regional plans are being
or have been developed by various agencies. Exam-
ples include State Outdoor Recreation Plans (which
treat archeological resources in terms of recrea-
tional/educational potential), Regional Water Re-
source Development Plans, State Land-Use Plans,
and State Historic Preservation Plans. Each of these,
as they establish priorities to be considered, goals to
be achieved, and methods to achieve these goals,
will have a direct impact on the cultural resources
with which we are concerned. If archeologists, his-
torians, and others fail to have input into their own
state and regional management plans, or do not
work to insure consideration of cultural resources
by general land-use planners, then it is certain that
cultural resources will not appear in the priority
listing.

A basic assumption of the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act is that someday statewide surveys will
be sufficiently complete (though subject to updat-
ing) and that state plans will attain sufficient sophis-
tication to serve as central (if not sole) planning
tools. That day is obviously some distance in the
future but archeologists should work toward it.

The processes involved in statewide planning are
intellectually challenging and entirely compatible
with modern archeology’s focus on regional and
explanatory research. While there will always be a
need for project-specific surveys, assessments, and

mitigation programs, there is also a need for in-
creased comprehensive planning to structure and
guide such activities. These can begin at virtually any
point in the data collection process, provided that
process itself is well-organized, controlled, and
problem-oriented. State and regional planning may
begin with a very small data-base, identifying defi-
ciencies and methods of correcting them. It should
then proceed to develop and steadily refine models
of historic property distribution, significance mea-
sure, and methods of preservation. The evaluation
of the plan should be toward increasing reliability
and ultility in guiding land use and development,
but with the appropriate controls the plan should be
able to provide some guidance quite early in its
development. Some states have made considerable
progress toward the development of useful plans
based on incomplete but reliable and steadily im-
proving bodies of survey data. Some federal agen-
cies that manage large land areas, notably the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Management, have
also begun the development of sophisticated plan-
ning tools based on reliable partial survey data.

It is important to keep in mind, however, that, at
least today, extant state and regional plans cannot
function as the sole planning tool for agencies who
design projects involving land modification. No
state has complete data on the numbers and types of
sites present within its borders. Without underesti-
mating the long-term importance of such planning
documents, they should not be used as a substitute
for project-specific surveys, assessments, and miti-
gation programs for potentially impacted sites on
land slated for alteration.

The A-95 Agency

A-95 refers to a circular issued by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB), requesting each
state to designate one agency within that state to
inform pertinent state agencies of impending fed-
eral programs and to provide them an opportunity
to comment and make recommendations to the gov-
ernor concerning such programs. The governor of
each state has assigned such a role to a state agency
(usually a department of planning, independent
clearinghouse, or its equivalent). Of importance to
archeologists is the fact that notification of all fed-
eral actions (from huge land-modifying projects to
permit applications) must be channeled through this
agency. The A-95 agency has a purely coordinating
role, but an important one.

At present it may be that, if an archeologist does
not know about the A-95 agency, the A-95 agency
does not know about the archeologist. The A-95
agency will notify any archeologist about all pending
federal action in an area. However, if the state has a
large number of archeologists it is hoped that these
researchers will have communication and coordina-
tion mechanisms so that the A-95 agency need notify
only the State Historic Preservation Officer, State
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Archeologist, the Executive Director of the state’s
archeological council, or some similar coordinating
agent.

Role of the State Historic Preservation Officer

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is
the single individual in the state responsible for the
development and implementation of a State Historic
Preservation Plan as far as federal agencies are con-
cerned. This role was established by the National
Historic Preservation Act and reinforced by Execu-
tive Order 11593 and is described in the Policies and
Procedures Manual for Historic Preservation pre-
pared by the Office of Archeology and Historic Pres-
ervation, National Park Service.

The SHPO, who is normally appointed by the gov-
ernor in each state, is charged with the responsibil-
ity to direct a comprehensive statewide survey of
cultural resources —architectural, historical, archeo-
logical, and cultural. These surveys are intended to
serve as the basis of the state’s historic preservation
plan. This plan was originally presented in three
documents: (1) background, historical summary,
and preservation goals; (2) the state inventory of
historic resources (within which are included cul-
tural resources); and (3) the annual work program
(36 CFR Part 60). This information is now presented
in a single document. The State Historic Preserva-
tion Plan is the state’s official document concerning
the policies and long-range plans for the protection
and development of its important cultural re-
sources. It should be clear, then, that some of the
planning and management efforts we have de-
scribed as the proper task of professional archeolo-
gists are already under way at the state agency
level —and, in most cases, with very little input from
the community of professional archeologists in each
state.

The State inventory, as the title suggests, is the
roster of cultural resources in the state which appear
likely to meet the criteria for nomination to the State
and the National Register of Historic Places. These
rosters are updated regularly on the basis of infor-
mation derived from the continuing statewide sur-
veys. Federal agencies review this document as part
of their project planning. In conjunction with proj-
ect-specific assessments of land modification im-
pact on cultural resources and other known sources
of information, the State inventory should provide a
comprehensive updated listing of known sites. If
there is no input from the community of profes-
sional archeologists, then it is much less useful as a
part of the state’s planning tools. It is therefore
essential to emphasize that, even with state archeo-
logical input into the state inventory, in only the
rarest of circumstances are the data contained in the
state inventory alone adequate to assess properly
the archeological resources potentially threatened
by a specific project.

Another point to recognize is that the state regis-
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ter is almost certain to include information gener-
ated by surveys conducted many years ago. If there
has been no recent field check, such information
cannot be considered an accurate reflection of the
condition or significance of sites which are known
for a project area. This fact should be made clear to
potential inventory users. Finally, the profession
should consider the problem of placing precise site
locations in a document which is readily available to
the public. Such information has always been pro-
tected by archeologists because of the dangers of
nonprofessional destruction of the resource base.
The profession should encourage SHPO’s to with-
hold precise locational data from the state inventory
and to consider it privileged state information, avail-
able only to those with a specific need-to-know for
research or managerial purposes.

The Annual Work Program, which is the state’s
Action Plan, is submitted each spring to the National
Register Office. This plan describes the resource
management activities scheduled by the state for the
following fiscal year, its budget, the scope of work,
and a statement on how the work will help imple-
ment the State Historic Preservation Plan. Since fed-
eral matching grants-in-aid can be used (when avail-
able) to share in the purchase price of non-federally
owned or controlled archeological sites worth pre-
serving or for investigating and developing sites for
public interpretation in situ, professional input into
the preparation of the Preservation Work Program is
vital. In this way a state can acquire and develop
significant sites that might otherwise be destroyed.®

Compliance with Section 106 and E.O. 11593

The SHPO is the state’s representative in matters
relating to the compliance of federal agencies with

. Sec. 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of

1966 and Executive Order 11593 when there is possi-
ble danger to cultural resources on or eligible for
nomination to the National Register. The federal
agency, the SHPO, and the archeological institution
involved in project resource management cooperate
to effect this compliance. Since the data provided in
the exchanges between the agency, the profession
and the SHPO are the basis for the Advisory Coun-
cil's comments on appropriate mitigation of Na-
tional Register quality sites, the importance of
professional input is obvious. It is here that much
preservation decision-making occurs, and profes-
sional archeologists must take part.

Environmental Impact Statement Review

Another responsibility of the SHPO is the review
of cultural resource impact sections of draft and final

1® New procedures for state historic preservation planning,
providing for flexible reporting, more systematic survey strate-
gies, and more clear-cut participation in the environmental re-
view process, are now (fall 1976) in final preparation by the Office
of Archeology and Historic Preservation, National Park Service.



FIGURE 2. PRESIDENTS ADVISORY COUNCIL SECTION 106 PROCEDURES.

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY
{Literature search, consultation, on-the-ground survey}

APPLY CRITERIA OF SIGNIFICANCE (800.10)
1. Properties on National Register (800.4(a){1)
2. Properties eligible for National Register (800.4(a}(2)

No existing or eligible
properties found

Existing and/or eligible
properties found

APPLY CRITERIA OF EFFECT (800.8)
{in consultation with State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ))

NO EFFECT I

—

EFFECT (800.9)

Agency keeps

NO ADVERSE EFFECT

Adverse effect

documentation (800.4(d)) determined
Forward Documentation AC R
to Advisory Council {AC) Obioer A‘g‘“es‘
for review jection comments
AC CONSULTATION PROCESS (800.5)
concurrence {Agency, SHPO, Advisory Council)

1. Preliminary report

3. Public Information

Meeting
2. On-site inspection 4. Consultation
Three-party agreement Failure
on avoidance/mitigation to agree
Memorandum of Agreement AC Meeting
{prepared by AC) and comments

PROCEED

Proceed with Report
to AC (800.6(j))

Environmental Impact Statements. If archeologists
with access to an EIS (and everyone can have access)
recognize errors of omission of fact, it is appropriate
to call this to the attention of the agency preparing
the document. It would also be effective to contact
the SHPO, requesting that the errors or omissions

be commented upon in the response to the EIS. The
SHPO speaks for the state, and the recommenda-
tions and comments he or she makes must be care-
fully considered. Since the National Register Office
has insisted that each State Preservation Program
have a qualified archeologist as a staff member, it is
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hoped that professional links with state programs
will be increased and facilitated.

Summary

The foregoing has provided a review of the duties
and responsibilities of the SHPO and suggests
where, and the reasons why, close liaison by arche-
ologlsts with the SHPO is important. There are other
areas in which the SHPO can help, such as support-
ing more adequate preservation legislation and aid-
ing in the change of existing legislation to make it
more effective. The professional archeologist inter-
ested in the best management of the resource base
should utilize all of these options in the course of
resource management planning.

A Model for Regional Planning

The followmg outline suggests a simple series of
conferences which could be held to initiate the
planning process at both the regional and state
level. These conferences should be considered
working sessions, rather than outlets for the presen-
tation of, for example, work reports. All of these
conferences should be coordinated with the devel-

opment of the appropriate State Historic Preserva-
tion Plans.

A. Workshop Description

(1) Regional Conference 1. This meeting should
- discuss the goals of regional and state plan-
ning, define the area to be treated as a region,
assign individual areas of responsibility in
preparation of a regional research design and
specify the body of data to be included in
each participant’s report.

(2) State Conference I. Participants should be in-
vited to discuss the goals for the state as they
relate to the regional goals, to assign areas of
information to be assembled by participants
to describe the resource base, and to define
areas of critical concern and their relevance to
regional research designs. A particular need
that should normally be addressed is the need
for systematic statewide archeological sur-
veys. Most State Historic Preservation Officers
are not intimately familiar with modern meth-
ods of predictive archeological survey (cf.
Mueller 1975) or how these methods can be
applied in their own states to statewide or
local management needs. Such methods, ap-
plicable to both historic and prehistoric ar-

. cheological resources, attuned to the particu-
lar nature of the state and its management
problems, and responsive to regional re-
search needs, should be developed by re-
gional professional groups in cooperation
with the State Historic Preservation Officers.

(3) State Conference Il. Participants should dis-
cuss the information assembled concerning
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the resource base and make recommenda-
tions for protective measures and research
designs for areas of critical concern. State Re-
port | should be prepared at this time.

(4) Regional Conference ll. Participants should
discuss method of presenting pertinent data
derived from the state’s first reports and dis-
cuss management and research measures
which can be implemented. Results should be
compiled as the Regional Research Design
and Management Plan. This should include all
appropriate regional and sub-regional re-
search designs.

(5) Annual Regional Conference. This should be
an updated session, with participants pre-
pared to discuss what has happened to the
resource base during the year and to propose
any modifications in the Regional Research
Design and Management Plan which are
deemed necessary.

. Suggested Format of the Regional Plan

(1) Background: the philosophical base for the
Plan.

"(2) The Resource Base: A section dealing with the

distribution of resources, their age, nature,
classification, significance, what is known and
not known, obvious gaps in knowledge, the
reliability of present data, and areas of critical
concern because of proposed land modifica-
tion projects, or other factors.

(3) Research Designs: A section setting forth the
regional and, as appropriate, sub-regional re-
search designs. A framework of broadly de-
fined research goals should be provided, but
detailed specifications and standardization
above the sub-regional level are not appropri-
ate.

(4) Management Goals: A section describing ac-
tions that might be taken to best conserve the
resource base. These should include:

(a) long-term goals
(b) short-term goals, immediate action which
should be taken in critical areas.

(5) Planning Needs: A section discussing require-
ments in order to effect long-range planning
goals, i.e., legislation and legislative interpre-
tation at state and federal levels, the status of
professional research, public education, close
monitoring of critical aspects of the resource
base, and the effect of short-term goals, such
as scheduling surveys, scheduling available
manpower distribution, and equipment. The
regional and sub-regional research designs
should be related to (though not determined
by) these.

(6) Regional Resource Centers: Regional and
state plans should address the question of the
feasibility of a system of regional resource
centers for long-term care and maintenance
of collections and attendant data, for the de-
velopment of data storage and retrieval sys-




tems, and for the implementation of conser-
vation activities. The accelerated pace of sur-
vey and excavation threatens to inundate and
overwhelm the storage facilities currently
available for acheological collections. While a
number of institutions at the local, state, and
national levels have the curatorial expertise
and longevity to provide perpetual care for
archeological data, present facilities for stor-
age and retrieval are inadequate and will not
be able to handle the projected influx of rec-
ords and materials. As the profession foresees
the attrition of resources in terms of remain-
ing sites, the data and objects placed in repo-
sitory facilities will assume increasing scien-
tific value, in contrast with the immediate past
when museum collections were largely re-
garded with disdain as research resources.
We have achieved a legal basis for funding
archeological investigation through NEPA, the
National Historic Preservation Act, and the
Archeological and Historical Preservation Act,
but no clear route to increase the repository
capacity of the nation has been recognized.
One approach would be a system of state or
regional resource centers throughout the
country, facilities where museums and aca-
demic institutions can place collections for
permanent care. Although not necessarily in
constant or active use, collections available to
scholars and museums devoted primarily to
display and communication, could be drawn
upon for study materials and exhibits. These
resource centers would be physical facilities
that would provide at a minimum: (1) ade-
quate maintenance and conservation of the
collections, (2) access to collections and rec-
ords and data retrieval for scholarly study, (3)
continuing flow of materials and exhibits to
local display units, and (4) communication
and education services of a wide variety based
on the collections housed therein. Such cen-
ters could be developed as adjuncts to exist-
ing institutions having substantial collections,
or they might be developed as entirely new,
specialized facilities.
C. Effective Use of a Regional Plan

(1) There are several uses for a Regional Plan. The
first, of course, is to focus attention on the
fact that the unmonitored and unplanned re-
duction of any part of the resource base af-
fects all of the states in a region, not just the
state in which the reduction occurs.

(2) The Regronal Plan should serve to coordinate
the activities of professionals in a region and
facilitate communication among them.

(3) Planning will also serve as a yardstick to mea-
sure the effectiveness of research on and
management of the cultural resource base. An
annual review will provide an opportunity to
see what information has been developed and
what has happened to the resource base dur-
ing the year, to review research information
obtained from surveys and excavations and its
potential impact on existing priorities, to dis-
cuss the attrition of the resource base, to
reorder priorities as necessary, and to call
attention to any changes in critical areas and
knowledge within the region.

(4) The Regional Plan can provide a tool which
other agency planners will find useful and
which should be distributed as widely as pos-
sible. Most agency planners need to know as
much as possible about the general manage-
ment requirements of a project area. They
must be able to take such factors as archeo-
logical resources into account during the ear-
liest planning stages, and, if the system of
archeological priorities is lucid, logical, and
convincing, archeological resources will be
given due consideration. :

Sub-Regional Planning

Region-wide planning on the scale of a culture
area or geographic region as discussed above is
essential for effective coordination of various state
and institutional research programs and for the es-
tablishment of general priorities and research goals.

Nonetheless, recent experience has shown that
attempts to provide too broad a standardization on
this level of either specific research designs or of
terminology is likely to be counterproductive. Varia-
tions within the region begin to appear and the
direct comparability of descriptive data tends to be
less sharp than is desirable.

For specific project research designs, a sub-re-
gional framework within the broader regional con-
text would seem to be a more viable approach.
Communication and planning on the sub-regional
level of a nature similar to if less elaborate but more
frequent than that outlined above on the regional
level should serve to achieve the necessary coordi-
nation.
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Guidelines for the Preparation

and Evaluation of

Archeological Reports

with Particular Reference to Cultural Resource Management Studies

EDITOR’S PREFACE

One of the first things which was apparent as
archeologists became increasingly involved with
agencies and cultural resource management was
that the simple two-part division of archeological
field research into survey and excavation was no
longer adequate.

If asked to provide archeological input appropri-
ate to a Comprehensive Basin Plan for the Lower
Mississippi Alluvial Valley, it obviously is not appro-
priate to propose that an intensive field study of the
entire area be conducted. Different levels of archeo-
logical input are appropriate for different agency
planning stages, but in order to determine how
much information is necessary and when, to enable
project planners and managers to make appropriate
decisions in the light of known or potential cultural
resources, it is necessary to learn something of typi-
cal agency planning stages.

Thus the report writing seminar undertook, not
just to determine what elements should be covered
in a normal archeological report in order for it to be
accepted as adequate, but also to identify various
agency planning stages and to correlate these with
the varying levels of archeological input appropriate
to each in the various contract situations.

The report writing seminar served to point up two
important differences between contract archeology
and the more traditional approaches. Cultural re-
source management studies have to be completed
within a specified time. This creates certain prob-
lems but has even greater advantages. One of the
major criticisms of salvage archeology was the long
delay, if not total failure, in issuing reports, a prob-
lem not unknown to traditionally funded archeol-
ogy. Undue delay in producing a report is not ac-
ceptable in contract archeology and the fact that the
research is conducted under contract is a powerful
stimulus to timely reporting of results.
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Further, at least a portion of a cultural resource
management study must be written in such a man-
ner as to be meaningful to a layman, perhaps, even
probably, an uninterested and archeologically unin-
formed layman. Thereiore, a section of the report
must be written so that such individuals can make
appropriate decisions, decisions which will affect,
for all time, what all of us will be able to learn from
the past. That difference too would appear to be one
from which archeology, and eventually everyone,
will ultimately benefit.!!

"1t should also provide summary information necessary to
permit review by the State Historic Preservation Officer, Depart-
ment of the Interior, and Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion to determine the adequacy of the work done, the presence
or absence of National Register eligible properties, and/or the
effectiveness of proposed mitigation methods. A persistent prob-
lem with archeological reports submitted to federal agencies is
that they do not provide, or do not provide in a readily accessible
form, information appropriate to the interagency review and
planning process.

Seminar Participants:
Keith Anderson
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Gwinn Vivian

Compiler:
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Cultural resource management studies must re-
flect the highest level of archeological research or
they violate the intent of the laws which brought
them into existence. The results of cultural resource
management studies, the reports, both because of
their scientific content and because of their influ-
ence on the decisions of nonarcheologists which
will affect the resource base, are going to largely
determine the future of the past. This was the chal-
lenge to which the seminar directed itself.

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Archeological Reports seminar
was to determine ““what constitutes a good archeo-
logical report, and why, in each of a number of
different circumstances.” The organizers of the Six
Seminars on the Future Direction of Archeology ex-
pressed special concern about the increasing impor-
tance of archeological reports in the broad and ex-
panding field of cultural resource management. Ar-
cheological reports in this field must be submitted
on schedule, meet contract specifications, provide
sponsors with information that will enable them to
plan effectively, in addition to contributing to the
basic store of archeological knowledge and further-
ing the goals of modern archeology.

Conservation of a diminishing resource base is a
primary goal of modern scientific archeology. All
treatment of cultural resources, whether initiated by
archeologists independently or in response to the
needs of others, should be as comprehensive as
possible with respect to given goals, including com-
pliance with governing legislation and adherence to
principles of scholarship and scientific standards of
reporting.

It was agreed that a primary concern of the semi-
nar was the development of guidelines for the prep-
aration and evaluation of reports resulting from ex-
panded federal, state, and private funding of arche-
ological research, and it was also agreed that such
reports had to be of research quality equal to any
other archeological report. Thus, though particular
attention is devoted to details of reports resulting
from cultural resource management studies, the
basic guidelines developed are thought to have ap-
plicability to all archeological reporting.

A principal objective of this chapter is to outline
the content of various classes of cultural resource
management studies. Attainment of this objective is
dependent partially on describing the relationship
between sponsor goals and necessary research ac-
tivities at various stages of project planning. Defini-
tion of these relationships should serve as a basis for
the negotiation of project report requirements at
various stages of planning, the evaluation by the
sponsor of reports submitted, the review of reports
by the professional community and review agencies,
and an assurance that an adequate level of research
is conducted at each stage of planning.

Five general levels of archeological research activ-
ity are defined in relation to five general stages of
sponsor project planning. Based on this generalized
outline, five classes of archeological research re-
ports have been developed, each appropriate to the
needs of sponsors at various levels of planning.

In order to further the aims of the discipline of
archeology, it must be stressed that investigators
should address themselves both to current archeo-
logical research needs and to the needs of the proj-
ect sponsor in order to fulfill obligations before the
law and to the public. Lipe (1974:234) has further
emphasized this by indicating that archeologists uti-
lizing contract funds have an obligation ‘“to attempt
to collect representative samples of all types of data
. .. (so that the) . .. target list of variables would
attempt to cover the research concerns of all seg-
ments of the profession.” This dual problem ori-
entation of resource management studies insures
that cultural resources are exploited in a productive,
responsible, and justifiable manner. Such an ap-
proach is in the spirit of legislation requiring state-
ments of environmental impact and concern for cul-
tural, historic, and scientific values.

It seems appropriate, in light of the above discus-
sion, first to consider archeological reporting within
the framework of general scientific standards of re-
porting and professional expectations. Cultural re-
source management studies are simply one variety
of empirical research in archeology. In view of the
fact that general content guidelines for reports of
empirical research are not in wide use in archeol-
ogy, these have been defined here more precisely.
This scientific format has been used in drafting
guidelines for the preparation and evaluation of cul-
tural resource management studies.

The general content guidelines for any archeolog-
ical report include nine categories of.information.

Research goals and sirategies should discuss the
context in which the research is initiated and con-
ducted, including place and time of implementa-
tion, personnel involved, and resources utilized. A
description of the background and purpose, of the
research and of the sources of support should be
included. Special emphasis should be placed on
detailing specific research objectives.

Theoretical base should specify all principal as-
sumptions underlying the statement of problem and
its resolution. The researchers’ orientation and con-
ceptual framework, the linkage between the theo-
retical assumptions and problem or hypothesis for-
mulation should be made explicit.

Methods should describe the specific research ac-
tivities and justify them in terms of research goals,
theoretical base, and research constraints.

Analysis should include the description, classifica-
tion, and qualitative and quantitative manipulation
of the relevant data.

Summary of analysis should synthesize the result
of analyses derived from the data and ancillary re-
search.
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Comparative synthesis should place the summa-
rized data in broader perspective by comparison
with relevant studies.

Interpretation should present the research objec-
tive achieved. Perceived patterns should be identi-
fied and relevant processes discussed.

Evaluation should provide for comments on the
adequacy of any or all aspects of the study’s research
design, application, and results.

Recommendations should indicate areas of re-
search potential and suggest measures for resource
conservation.

The guidelines just enumerated define the neces-
sary categories of content in an archeological report
based on empirical research. The listing should not
be construed as a required sequence of presentation
of information. Researchers should retain the flexi-
bility of organizing a presentation in a manner re-
flecting current needs and interests. However, it is
incumbent on the archeologist to explain why, if
one or more of the categories of information listed
above are absent from or combined in a report, as
may well be appropriate for short or specialized
studies.

Having established these general scientific guide-
lines, an extensive review of other guidelines and of
a large number of contemporary archeological
works (Appendices A and B), resulted in initial con-
tent definitions for archeological resource manage-
ment reports. These definitions contain, in part, a
specialized terminology, some of which originates
outside of archeology. In all other respects these
reports should conform to general scientific stan-
dards of reporting, and all conclusions drawn must
be founded on research conducted with modern
methods, techniques, and theory.

SPONSOR INFORMATION NEEDS
AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Sponsor Planning Stages

Land managers and project sponsors whose activi-
ties affect the terrain have particular information
needs concerning cultural resources. These needs
can be broadly divided into information for general
management programs, and information for specific
projects. General management programs usually do
not have as their immediate goal the design, engi-
neering, and construction of land modifying fea-
tures. More often, general programs involve devel-
oping plans for land use but not necessarily land
modification, and they frequently focus investiga-
tion at the broader regional level. Examples of this
level of planning include National Park and National
Monument Master Plans, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and Forest Service Planning Unit studies,
Corps of Engineer and Soil Conservation Service
River Basin studies, and Department of Transporta-
tion reviews. As in the case of River Basin and Trans-
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portation studies, some general planning programs
may lead to specific project planning.

A project as defined here is an undertaking
planned for a specific purpose in a designated loca-
tion, the carrying out of which will alter or affect
natural and/or cultural features. Examples of proj-
ects are highway construction, transmission line
placement, dam construction, and reservoir devel-
opment, open pit mining, and river channelization.
Archeological studies whether prepared for general
programs or specific projects, should be designed to
obtain substantive data necessary for planning and
evaluation of the impacts, either known or potential,
of such projects (Figure 3).

Reports for general management programs should
provide adequate information to allow planners to

(1) program effectively the future course of land
use within the study unit with respect to
known and potential cultural resources

(2) relate better the anticipated and scheduled
short-range and long-term projects in the
study unit to the management of archeolog-
ical, historical, and other cultural resources

(3) integrate more easily other resource manage-
ment programs with those developed for cul-
tural resources.

Reports for specific projects should provide ade-
quate information to allow planners to

(1) consider and evaluate alternatives in project
design, such as excluding specific areas from
the project, or relocating or redesigning the
project to avoid or minimize the effect on ar-
cheological and other cultural resources. (It is
important that resources be identified at the
earliest planning stage possible to facilitate
preservation.)

(2) consider the cost of adequate archeological
studies along with other project costs

(3) have adequate research designs or mitigation
recommendations prepared to aid in making
decisions relative to the project

(4) to program and budget for appropriate mitiga-
tion well ahead of construction schedules.

The outline of planning stages reviewed (Figure 4)
is idealized in assuming a progression from regional
planning on the general management program level
to the execution (usually through construction) of a
specific project. No single undertaking necessarily
progresses through all five stages, or in the order
given, but the stages do reflect an orderly develop-
ment of study of the cultural resources to be af-
fected. Variation is possible in this scheme, of
course. For example, it may be more feasible for an
Intensive Field Study to be accomplished at the Pre-
liminary Planning stage if the project is small, or
some planning stages may actually be skipped. In
such cases some of the preliminary archeological
research stages may be combined with later stages.
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The primary operative factor determining the level
of archeological activity appropriate to a given level
of project planning is the relationship of the plan-
ning level to the last point at which public participa-
tion is possible in project definition short of litiga-
tion. For example, if review of an Environmental
Impact Statement and associated review of a project
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
occurs at the Alternative Design stage, and there is
no provision made for further review and modifica-
tion at the Final Design stage, then an “Intensive
Field Study” is normally appropriate during Alterna-
tive Design planning. In all cases, of course, the
earlier such intensive study is done, the better plan-
ning is likely to be, but if there are opportunities for
significant public participation and project modifica-
tion at later planning stages, and full intensive field-
work would be unduly burdensome at early stages, a
postponement may be proper.

Regional Plan A Regional Plan is usually devel-
oped as part of a general planning process that
involves consideration of cultural and other values.
It is the initial stage of planning that provides the
comprehensive background upon which long-term
development programs are proposed within a phy-
siographic region or any agency Planning Unit. Re-
gional plans determine current patterns of land use,
demographic change, natural resource utilization,
municipal growth, and other factors as a basis for

projecting future development and critical areas of
concern. Examples are: River Basin Studies, State,
Regional, or Local Planning Units, and Federal Land
Management Units such as National Forests, Bureau
of Land Management Planning Units, or National
Parks. At this stage of planning, an archeological
“Qverview” and ’Overview Report” is appropriate
(see page 74).

Preliminary Planning Stage In the Preliminary
Planning stage, the general location, character, and
feasibility of a proposed action within a region are
identified but not precisely defined. In other in-
stances it might be project-specific but at an earlier
level with locational alternatives. An approximate
consideration of impacts is possible, but planning
data and project specifications have not been deter-
mined. Steps necessary for gaining these data are
identified as a basis for programming more detailed
planning. At a minimum this should include an ar-
cheological “Assessment” and ““Assessment Report”
(see page 74). In some instances it will be desirable
to undertake an ““Archeological Reconnaissance’ at
this stage, or even, in some instances, an “Intensive
Field Study.”

Alternative Design At the Alternative Designs
stage preliminary studies are drawn up identifying
components and related activities of a project. Re-
quired alternatives to the project, including changes

MANAGEMENT OF ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 67



FIGURE 4. CORRELATION OF ARCHEOLOGICAL ACTIVITY WITH AGENCY PLANNING STAGE.

CLASS OF REPORT
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of knowledge
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Regional plan
{General design program)

Assessment

Archeological

Records check, literature search,
evaluation of records and literature,
recommendations, sample survey in
field adequate to predict probable
nature and distribution of archeolo-
gical resources

Preliminary
planning

Reconnaissance

Records check, literature search,
evaluation of records and literature,
recommendations, field study ade-
quate to assess the affect of alter-
native designs on the archeological
resource base

>
<Y/ Alternative design

(project specific)
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Comprehensive field examination,
collection of reliable sample of
data, description of resources,
characterization of resources,
evaluation of resources, determina-
tion of impacts, mitigation pro-
posal, cost estimates

MUST
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Final design
(project specific)

upon nature of mitigation

Mitigration of adverse impact
through avoidance, protection,
and/or adequate data recovery

Project execution
(project specific)

MUST

in project and/or component location, are consid-
ered and described for agency planners and deci-
sion makers. A substantive data base, up to and
including an “Archeological Reconnaissance” and
“’Reconnaissance Report” (see page 75) is a mini-
mum necessity for predicting impacts of all alterna-
tives. It frequently is desirable to schedule an “In-
tensive Field Study’ at this stage so studies can be
programmed to obtain reliable resource data basic
to the necessary decisions.

Final Design In the Final Design stage of a project,
the specification, design and areas of impact of the
proposed action are determined. At this stage im-
pacts can be more accurately predicted and a full
statement on the benefits and adverse unavoidable
effects of the project should be possible with ade-
quate resource data. This requires an “Intensive
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Field Study”” and “Intensive Field Study Report” (see
page 75).

Project Execution The Project Execution stage in-
volves implementation of a project with specifica-
tions drawn up in final designs, resulting in most
cases in some type of land modifying activity. A full
’Mitigation Study” and ‘‘Report” is necessary, in-
cluding discussion of actual mitigation action taken
to alleviate impacts. This should be scheduled prior
to project execution or, if necessary, in phases dur-
ing project construction. (See page 75).

Archeological Research Activities
The above discussion reviews general stages of

planning activities that may be common to most
project sponsors. The research activities considered



necessary and archéological information needed at
those stages for proper evaluation of impact are
dealt with next. Research activity levels are identi-
fied in terms of reports prepared. The precision of
information that is made available at each stage
should correspond to the precision of the planning
objectives of the sponsoring agency. Without such
information it is impossible to insure consideration
of the scientific, historical, interpretive, and heritage
values of such resources within the context of other
needs of our society. Shared general objectives of
these reports are: definition and distribution of re-
sources; scientific and public values of the re-
sources; evaluation of impacts of project alterna-
tives, and recommendations for preservation, and
interpretation of the resources.

Maps should be included as appropriate but as
discussed in the Cultural Resource Management
chapter (page 46) maps showing specific site loca-
tions generally should be provided separately from
the published report.

Overview An overview is a study carried out for
general management programs on a regional and
usually nonproject-specific basis. For this study,
present knowledge is gathered, evaluated, and ana-
lyzed to make general statements regarding the na-
ture, distribution, and significance of the resources
in a generalized sense. Recommendations for future
research and predictions of potential impacts on the
resource base within the region are made.

Specific research activities at this stage usually in-
clude consultation with knowledgeable informants,
examination of published and archival sources, as-
sembling of information on the effective environ-
ment, identification of areas that lack data, evalua-
tion of the reliability of the gathered information,
and a general determination of resource potential.
Since an in-the-field survey usually is not conducted
at this stage, demographic, environmental, or other
models may be used to estimate resource potential
and distribution. If data are inadequate to accom-
plish this, sufficient field study to provide such a
base may be necessary. Gross predictions can be
made on potential impacts of long-range develop-
ment within the region. Research potential, signifi-
cance, and public interpretive values should be dis-
cussed in the light of the synthesis of available cul-
tural, environmental, and other data. More detailed
research, such as reconnaissance or intensive field
studies may be recommended for future needs. Site
or district recommendations for national or other
registers may be made if requested and insofar as
the data permit.

Archeological Assessment An Archeological As-
sessment is a study that is similar to general research
goals in an Overview. An Assessment, however, is
usually more limited in area, perhaps even project
specific, and somewhat more explicit in terms of
potential impacts, although it could also be appro-

priate for a more general management study. All of
the research activities covered in an Overview
should be considered in an Assessment. Fieldwork
adequate to predict the probable nature and distri-
bution of resources and for the purpose of estab-
lishing logistic requirements in subsequent studies
probably will be necessary. Most areas of research
are evaluated in more detail and related to the pro-
posed project. Recommendations as to the effect on
cultural resources of project alternatives and for
more detailed research, based on synthesized data,
are appropriate.

It must be recognized, however, that the area
assessed may need to be larger than the area of the
project itself. To evaluate the sites potentially af-
fected, it is necessary to have an adequate knowl-
edge of the immediately surrounding area. This area
will vary in size, but should be sufficient to make it
possible to place sites in the proper cultural context
and thus evaluate their scientific potential.

Specific research activities that are to be carried
out at this stage include informant and specialist
consultation, records and literature search, environ-
mental data collection and correlation, and field
orientation. An evaluation of data adequacy and reli-
ability should be made. Synthesis of cultural, histori-
cal, and environmental data should allow categories
of resources to be formed and evaluated for signifi-
cance. Research potential and priorities should be
made clear, and the evaluation of potential direct
and indirect impacts on the known and predictable
resources should be made. Recommendations for
further research (Archeological Reconnaissance, In-
tensive Field Study), preliminary research designs,
and costs should be proposed. If appropriate, and if
the data permit, recommendations of sites or dis-
tricts for national or other registers should be made.

In most instances this level of research will require
some field research and probability sampling of
varying scope and intensity (depending upon such
factors as the area included, the nature and amount
of potential impacts, the type and density of re-
sources present), but in every case this reserach
must be adequate to make preliminary predictive
statements.

On the basis of an archeological assessment, ar-
cheologists should be able to provide planners and
managers a tentative predictive model as to the
probable nature and disposition of resources in the
area concerned such that the planners may take
potential effects adequately into account during im-
mediate subsequent planning for specific projects.
Unless the assessment reveals that much of the area
has been fully surveyed, such a model should be
regarded as very tentative and subject to testing in
subsequent states of research.

Archeological Reconnaissance An Archeological
Reconnaissance may follow an Assessment; how-
ever, it often is desirable for this level of research to
be undertaken at the Preliminary Planning stage
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rather than waiting until the Alternative Design
stage. It expands upon the general goals considered
in an Assessment or develops such goals and at the
same time narrows the investigation geographically.
Presumably at this stage of project planning, design
alternatives will have been formulated, thereby lim-
iting the areal scope of the study and more precisely
defining potential impacts. If an Assessment has not
been conducted, all the research activities under-
taken in Assessment should be considered in a Re-
connaissance (including sampling of adjacent areas
in order that the specific project areas may be evalu-
ated in context). If such a study has been accom-
plished, it should be briefly summarized and up-
dated.

A field survey of all alternative project locations
should be performed at the Reconnaissance survey
level. Reconnaissance surveys may be carried out in
a number of ways, but some form of probability
sampling is often most appropriate and can provide
results best suited to the planning stage. The report
should indicate the probable impact on cultural re-
sources of each alternative, based on synthesized
data, and should indicate any need for additional
detailed research if the project continues.

To assess adequately the nature and extent of
resources present in an area, it often will be neces-
sary to conduct the Reconnaissance survey in at least
two stages: the first to determine the nature and
density. of sites; the second a program of subsurface
testing to permit determination of the significance
of sites encountered (see discussion, pages 38—
40). Fieldwork on a reconnaissance leve! will entail
more detailed research methods and also signifi-
cantly increase the data base for evaluation of each
project alternative.

At a minimum, a Reconnaissance survey must in-
corporate sufficient field, library, and records inves-
tigations to enable the archeologist to develop an
adequate predictive model of the archeological and
historic resources potentially present. By adequate
is meant one sufficient to enable the sponsor to
make planning decisions with a full awareness of the
probable effect those decisions will have on the
resources potentially present, and the approximate
level of budgetary provision which will be necessary
to prepare and carry out a mitigation plan. The two
stage Reconnaissance survey should also develop
enough detailed field information about those sites
known and discovered in the course of the investi-
gation to determine their significance and possible
eligibility for the National Register.

While such a study is appropriate to some kinds of
EiSs, in most cases an Intensive Field Study is neces-
sary. An adequate EIS should document compliance
with the Procedures of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800) which in turn re-
quire identification and evaluation of properties
listed in or eligible for the National Register of His-
toric Places. FSee also discussions on pages 35ff,
41ff, and 46ff.) If surveys are not already com-
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plete in the area under study, it is normally neces-
sary to complete such surveys in order to identify all
significant properties. Cases in which less-than-
complete surveys are adequate for EIS purposes are
presently exceptional, not the rule.

. For small areas or for projects which will result in
near total destruction of resources (e.g., small SCS
reservoirs), and for which there is no feasible alter-
native location, or for which planning is already well
advanced, it normally is necessary to skip the Recon-
naissance, and start directly with the Intensive Field
Study.

Since a Reconnaissance survey is frequently based
on a sample of the archeological resources in the
study area, once a decision has been made between
project alternatives, an Intensive Field Study must
be conducted of the area finally chosen in order to
identify as nearly as possible all of the specific re-
sources to be affected and the exact nature of the
impact. Only on the basis of this detailed informa-
tion is it possible to develop a full mitigation plan.

Intensive Field Study An Intensive Field Study
must provide the most thorough data possible be-
fore the project execution stage. If based on an
Archeological Reconnaissance, all of this data
should be summarized and updated for incorpora-
tion in the Intensive Field Study.

Although specific research activities associated
with an Intensive Field Study will vary in relation to
the archeology of the area and to sponsor plans and
needs, attention will be directed to summarizing
and updating previous reports, records, and assess-
ments, intensive collection of field data, evaluation
of recorded and field information, conduct of ancil-
lary studies as required, description and analysis of
data, and development of a detailed mitigation plan.
Fieldwork ideally should involve complete survey
and testing'in the entire project area. If the area is so
large that sampling must also be used at this level of
investigation, the sampling techniques must be rig-
orously justified as adequate for providing the level
of information needed. A detailed description of the
resources must be provided as a basis for evaluation
of significance and determination of the extent and
magnitude of impacts. Mitigation plans assume criti-
cal importance at this level for this normally is the
last opportunity for implementation of any alterna-
tive other than increased data recovery. It must be
recognized that by this time the options are much
more restricted than during the Alternative Design
stage. Nonetheless, the archeologist should con-
sider providing a number of alternative approaches
with priorities identified, for reducing or avoiding
adverse impacts.

The Intensive Field Study must be conducted at a
level sufficient to insure that appropriate mitigation
alternatives are identified and evaluated as to time
requirements, costs, and effects on archeological
resources. Highest priority normally should be given
to the avoidance of resources or preservation in




place. Estimated costs for alternative measures
should be provided, if requested, though detailed
costs may be dependent upon the specific mitigative
programs decided upon. Data necessary to deter-
mine the eligibility for the National Register of all
resources identified should be provided. It is vital
that the archeologist not simply make off-the-cuff
recommendations about properties that he/she
thinks ““should be nominated,” but that each prop-
erty discovered be carefully evaluated with refer-
ence to the National Register criteria (36 CFR 800)
and documented in such a way as to facilitate the
review process (see 36 CFR 63, Appendix A).

The procedures developed by the Corps of Engi-
neers (33 CFR Part 305) succinctly summarize these
last two investigative procedures:

(e) “Cultural resources reconnaissance.” A literature search

and records review plus an on-the-ground surface examina-

tion of selected portions of the area to be affected, adequate
to assess the general nature of the resources probably present
and the probable impact of a project. Test excavations may be
required at some sites so that evaluations may be adequately
accomplished. This level of investigation is appropriate to

preliminary planning decisions and will be of assistance in
determining viable project alternatives.

(f) "*Cultural resources survey.” An intensive, on-the-ground
survey and testing of an area sufficient to permit determina-
tion of the number and extent of the resources present, their
scientific importance, and the time factors and cost of preserv-
ing, recovering or otherwise mitigating adverse effects on
them. This level of investigation is appropriate when the proj-
ect has been authorized and finally formulated, and will thus
be accomplished during the Phase 1l GDM stage of project
planning [Federal Register, Sept 8, 1975, 40 (174): 41636].

Mitigation  Mitigation is the alleviation of adverse
impact by taking action to avoid, protect, or scientif-
ically investigate the resources. Research associated
with mitigation may include a range of activities,
whose archeological research priorities are depend-
ent on sponsor decisions at the Project Execution
stage. Specific research activities at the Project Exe-
cution stage are not described here. Any such list of
activities would be too generalized to be of value.
Such decisions are dependent on a large number of
factors including research priorities and needs,
sponsor plans, research activities at earlier stages of
planning, resource significance, and the nature of
the resource base. Normally mitigation that involves
further field investigation takes place just prior to or
even during project execution but should take place
at the earliest possible planning stage when a firm
well-founded decision can be made that field inves-
tigation is the best possible alternative.

It should be emphasized that in its broadest sense
mitigation encompasses a number of options, in-
cluding various forms of preservation, as well as
different forms and degrees of data recovery and
analysis. Options exercised for avoidance, protec-
tion, or data recovery all must be based on a deci-
sion as to which alternative or variation thereof is
the most viable and must be made in the context of
the total public good.

GUIDELINES FOR RESEARCH PROPOSALS
AND RESEARCH DESIGNS

Introduction

We are basically concerned in this Chapter with
the contents of reports which describe the results of
archeological research. However, as was spelled out
in the chapter on Cultural Resource Management
research proposals and research designs are to be
written before research begins. It seems appropri-
ate, therefore, to provide guidelines for the prepara-
tion of these documents, also.

Research Proposals

A research proposal is written in response to a
request by a sponsor as to whether a prospective
contractor can perform a particular service, i.e., do
the research necessary to provide needed informa-
tion on cultural resources or with respect to a partic-
ular project. The proposal will vary in content de-
pending upon the project, the contracting agency,
and the contractor. However, the following items of
information normally should be included or consid-
ered for inclusion.

Elements of a Typical Research Proposal

(1) Name and address of individual or institutional
proposer; and of principal investigator.

(2) Brief summary of status of information on cul-
tural resources in project area.

(3) Research proposed to provide information re-
quested by scope of work, e.g., reconnaissance sur-
vey, intensive field study with testing; provides
enough detail to give peers an ability to judge
whether a sponsors’ needs will be met, and to pro-
vide sponsors with justification for budgeted items;
include a statement on the mechanism whereby the
research design will be drafted and approved prior
to initiation of the field research (see discussion on
pages 49-50).

(4) Qualifications of principal investigator, and
other major professional personnel contributing to
the project. Vitae are appropriate.

(5) Specifically indicate where materials and rec-
ords are to be housed, and who is responsible for
curation.

(6) Time frame including in the field, and date of
submission of draft and of final report.

(7) Budget estimate. The particular entries noted
below are ones frequently occurring in and appro-
priate to such budgets. However, institutions and
agencies will vary as to how various costs are catego-
rized and which are to be included. The following is
intended simply as a general guide:

Salaries (numbers and ranks of individuals at dif-

ferent rates, and time each will devote to the
project).
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1 Supervisory Archeol- 2 mo. @ $XXX/mo.
ogist
2 Field Assistants 4 mo. @ $XXX/mo.

Wages (Note if there is a difference between field
and lab wages.)

8 Field Crew 6 wks. @ $X.XX/hr.

Overhead (normally a percentage of salaries and
wages; may include different percentages for
on-campus and off-campus research; if fringe
benefits are included this should be noted.)

Fringe Benefits (sometimes included in overhead;
normally figured as a percentage of salaries
and wages.)

Travel (mileage, normally figured at a standard
rate per mile, an estimate of the number of
miles should be given.)

Per diem (usually established on a per day rate to
cover food and lodging, depending upon local
circumstances. This may or may not include
the crew as well as professional personnel.)

Equipment (except on larger projects sponsors
generally will not approve purchase of perma-
nent equipment such as cameras, vehicles, or
transits but small items of nonexpendible
equipment are appropriate, such as wheel bar-
rows, or soil augers, or machetes.)

Specialized studies (C,, dates, pollen or soil anal-
ysis, faunal, floral analyses, dendro, etc. If spe-
cific individuals are to be employed by the
contractor for this, the salaries should be un-
der that category.)

Rental of equipment (normally is listed separately
and can include rented vehicles, generators,
backhoes, etc.)

Preparation of Report (this can include prepara-
tion of special illustrations and drafting, and
should include cost of reproduction and distri-
bution of an adequate number of copies to the
scientific community and other directly con-
cerned audiences. Typing time, if extensive,
could be included under salaries/wages.)

(8) Other specific information may be requested,
e.g., whether other contracts have been awarded
within the past few years, and the reporting record
of the institution and principal investigator(s).

Research Designs
Introduction

A research design should cover the whole plan-
ning and investigating sequence from the initial
statement of problem, through general assump-
tions, to operational statements. Specific proce-
dures to be used should be described and the steps
of data recovery and analysis should be explained
and justified in terms of the stated aims and theoret-
ical orientation of the study. It must be recognized
that predictability of research results is limited, and
any investigator should always have the flexibility to
modify and revise the research design. The research
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design for a data recovery project conducted under
the authority of the Archeological and Historie Pres-
ervation Act should insure the recovery of those
data whose existence or predicted existence makes
the property eligible for inclusion in the National
Register. Also, research designs of different level of
detail and complexity will be appropriate to different
types of projects (see pages 49-50).

Purposes of a Research Design

(1) To provide the research with a vehicle to ex-
press and to develop explicitly the rationale behind
the proposed research, giving the theoretical ori-
entation, justification for problem selection, logic,
specific criteria or archeological significance, and
procedures for the research strategy.

(2) To define the universe of study and realistic
minimal expectations of research.

(3) To permit the sponsor and professional re-
viewers to identify and assess the reasoning and
validity of the design in the perspective of current
professional capabilities and standards.

(4) To provide a realistic, logically developed, and
adequate schedule of research.

(5) To provide for the productive, efficient and
justifiable recovery of archeological data.

(6) To permit comparison of the proposed re-
search with actual accomplishments and reduce the
discrepancies between research expectations.and
results by coordinating research goals with proce-
dures.

Elements of a Research Design

(1) The basic archeological and anthropological
perspective governing research formulations. This
should include, minimally, the purpose and reasons
for the research, underlying assumptions, and the
theoretical organizational, and methodological base
of the approach. Explain why these perspectives and
emphases are applied, and in particular, why they
apply to the research project proposed.

(2) The environmental, archeological, and rele-
vant ethnographic or ethnohistoric content of the
project area. Include, where obtainable, period of
occupation, cultural affiliation, and the relationship
and significance of the project area to environmen-
tal and cultural regions of which it is a part. If there
are serious deficiencies in the knowledge of the area
relative to these concerns, these should also be
identified.

(3) Research goals and their rationale. Based on
information developed in 2, this section should de-
velop in detail the questions to be answered or
hypotheses to be tested and their test implications,
the applicability of these hypotheses in the project
area, and the reasons for selection of the research
goals.

(4) Research strategy, schedule, and priority. This




should include discussion of the following, and a
statement of their relationship to research goals

(a) For survey, identification of environmental sit-
uations and categories of cultural data to be
sampled.

(b) For excavation, identification of sites, or
groups of sites or other resources to be stud-
ied.

(c) Reasons for selection of locations, sites, or
other variables to be sampled.

(d) Sample size and sampling procedure for (1)
selection of sites, and (2) data recovery within
site.

(e) Project implementation techniques and their
relevance to the aims and purposes of the
study.

(f) Data recovery techniques to be used and their
relevance to aims and purposes of the project.

(g) Analysis procedures to be used and their rele-
vance to the aims and purposes of the project.

(h) Plans for dissemination of research results.

CLASSES OF REPORTS
Introduction

A general correlation can be established between
different levels of sponsor planning, research activi-
ties necessary for acquiring information needed at a
particular level of planning, and classes of archeo-
logical reports resulting from such research. Broad
sponsor planning stages have been briefly discussed
and equivalent major research activities outlined.
This section deals with an idealized typology of re-
ports thay may be prepared on the basis of informa-
tion generated by research activities. Information
presented in reports should be in the form sufficient
for meeting contract specifications, cultural re-
source and management requirements, and archeo-
logical research needs.

Five classes of cultural resource management re-
ports are defined. Just as all cultural resource man-
agement work cannot be easily classified in terms of
sponsor planning stages, final archeological reports
cannot and should not be stereotyped. Variation in
report content and presentation is both necessary
and desirable under certain circumstances. At the
same time, much resource management work is or
will be similar, and consistency in report coverage
and presentation should be expected. Consistency
will insure more reliable negotiations of project re-
port requirements at various stages of planning, bet-
ter evaluation by sponsors of reports submitted, and
more applicable reviews of reports by the profes-
sional community and review agencies. On the
other hand, ‘““consistency’” must never provide a
cover for unthinking conformity.

Cultural resource management report content at
various states of project development should reflect
adequately the level of study completed. Variation,
therefore, is to be expected. There are, however,
certain categories of information which should ap-

pear in every report, and variation should be ade-
quately justified. For each of the five classes of re-
ports outlined below, which reflect the five research
activities defined earlier, there are seven categories
of information which should be included.!?

Abstract A scientific abstract (not an annotation)
of pertinent findings, conclusions, and recommen-
dations should be provided.

Management Summary If a report is directed in
part to an audience of project planners and/or man-
agers who will use it as a base for decision making, a
short one-to-four page management summary is de-
sirable which will provide the decision maker with
all essential data in a concise manner. This summary
should include such elements as: why the work was
undertaken, a summary of scope of work and
budget, limitations encountered in carrying out the
scope of work, the results, their significance, and
any recommendations (inlcuding cost estimates),
with references to the main body of the report. The
repository of the records and artifacts also should be
noted.

Introduction and Description of Study Identify
the sponsor, and sponsor’s reason for the study;
provide a general statement on the nature of the
archeological study to be undertaken; give details of
location and boundaries of the study area; place
study area in its cultural and regional context; iden-
tify, when possible, all impact areas (direct, indirect,
potential); refer to scope of work and budget, both
of which should be included as an appendix; include
a categorized breakdown of person-days utilized on
the project. In any study reporting on field research
which resulted in the collection of artifacts or other
data, the disposition of these artifacts as well as the
disposition of original records and data should be
set forth.

Effective Environment Describe the environmen-
tal setting considering relevant phenomena such as
geology, vegetation, fauna, climate, and topography
in as broad a context as possible (contemporary,
historical, ethnographic, prehistoric). The relation-
ship of the environmental setting to the cultural
resources of the study area should be emphasized.
Simple species lists do not provide this information.
If this research has been adequately performed in
another recent publication that publication can be
referenced with the most pertinent data summa-
rized and any aspect particularly critical to the pres-
ent study discussed.

12 For projects conducted under the authority of the Archeo-
logical and Historic Preservation Act, regardless of sponsor
agency, certain specific formal requirements have been issued by
IAS to facilitate microfiche filing and retrieval. For details see 36
CFR 66, Appendix A.
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Research Goals and Strategies Make a specific
statement of the sponsor’s and the discipline’s goals
for this study; discuss the theoretical base of the
researcher’s orientation; describe the specific re-
search strategies to be applied in achieving the
goals. This should constitute the final version of the
research design- (see page 72).

Methods of Data Collection and Analy-
sis Describe and, if appropriate, justify specific
archeological activities undertaken to achieve the
stated goals (e.g., literature search, specialized stud-
ies, sampling and/or other field techniques, ancillary
research).

References Provide standard bibliographic refer-
ences for every publication cited in the report.

If we take the above categories of information as
necessary for all archeological reports, then there
are other categories which are more specific to the
different levels of research activity being under-
taken. In order to provide the most specific detail
possible, the five recommended classes of reports
are outlined below, with a summary of their general
nature and an outline of the content categories.
Where these categories are specific to that level of
report, detail is provided.

Overview Report

Overview Reports normally are provided for gen-
eral management programs on some kind of re-
gional basis. Presented information reflects current
knowledge of the nature, distribution, and signifi-
cance of cultural resources within the study area.
Recommendations may be made concerning the di-
rection of future research, and predictions as to
potential impacts on the resource base might be
appropriate. Provision of the exact location of
known sites is not necessary or appropriate. The
report should contain the following categories of
information:

Abstract

Management Summary

Introduction and Description of Study

Effective Environment

Research Goals and Strategy

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

Summary of Current Knowledge: Review and
summarize the information on cultural history
and culture process derived from a records
check and literature search; discuss the rela-
tion of the resources to the effective environ-
ment, provide insofar as possible and within
the limits imposed by available information,
predictive statement on site density and distri-
bution.

Inadequacies in Current Knowledge: Discuss the
reliability of available data; identify areas of
inadequacy in data within and without the
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study area for dealing with relevant culture
history, culture process, site location and den-
sity; discuss deficiencies in supportive (ancil-
lary) studies; provide an evaluation of past re-
search.

Cultural Resource Management Options: Outline
known and predicted impacts in the study
area; discuss the potential in the study area for
future archeological and historical research;
recommend research, preservation, and pro-
tection priorities in regard to sponsor planning
goals; make preliminary recommendations
with respect to the eligibility of sites for na-
tional and other registers if the data permit;
suggest methods of interpretation of resources
to the public.

Research Tools Available: Provide a listing of col-
lections, field records, and archives related to
the archeology of the study area and their loca-
tion; provide a bibliography of preliminary and
secondary archeological records and reports
for the study area.

References

Archeological Assessment Report

Assessment reports usually are prepared for area
more limited than overviews or for specific sponsor
projects. The scope of the report should be more
explicit in terms of potential impacts on cultural
resources. Avenues of research are explored more
thoroughly, especially as they pertain to possible
project alternatives. This type of report should in-
clude evaluations of all known and feasible project
alternatives, and additional detailed research, suffi-
cient to predict the probable nature and distribution
of the archeological resources present. The report
should contain the following categories of informa-
tion:

Abstract

Management Summary

Introduction and Description of Study

Effective Environment

Research Goals and Strategy

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

Summary of Current Knowledge: Review should
include results of field orientation and other
research as well as an updated records check
and literature search; it should be possible to
provide predictive statements on site density,
nature, and distribution though this may re-
quire some field research; if so, there need to
be additional sections on ““Analysis of New
Data,” “Summary of New Data,” ‘“Compari-
sons of New Data,” and “‘Results.”

Inadequacies of Current Knowledge (see Over-
view)

Evaluation: Evaluate the known and predicted re-
sources relative to impacts; discuss potential of
study area for future archeological and histori-




cal research, resource protection, and re-
source preservation.
Recommendations: Recommend research priori-
ties; provide specific research suggestions and
a cost estimate for the next stage of archeolog-
ical research (Archeological Reconnaissance or
Intensive Field Study) with regard to sponsor
planning goals and viable sponsor alternatives;
evaluate the eligibility of the sites for the na-
"tional and other registers where appropriate
and if the data permit.
References

Archeological Reconnaissance Report

Archeological Reconnaissance reports are pre-
pared for limited geographical areas but usually at a
more developed level of project planning (e.g., the
Alternative Design stage) than an Assessment. Im-
pact areas and degree of impact can be defined
more precisely, providing for more refined research
programming. Evaluations are based on more exten-
sive field data in addition to data already recorded.
This additional field data may require revisions in or
additions to the archeological evaluation of project
alternatives. Reports at this level should provide
detailed evaluations of project alternatives with re-
spect to archeological resources, should evaluate
the significance of the resources known or pre-
dicted to be present and should recommend any
research necessary at the Intensive Field Study level
and/or for mitigation. If project planning is speeded
up, this level of research can be bypassed so that the
Intensive Field Survey phase is entered directly. The
report should contain the following categories of
information:

Abstract
Management Summary
" Introduction and Description of Study

Effective Environment

Research Goals and Strategy

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

Analysis: Describe and justify analytic techniques
and activities; discuss the classification of the
data recovered; describe quantitative and qual-
itative manipulation of the data recovered for
establishing culture history and culture proc-
ess.

Resource Synthesis: Summarize the relevant data.
Include sufficient empirical data to allow for
independent assessment of research results.
Some data may be presented in tabular form if
appropriate, and may include: site physical
characteristics, amounts and kinds of material
objects found; relations of sites to land forms
and impact areas, cultural analysis, identifica-
tion and age. Some descriptive information
may be more appropriately placed in append-
ices to the report.

Evaluation of Research: Discuss the reliability of
data; relate results of analysis to stated goals;
identify change in research goals; synthesize
and compare the results of the analysis, inte-
grate the ancillary data, identify and discuss
perceived patterns and relevant processes.

Evaluation-of Cultural Resources: Provide predic-
tions on distribution and densities of sites;
evaluate the significance of the resources;
identify the potential for future research.

Recommendations: In addition to information
mentioned under this category in Assessment,
at this stage of research it is necessary to out-
line the various choices with their advantages
and disadvantages with respect to the cultural
resource base.

References

Intensive Field Study Report

Intensive Field Study reports are project specific
and represent the results of thorough survey and
records research on specific impact areas. The de-
gree of impact is identified and alternatives to ad-
verse impact, including recommended final project
modification and variations in research programs,
are discussed. Reports at this level provide a firm
evaluative basis for project and research decision
making at the Final Design stage recognizing that at
this time only relatively small changes are likely to
be possible. Nonetheless, recommendations for
project alternatives are still appropriate at this level
if based on substantive information recently devel-
oped. The intensive field study provides the neces-
sary firm basis for the development of detailed rec-
ommendations for excavation or other mitigation.
The report should contain the following categories
of information:

Abstract

Management Summary

Introduction and Description of Study

Effective Environment

Research Goals and Strategy

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

Analysis

Inventory of Resources

Evaluation of Research

Evaluation of Cultural Resources

Recommendations: In addition to information re-
quired under Assessment, at this stage it is
appropriate to propose final mitigation alterna-
tives and provide cost estimates for each.

References

Mitigation Report

Mitigation has been defined as the alleviation of
adverse impact by taking action to avoid, protect, or
investigate scientifically the resources. Correspond-
ingly, the type of report prepared for mitigation will
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depend upon the final decision of the project spon-
sor regarding project implementation. If cultural re-
sources will not be adversely impacted by the proj-
ect as a result of project modification or permanent
cancellation of the project, nor further formal report
may be necessary, although recommendations for
future protection of cultural resources in the project
area are appropriate.

Avoidance or Protection Studies

If a project proceeds, but project sponsors agree
to implement necessary avoidance or protection
measures (e.g., fencing, burying) for cultural re-
sources, a mitigation report may be appropriate to
document this decision, provide a review of the
recommended protective measures, summarize the
implementation of these measures, and ideally,
evaluate the effectiveness of these measures. Al-
though evaluation may require a time lapse follow-
ing implementation of protective measures, these
data would be valuable to future preservation pro-
grams.

Investigative Studies

If a project proceeds and adversely affects cultural
resources, some level of scientific study and data
collection will be necessary. The level of study and
intensity of data collection required are determined
by the investigative needs within the constraints
imposed by the particular effects of the project on
the resources, the availability of funding, logistic
requirements for data recovery, etc. Investigative
reports are based on the results of field studies, and,
although report formats may vary because of the
nature of the investigation, a report should, in gen-
eral, contain the following categories of informa-
tion, though not necessarily in this order:

Abstract

Management Summary

Introduction and Description of Study

Effective Environment

Research Goals and Strategy

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis

Analysis

Summary of Analysis: Summarize and relate rele-
vant environmental, historical, archeological,
and ancillary data; discuss intrasite relation-
ships; provide a synthesis of the results of the
analysis.

Comparative Synthesis: Place the above synthesis
in broader perspective through comparison
with relevant studies.

Results:  Summarize the above research
syntheses, particularly with regard to new data
added to our information pool.

Evaluation of Research

Evaluation of Cultural Resources
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Recommendations: In addition to that informa-
tion required in the above categories, it is ap-
propriate here to discuss possible site or area
development and/or interpretation. Normally
there should be a statement to the effect that,
on the basis of all presently known or control-
lable factors, archeological clearance should
now be granted. If appropriate, it should also
be noted that there is a continuing need for
archeological monitoring of subsequent land
alteration activity during construction.

References

Absence of Cultural Resources

In the event that no cultural resources have been
identified as being present in areas affected by a
project, a letter report may be submitted. Informa-
tion in the letter report should include the follow-
ing:

%‘l) A description of the area examined and its
relation to the project(s); if necessary for clarity a
map showing the project boundaries should be in-
cluded at a scale adequate to identify the surveyed
area.

(2) A brief description of the scope of the work, in
relation to the examination procedures used includ-
ing size of area studied, extent of coverage, and
person-days utilized.

(3) An assessment of factors beyond the control of
the investigator (e.g., ground cover, access refused)
which affected the determination that no cultural
resources are present.

(4) A statement that on the basis of all available
data no cultural resources are known to be present
and a recommendation that archeological clearance
be granted.

(5) If appropriate (because of the likelihood of
buried sites or other factors), adequate monitoring
of the land alteration activity should be recom-
mended.

THE EVALUATION OF REPORTS

Mechanism for review should include both a cri-
tique by the discipline and sponsor evaluation. Re-
view procedures insure that the contractor (individ-
ual or institution) is maintaining basic standards for
meeting the needs of the sponsor and the law by
producing research results relevant to current ar-
cheological inquiry on a scale appropriate to the
project.

Review at the professional level may be organized
differently in various states or regions, but basically
consists of peer evaluation wherein the profession
attempts to establish research standards and up-
grade its performance by drawing on the expertise
of a number of its members. All major research
designs, and final reports prepared for management
research should be reviewed for quality of research
content by an objective group of professional peers.




In some cases this can be done effectively within the
contracting institution, or outside reviewers may be
solicited. Peer review of a major project, while it is in
process, may also provide valuable input while there
still remains an opportunity to implement recom-
mendations. \

The review process at the agency or sponsor level
is a procedure to protect the sponsor by providing
an evaluation of a management research project by a
professional(s) aware of both relevant management
needs and archeological considerations. This type of
review is designed to insure that a product is in
compliance with all legal and contractual require-
ments. Many sponsors employ professional archeol-
ogists who become familiar with legal strictures and
sponsor-specific needs for this process.

Sponsors should also see to it that relevant cul-
tural resource management proposals and all re-
ports are sent to the State Historic Preservation Offi-
cer in each state affected by the project in order that
the agency can facilitate the review process.

In every case the reviewer should first consider
the planning stage as it relates to the scope of work
set forth for the research. If there are problems or
areas of concern here these should be noted. Both
the sponsor and the archeologist have a responsibil-

ity here. Once the scope of work has been evaluated
(which implies that it must be incorporated in the
report, not now a universal practice), the various
constraints imposed on the research (technical or
financial restrictions, field complications beyond the
ability of anyone to predict) must be reviewed and
their effect on the end product assessed. Only then
can the research be properly evaluated.

This research evaluation should take the form of a
critique of the methods employed and the end
product produced in relation to its scientific validity
and its appropriateness in the context of various
regional research designs. The scientific end prod-
uct and any recommendations should be reviewed
against the planning stage and resultant administra-
tive decision-making needs of the agency. Special
note should be taken of innovation techniques uti-
lized or potential opportunities lost.

If the report being reviewed is for a draft or final
EIS and has already been published, in addition to
the authors, the sponsor, the SHPO, the appropriate
National Park Service Regional Director (who has EIS
review responsibility), the President's Advisory
Council, and the CEQ should be apprised of the
review when it is felt that the report is in any major
way defective.
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4 The Crisis in Communication

EDITOR’S PREFACE

Somewhat to the surprise of all members of the
Communication Seminar, the Seminar discussions
proved to be most concerned with the problem of
increasing communication between the archeolog-
ical profession and an increasingly wider audience.
True, some attention was devoted to how archeolo-
gists can better communicate among themselves,
but the major thrust was that the principal concern
today was in the area of communicating archeology
to others. Without an increased base in public sup-
port resulting from an increased public awareness of
and appreciation for archeology, the profession will
be in for a very rough future.

Nathalie Woodbury undertook the task of first
making our sometimes rambling discussion into a
coherent whole. Her draft was then reworked by
Bob McGimsey and tied in more closely with the
other chapters of the volume which Nathalie, of
course, did not have available.

The Airlie discussions and subsequent develop-

ments pointed out the urgent need for more rapid

and effective communication not only among
professional archeologists but also with all individ-
uals interestéd in archeology. It is our belief this
could involve a tabloid-sized newspaper which
could revolutionize information flow to the vast
benefit of archeology, iis practitioners, interested
bystanders, and the public as a whole. Another ma-
jor need touched upon by the seminar is for a cen-
tral office manned by a professional staff. Until a way
is found to provide for a centralized communication
hub, archeologists will continue to suffer from an
underdeveloped and inappropriate public image
and from inefficiency brought about by being inade-
quately informed. The medium for more rapid com-
munication and a central office will be difficult goals
to attain and will require the dedicated efforts of
many individuals.
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INTRODUCTION

Any discipline which does not communicate ade-
quately to its own followers and to the general pub-
lic cannot contribute to an area of knowledge, let
alone prosper or even survive. The need to increase
and upgrade communication constantly escalates
with the growth of a profession and with increases in
its activity; the need becomes critical when special
demands are made upon that discipline.

Archeology deals with the fascinating history of
man. It also is an exciting scientific enterprise with
interesting results. But there are other equally im-
portant reasons for developing and maintaining an
ability to communicate. Archeology depends on a
limited and constantly decreasing resource base,
and support and understanding by the widest possi-
ble audience is needed if that resource base is to be
utilized to its maximum capability. Since much ar-
cheological research is supported by public funds,
professional archeologists are under an obligation
to inform not just their colleagues but also the gen-
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eral public of the results of that research. They now
also have an obligation to advise those responsible
for making decisions concerning the archeological
resource base so that those individuals can make the
best decisions concerning its use.

THE CRISIS

Archeology, traditionally the more action ori-
ented, but often the most intellectually introverted,
subdiscipline of anthropology has reached the point
where more effective communication within and
without its boundaries are urgently needed. Despite
its popularity with the lay public, who can partici-
pate in a way that is not possible in other areas of
anthropological research, widespread understand-
ing of archeology, as distinguished from simple
popular interest, is still lacking. Furthermore, de-
spite archeology’s position as one of the four princi-
pal fields within anthropology, the generalizations
derived from archeological data often are not pre-
sented in an understandable or useful manner to
other anthropologists and their students.

This weakness in communication has been
brought sharply into focus by the upsurge in archeo-
logical activity resulting from legislation requiring
appraisal of sites threatened by the advances of our
technological civilization. Increased contract activity
by archeologists has brought the profession even
more into public view. It also has served to remind
the social/cultural anthropologists that there exists a
rapidly expanding potential source of information
on such topics as cultural growth, social change, and
demographic problems.

To respond to the existing public interest ade-
quately, to provide usable data for the anthropologi-
cal study of human beings, to protect basic cultural
resources so that they may receive maximum con-
sideration and conservation, will require many
changes in the type, quality, quantity and direction
of communication, both within the profession and
from it to other audiences.

The cause of this communication crisis is not just
the legislation requiring the utilization of archealo-
gists in environmental impact statements and re-
lated reports. While this might be viewed as a trig-
gering mechanism for a reconsideration of the na-
ture and lack of success of archeological communi-
cation, there are other causes of longer standing and
certainly of more far reaching concern: the ever-
growing awareness and interest of the public (and
the response to this interest by the media, ranging
from excellent through misleading to fanciful), high-
way development and leisure time resulting in in-
creased travel, the population explosion which
brings encroachment on sites by increased land al-
teration, an increase in the number of school, col-
lege, and other organizational groups such as Boy
Scouts who study archeology and then wish to par-
ticipate in field situations, and increased diversity
among archeologists themselves in their approach

to the resource base. All of these conditions and
others are threatening this resource base and have
created the need for changes in the basic communi-
cation patterns. The public’s right to know is ex-
ceeded only by the archeologist's need to know
what is going on among his colleagues.

ARCHEOLOGY’S VARIED AUDIENCES

At least three distinct, rather widely diversified,
but nonetheless overlapping audiences can be iden-
tified. The manner and media required to communi-
cate effectively with each of these, the nature of the
information to be communicated, and the problems
inherent in establishing effective communication
will vary depending upon the audience. It is conven-
ient, therefore, to subdivide the remainder of this
discussion on the basis of these three groups: (1)
those actively participating in and contributing to
archeology; (2) the more passively involved general
public; and (3) those individuals who, because of
their ownership of land or their administrative posi-
tion and activities, must by law or moral obligation
take the archeological resource base into considera-
tion during the course of their decision-making ac-
tivities and/or their own business or professional
activities.

In all cases it is necessary to communicate, by
whatever media, clearly, concisely, and precisely. It
is not only permissible but appropriate for commu-
nications directed to the active participants in ar-
cheology to be couched in specialized terminology
and set forth in rather elaborate detail. When com-
municating with the general public it must be kept in
mind that the majority of them will not have the
specialized knowledge or vocabulary possessed by
the active participants. Therefore the language em-
ployed must be understandable to the person on the
street. For this audience the amount and kinds of
detail may be different and sometimes must be bol-
stered by background information which would be
superfluous to a professional audience. In commu-
nicating with those making decisions affecting the
land and therefore potentially, the resource base, it
is necessary to provide the type of information
which these individuals need in order for them to
take into account the effect of their decisions on that
resource base. This information cannot be phrased
in professional jargon; the necessary specifics must
be provided in a manner and in a language which
the decision makers can rapidly accommodate to
their own needs.

COMMUNICATION AMONG ACTIVE
PARTICIPANTS

A number of similar though disparate audiences,
with constant intergrading among them, make up
the active participants in archeological activity.
There are the professionals, normally with advanced
degrees who are engaged in the vocation of archeol-
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ogy as teachers, research personnel, or administra-
tors. There are also students training for profes-
sional level activity in one or more of these three
areas, ranging from undergraduate college majors to
those in a postgraduate capacity.

In addition, archeology is fortunate in that it has
attracted and can utilize effectively a wide variety of
avocationals who spend varying amounts of time
participating in archeological field, laboratory, or
other research, and who often bring to the profes-
sion backgrounds in other disciplines which serve
archeology well.

Finally, there are professionals trained in other
disciplines who utilize archeological data and con-
tribute to its development as an adjunct to their own
professional activities.

Present Approaches

Active participants in archeology need a wide vari-
ety of information. This ranges from discussions of
theoretical propositions and scientific laws, to de-
tails on methods and techniques developed, and to
basic data and descriptions. The end products of
research, the analytical interpretations, are needed
by all, as well as evaluations of these results by those
doing the research and by their colleagues.

Monographs

Information on current research has traditionally
been communicated in a number of ways. For re-
porting the results of research of considerable
scope, the most frequent mechanism has been the
monograph—the published archeological report
normally distributed through a museum or univer-
sity, though occasionally by commercial publishers.
These reports record, in what is considered to be
adequate detail, all the information on that project
needed by other archeologists.

Journals

Publication in professional journals is a major
communication mechanism among active partici-
pants.-These include such nationally oriented jour-
nals as American Antiquity, The American Journal of
Archaeology, the Journal of Field Archaeology, His-
torical Archaeology, and, in some cases, Current
Anthropology and the American Anthropologist.
Other journals such as Archaeology, serve as a com-
mon ground between the professional audiences
and the informed lay public, while journals such as
Science serve as links between the archeological
profession and other disciplines.

Regional coverage even within the United States,
is by no means complete. A number of journals such
as Plateau, El Palacio, and Kiva have served well in
the southwest as, in another area, has the Plains
Anthropologist, while Archaeology of Eastern North
America and Man in the Northeast well serve that
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section of the country. The Midcontinental Journal
of Archaeology has just appeared on the horizon,
and the Southeastern Archeological Conference has
been discussing issuing a regular journal. Even so,
major sections of the country are not served.

State journals normally derive their financial back-
ing and readership from avocationals working in
cooperation with professionals rather than from the
profession itself. There are a number of excellent
journals of this nature, such as the New York State
Archaeological Association Bulletin, The Pennsylva-
nia Archaeologist, The Missouri Archaeologist, The
Massachusetts Archeologist, The Journal of Alabama
Archaeology, and the Bulletin of the Texas Archeo-
logical Society, but well over half of the states have
not developed such publishing capability.

Information on major excavations or survey pro-
grams normally is made available in full-scale arche-
ological reports, though all too often there is an
inordinate time delay between the completion of
the field research and the availability in print of the
resultant data. In the OIld World particularly, but
also in the New, the time lag sometimes amounts to
one or more professional generations, an incalcula-
ble loss. In instances too numerous to be comforta-
ble, there is no report at all.

The information included within journals covers a
much wider range than that normally found in ar-
cheological reports, ranging from trivia to substan-
tive, technical articles directed toward either origi-
nal data or theory, or both. The journals provide a
much more rapid mechanism for making informa-
tion available, but even here it can range from three
or four months on the state level to twelve or even
twenty-four months or longer on the national level.

The suggestion has been made that the role of
national journals, such as American Antiquity,
should be devoted to an integrative role for the
entire profession, largely restricting their content to
regional summaries, or to articles which are of
profession-wide interest (though perhaps using a
particular site as an example).

It follows from this philosophy that organizations
such as the Society for American Archaeology
should encourage the development of regional jour-
nals to provide useful outlets for substantive articles
which are of primary importance to a particular re-
gion rather than to the profession as a whole. (The
Society for American Archaeology recently provided
just such encouragement to the Midcontinental
Journal of Archaeology). The fact that a considerable
portion of the country does not have such outlets is
obviously of great concern and it cannot be assumed
that the various state journals adequately fill these
gaps. For one thing there is no nationwide distribu-
tion of regional and state journals and, equally im-
portant, the distribution of these journals does not
always cover the audience to which the information
contained might be relevant. This flaw could be
remedied partially by more widespread communica-
tion of journal contents, so that individuals and




agencies who were in need of information found in
a particular state or regional journal could subscribe
or obtain particular issues of interest to them. As
yet, no such mechanism exists. An abstracting serv-
ice is an obvious need of the profession.

Newsletters

_A major mechanism for communicating news of
specific interest to archeological participants is that
of the various newsletters. While journals tend to be
national, regional, and state oriented, most newslet-
ters are state, local, or subject-specific in orienta-
tion. Thé possible exception is the Anthropology
Newsletter which is directed to both a nationwide
and profession-wide audience. The other nation-
ally-oriented newsletters restrict themselves to par-
ticular research areas, such as the Newsletter of the
Society for Historical Archaeology, The Newsletter of
Lithic Technology, or The Newsletter of Computer
Archaeology.

A wide variety of data is published, usually on a
monthly basis, in state and local archeological soci-
ety newsletters, ranging from information of basic
and long-lasting importance to personal reports
which might be of considerable interest to certain
readers but which have little permanent or scientific
significance. Again, distribution of and information
about these state and local newsletters tends to be a
problem, so that information of considerable scien-
tific importance published therein does not neces-
sarily reach the appropriate audiences.

The specialized newsletters, on the other hand,
fulfill a very real function, for they normally are
directed to and read by those individuals who have
an interest in that particular specialty. Such individ-
uals normally are aware of the availability of such a
publication and avail themselves of it.

Reviews

The final area of written archeological communi-
cation currently available is the evaluative review.
For years this was restricted to book and article
reviews published in journals or, occasionally, in
newsletters. In a period when reports were not
overly numerous and projects were not particularly
extensive, the fact that there was often a long delay
before these reviews were published may not have
been particularly critical. Now, however, delays of
this magnitude are intolerable, for too much will
have been done in the interim. Peer review of cur-
rent research is a quality control mechanism. Such
communication must take place quickly if it is to be
useful at all. This problem is heightened by the fact
that many journals have reduced their review sec-
tions. There are, of course, other forms of peer
review which are operative, including formal and
informal conversations at meetings and similar
“passing of the word.” Nontheless, there is little
question but that the profession needs a more effec-

tive evaluative mechanism, one which operates
more rapidly than at present.

One mechanism being experimented with in Ar-
kansas, and perhaps elsewhere, is that of incorpo-
rating peer reviews of a report with'the final publica-
tion. It remains to be seen how effective this ap-
proach will be. (It might be noted that on extensive

field projects, Arkansas is also bringing in outside -

reviewers approximately one-third of the way
through the field season.) In this way the field re-
search itself can benefit from outside evaluations.
Research designs for major projects could also be
subjected to the review process.

Meetings

Local, state, regional, and national meetings form
a major mechanism for exchanging basic informa-
tion of a theoretical or substantive nature. At these
meetings papers are presented and discussions, for-
mal and informal, are held, in which an extraordi-
nary amount of information is exchanged. Such
meetings provide an excellent mechanism for re-
maining up-to-date on what is going on in the
profession. In the best of circumstances, however,
this information exchange is only among relatively
small groups, with little assurance that a major por-
tion of the people who should be party to particular
information will actually know of it prior to its publi-
cation. Further, with present increasing budgetary
restrictions on travel to meetings, it may well be-
come impossible for this particular communication
mechanism to operate effectively. It can only be
hoped that administrators and others controlling the
purse strings will recognize the continuing impor-
tance to professional growth of such interpersonal
exchanges.

Training Programs

There are in some states opportunities for profes-
sionals and avocationals to communicate through
training programs. If handled properly, this can
vastly increase communication. In several states,
such as Arkansas, Kansas, New Mexico, and Texas,
increasingly elaborate and competent training pro-
grams not only permit but encourage concerned,
nonacademically-trained individuals to participate in
and contribute meaningfully to professional level
archeology.

Summary

It must be concluded that the current mechanisms
for communication among active participants in ar-
cheology are something less than adequate. Na-
tional journals, perhaps quite properly, are increas-
ingly restricting their presentations to articles of
general interest, major review articles, or general
news. Information in regional and state journals or
newsletters does not reach a wide audience. Ade-
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quate review mechanisms and abstracting services
are nonexistent.

Increased financial restrictions have led to the
suggestion that meetings be larger, held less often,
or that several organizations could combine their
annual meetings. This solution, while having certain
advantages, obviously will decrease the ability to
communicate on a one-to-one or small-group basis.
Allin all, the present picture is one of inefficient and
ineffective communication.

Possibilities for the Future

A number of ideas have been suggested to alle-
viate this situation. Certainly none of them can be
considered a panacea, but perhaps institution of a
number of them, and/or others, plus improvement
in traditional mechanisms for communication, will
enable archeology to handle the situation more ade-
quately.

A Central Office

A constantly recurring theme has to do with the
advantages of having some central communicative
hub for the profession. This might be in Washington
but need not be. There are good arguments for that
location: close association with federal agencies,
and the central headquarters of many related orga-
nizations. On the other hand, the headquarters of
the American Association of State and Local History,
perhaps the most efficient and effective national
organization of a similar nature, is in Nashville, Ten-
nessee.

Anyone familiar with the Society for American
Archaeology should be aware that it is not reasona-
ble to expect that the Society within its present
structure to assume the responsibility for a central
office. For example, all officers assume their Society
duties in addition to their normally more-than-full
time responsibilities as teachers, researchers, ad-
ministrators. Minimal financial resources are pro-
vided them by the Society, so they are dependent
for support on their home institutions. It is no criti-
cism of any Society officer to say that when a local
crisis arises, which he is being paid to handle, the
more diffuse responsibilities of the profession must
inevitably take a back seat. Such an administrative
situation obviously cannot provide the type of inno-
vative continuous response which the profession
needs at this time.

Just what sort of response is needed and what
would be the functions of such a central hub? Such a
center could provide a base for rapid communica-
tion within the profession, as well as for communi-
cation between the profession and others. For ex-
ample, it could and should maintain an active, regu-
lar liaison with radio, television, and public broad-
casting systems, werking to increase understanding
of archeology, archeological ideas, and archeolog-
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ical resources. This would help insure that informa-
tion is presented accurately and in a manner appro-
priate to each media. Contacts also should be main-
tained with newspaper editors and other publication
sources on a continuing and regular basis.

Active liaison could also be maintained with other
scientific or interest groups with similar concerns. In
addition, it would be to archeology’s advantage to
develop contact with groups responsible for devel-
oping school curricula, such as the National Council
for the Social Studies or, with local or governmental
organizations such as the National Association of
County Officials. Of course, continuing contact with
federal agencies whose programs and activities are
of daily concern to archeology would be of continu-
ing advantage to the profession. The profession cur-
rently has no capability for accomplishing any of
these contacts on a regular or sustained basis.

A central office could monitor federal and, to
some degree, state legislation in order to keep the
profession informed in a timely manner. In some-
what reverse direction, it could provide a home base
for the profession, a place to call for information and
advice as to how others were handling particular
problems. Personnel of such an office would be
obligated to attend regional and national archeolog-
ical meetings, providing a further communication
link.

Other possible services of such an office might
include maintenance of a file on resources and re-
source people, development of a speaker’s bureau,
creation of video and sound tapes, as well as other
informational devices, which could then be promul-
gated regionally or nationwide, depending on their
applicability.

The recently organized Society of Professional Ar-
cheologists (see Editor’s Preface to Chapter 6) has as
one of its goals the development of a central office
with a professional staff.

A Newsletter or Newspaper

Another major need of the profession is rapid up-
to-date news of what was going on nationwide and,
indeed, worldwide. There is currently no mecha-
nism for individuals within the profession to keep in
touch with how others are solving problems. There
is a rapidly changing job market, and there are nu-
merous other areas of information which can be
useful to the profession only if communicated
quickly. Finally, as the field expands, it is becoming
increasingly difficult simply to keep in touch with
what is going on beyond one’s own immediate con-
tacts and yet it is essential that scientific archeolog-
ical research be carried out in a topical and theoreti-
cal context which is both broad and up-to-date. A
logical mechanism to fill this need is a newsletter, or
newspaper. A newsletter issued bi-weekly, or
monthly at the very least, similar to Preservation
News, would be most effective.




Abstracts

Another necessary communication device pres-
ently unavailable to the profession is a compilation
of abstracts of archeological reports. The Intera-
gency Archaeological Services Division has recently
announced that it will publish with its annual report,
abstracts of all reports done under authority of the
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act. This
will vastly improve the profession’s ability to benefit
from current research across the country. But there
is still a lot of research being performed that is not
done under federal contract that needs to be made
available. Professional journals which do not include
abstracts of articles need to change this policy, and
an abstracting service, even a commercial one, striv-
ing for complete coverage (as occurs in other
professions) should be encouraged. (Communica-
tion would also be enhanced if archeologists would
learn the difference between annotations and ab-
stracts.)

Distribution of Data

A final area of concern has to do with the actual
publication and distribution of information. Ob-
viously costs are rising to almost prohibitive levels. A
means must be developed whereby information is
distributed or otherwise made available to the audi-
ence who needs it most. This is going to require
some decisions as to the size of publication runs,
and to the possibilities of distribution to regional or
state repositories, so that archeologists will know
that all necessary publications are available to them.
In some areas, there are already repositories of at
least limited means. A number of state societies, for
example, maintain libraries of materials relevant to
their particular area from which members borrow.
This is an approach which the profession as a whole
might consider.

The development of alternative mechanisms for
the promulgation of the archeological data itself
must be seriously considered. Traditional pubtica-
tion through printed reports and journals is costly
and inefficient. It is suggested that the profession
should investigate thoroughly the possibilities of
utilizing microfiche. A traditionally published prod-
uct doubtless is desirable for those who are going to
use it frequently, but seldom is the cost warranted
for those who might have only occasional use, how-
ever vital that occasion might be. Having the data
available on microfiche would be eminently feasible
in terms of cost and space and, while somewhat less
convenient than a conventional report, should be
acceptable to the occasional user. Furthermore, a
considerable quantity of basic data could be pub-
lished in this manner so that the few individuals who
vitally need this detailed information would have it
readily available without burdening the publisher or
purchaser of the summary data with paying for ac-

cessibility to all of the data recovered and reported
upon.®®

The profession’s microcard series suffered par-
tially because it was new and different, and partially
because it was inconvenient. Microfiche may suffer
some of these same difficulties, but in general
would appear to provide a more viable alternative
and certainly one to be preferred to having publica-
tions of astronomical cost or inadequate distribu-
tion. Adjustments other than personal accommoda-
tion to the use of such documents will have to be
made however, for them to become a viable entity.
For example, publication through such a mechanism
will have to be accepted as a valid and appropriate
means of publication and one which receives com-
mensurate professional rewards through tenure and
other practical results. Nonetheless, the need and
the urgency is so great that the profession cannot
any longer afford to ignore this approach.

Finally, the concept of videodiscs may add a whole
new dimension to the storage and retrieval of data.

Other Approaches

There are two other approaches whereby commu-
nication among active archeological participants
might be increased. One of these would be for
organizations to sponsor a series of seminars and/or
workshops which would make specialized knowl-
edge available to a much broader audience than
now is possible. R

A second idea is for organizations to increase the
number of official ambassadors they now have to
other related groups. At present, for example, the
Society for American Archaeology has an official
representative with the American Anthropological
Association, the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science, and the Committee on the
Recovery of Archeological Remains. Consideration
should be given to having official representatives
exchanged among the Society for Historic Archaeol-
ogy, the Archaeological Institute of America, the
Association of Field Archeology, the American Soci-
ety for Conservation Archaeology, and perhaps the
American Association for State and Local History.
Close coordination also should be maintained be-
tween the Society of Professional Archeologists and
all other organizations.

A number of other serious problems have been
recognized. Without any question they all relate to
the most serious problem of all: a lack of real desire

13 |n 1976 IAS instituted a microfiche program for reports sub-
mitted under the authority of the Archeological and Historic

. Preservation Act, through an agreement with the National Techni-

cal Information Service. This program is quite new, but it is IAS’s
intention to eventually work through the backlog of unpublished
reports to the National Park Service and, if possible, other agen-
cies, and make them available through this program as well.
Agencies are also encouraged to submit reports prepared under
other authorities for inclusion in the program.
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on the part of many members of the profession to
communicate adequately even within the profes-
sion, much less to the general public, or to those
responsible for resource management.

It is not that archeologists don’t want others to
know what they are doing, but rather that they often
have not made the effort, much less seen the need
to communicate. Now that the crisis is upon us, we
must find solutions or archeology cannot expect,
nor will it receive, the support (fiscal and moral) that
it needs and deserves.

COMMUNICATION TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC

A large majority of the American public seems to
be of the opinion that archeology is a “good thing,”
that the protection and investigation of our heritage
from the past is important. A vast number of that
same public knows precious little about archeology
or its results, much less how it might have some
applicability to their own lives, over and above the
level of pure curiosity. There is, however, an everin-
creasing chance that these individuals will be im-
pinged upon by archeology. This impingement
might be indirect through legislation that requires
environmental impact studies or conservation edu-
cation paid for through taxes, or direct by request by
archeologists to survey or excavate on an individ-
ual’s land, or by requests that the individual give
consideration to the archeological resources on land
he/she owns or controls. It is incumbent upon the
profession to inform these people, both individually
and collectively, about archeology and why they
should be concerned with it. Otherwise they may
not react properly and appropriately and the re-
sources will be lost.

Finally, communicating to the public does not, in
any way, involve a lowering of professional stan-
dards. The profession should take a positive attitude
toward informing the public through the media, and
most realize that this is an extraordinarily demand-
ing professional charge, one that should be appro-
priately recognized when evaluating professional ef-
fort. Interpreting archeology to the public is as de-
manding scientifically and intellectually as interpret-
ing the materials that come from the ground to one’s
own peers.

The Audiences

For our purposes, the general public can be cate-
gorized into those who are personally motivated
toward archeology and those who have at best an
intermittent or essentially no concern. The first
group, while not actively participating, will nonethe-
less seek out popular publications on the subject,
tune in to TV specials, take the initiative to view
museum exhibits, tour parks, and in other ways
express this semiactive interest in archeology.
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The second group consists of those who might
find themselves involved by accident—because their
children insisted they be accompanied to a mu-
seum, or because there was nothing better on TV
than spectacular shots of archeology at Tikal. On the
other hand, there are any number of specialized
groups within this second category with which the
archeological profession needs to particularly con-
cerned, such as media personnel, teachers, mem-
bers of minority groups, and pothunters. The arche-
ological profession must communicate effectively
with these and other subgroups if there is to be any
hope of conserving and obtaining maximum scien-
tific benefits from the archeological resource base.
Though the resource managers discussed below
make the final decisions (and though many of these
decisions will inevitably remain on an individual or
even capricious basis), nonetheless these final deci-
sions will reflect the desires and needs expressed by
the general public.

There are, of course, some problem areas in com-
municating with the general public. Doubtless there
always will be certain individuals, generally labelled
“pothunters” who are either unconcerned or simply
unaware of the damage they are doing to the re-
source base. It is important to the profession that
communication is maintained with these individ-
uals. In individual instances it may be impossible to
convince them to adhere, to whatever degree, to
proper scientific methodology. It certainly is impos-
sible if you do not talk to them at all. Even those
individuals that show no prospect of being con-
verted can be helpful in giving information on what
they find, which again would be a total impossibility
if they had been alienated because of the attitude of
the professional. Destruction of sites or materials by
pothunters should not be supported or condoned in
any way, but it should be possible to remain in
communication with such individuals without doing
either. At least the attempt should be made.

One major area of professional neglect in public
communication has been in the education of gradu-
ate students. All too often graduate students are
subtly, perhaps even unconsciously, taught to ex-
press themselves in a manner and in a language
characteristic of one or another approach to ar-
cheology, some of which can be rather esoteric. This
is not, in itself, necessarily erroneous in that many of
these efforts are directed toward development of
more exacting scientific terminology. Nonetheless,
there needs to be equal training in the ability to
express ideas to nonarcheologists. There also needs
to be much greater emphasis on the fact that all
archeologists, from the undergraduate level on-
ward, should consider public relations as a major
professional responsibility.

Itis unfortunate perhaps that the most immediate
need is not so much to educate the public as to
educate the profession to the need for communicat-
ing with the public. This may be the first step. The
profession can not expect the public to develop and




maintain on their own attitudes favorable to archeol-
ogy and appropriate to the archeological resource
base.

The Information

The results of archeological research and interpre-
tation must be presented to the public in language
and in a format which will both hold the attention
and catch the eye. The profession must present the
human story being developed, as well as the impor-
tance of that story to all of us both now and in the
future. Only in this way can the value of archeolog-
ical materials and the proper management of the
resources to be demonstrated. In fact, unless the
profession can and does communicate these results
to the public, the justification for its existence will
be called into question. This need certainly presents
the profession with a challenge, but not an impossi-
ble one. The basic interest is there. Archeology of-
ten uncovers new and spectacular things and from
these, develops ideas which can be new, exciting,
even spectacular. These items and ideas often are in
themselves newsworthy and could and should be
reported as such. But just conveying the new or the
spectacular is not enough. Archeologists should
convey the idea that all the results of research are
both exciting and significant, not only to themselves
and their colleagues but to the general public. There
should be a strong desire to share this excitement
with others.

This could be overdone of course, for there is
always the danger of creating a desire on the part of
individuals to get involved on their own without
adequate supervision because of a false sense of
scientific competence. The profession should do
everything possible to encourage participation by a
wide variety of individuals but always under circum-
stances where their participation would be accom-
modated in a responsible manner.

To communicate effectively with the general pub-
lic, members of the profession should actively seek
out the media and be available to them. An individ-
ual going into an area to do archeological research
must keep the local residents informed through the
local media, by reporting on the work to local civic
groups, and perhaps to the local schools. It is as-
sumed that archeologists no longer go into an area
to do research without making their presence and
purpose known to the local legal and legislative
authorities.

An archeological logo would be extremely useful
as an aid in general public identification of and with
the nation’s archeological heritage.

Information should be presented to the publicina
manner that is understandable without being con-
descending; it should be accurate, readable, timely,
believable, understandable, and appropriate to the
media selected. Poorly presented or inaccurate in-
formation can result in a disinterested, hostile, and,
most certainly, an ill-informed public, all of which

will be detrimental both to immediate projects and
to the total archeological resource base. In every
instance when a communication medium has been
selected, the material should be prepared for that
medium in the format to which it is accustomed.
You cannot hand a televjsion newscaster a three-
page abstract of your research results when he has
ninety seconds to get the message across.

In dealing with the media, and in making informa-
tion available to the public, it is recommended that
archeologists consider the following questions:

(@) “Am 1 sufficiently stressing the need for pres-
ervation of archeological resources?’’ Avoid creating
the impression that archeological sites are there to
be exploited by archeologists or anyone else.

(b) “Am 1 fully recognizing the humanistic appeal
of archeology?”’ Avoid portrayal of archeology as a
dry-as-dust activity.

(c) “Am 1 fully presenting the scientific nature of
archeology?” Avoid looking like a treasure hunter.

(d) “Am | pointing out the pertinence of my work
to the modern world?”” Present the social-scientific
basis for your research.

(e) “Am | representing archeological considera-
tions in a manner compatible with the law and with
good cultural resource management concepts?”
Consider that next year you or some other archeolo-
gist may want the local legal authority to pass an
ordinance protecting sites. Lay the ground work for
that understanding and support.

(f) “Am 1 presenting the interconnected nature of
archeology with other disciplines?”’ Explain that ar-
cheology is a science interlocked with other sci-
ences, e.g., anthropology, geology, and history.

(g) “Am | making clear the limitations on archeol-
ogy and archeologists?”* Don’t create unreasonable
expectations. Avoid letting people think that if they
find a site and report it, somebody will appear from
the big university in the sky, pat them on the head,
and excavate everything for free.

The Approaches
The Written Word

There are a number of approaches whereby ar-
cheology can be presented to the general public,
including the printed word, the spoken word, var-
ious visual presentations of items or structures, and
through organizations.

The most obvious approach through the printed
word is that of popular books. In the past, such
books written by archeologists or knowledgeable lay
persons have been relatively few and far between.
Too often in the past, the public’s attention has been
caught by books such as those by Heyerdahl and
von Diniken, to note but two best selling examples.
The first is an imaginative testing of a theory and a
travel account, while the second indicates the ready
market for wildly conjectural and sensational theo-
rizing about the past. Scientific archeology can be
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exciting, interesting, and relevant, and, when ap-
propriate, it should be presented in just such a
manner.

Magazine articles directed to the general public
tend to range from those scientifically correct and
directed toward the interested, knowledgeable
nonspecialists (such as those which appear in Ar-
chaeology), to the occasional articles that appear in
magazines directed to other audiences and which
almost always are written by nonprofessionals.

Another major medium for getting the archeolog-
ical message to the general public is the newspaper.
Though occasionally newspapers will do in-depth
studies or reviews, most often they are concerned
with the immediate present. It must be news. Arche-
ologists, however, make little, if any, attempt to take
advantage of the newspaper’s ability to acquaint the
public with information on their projects. Such
awareness can work to the advantage of archeology
in general and can be of direct and immediate bene-
fit to the archeologist in the field, by making the
research known to the community.

It is also incumbent upon any practicing archeolo-
gist to provide the local media with information on
the results of research carried out in an area, and as
rapidly as possible (remembering that if the informa-
tion is to be used it must be provided in an efficient
and appropriate format and language).

Newpapers can provide archeology with another
kind of forum as well. Weekly papers often may be
willing to consider, on a weekly or a monthly basis,
material which is written to be of interest to their
local readership and which takes little or no effort
on their part to include.

There are also many journals and magazines di-
rected to special interest groups (contractors, archi-
tects, engineers, farmers). A determined effort
should be made to inform such audiences, members
of which have a profound impact on archeological
resources, of the presence and nature of such re-
sources and how they might take them into consid-
eration. :

Itis of extraordinary importance that archeologists
become increasingly involved with the development
of curricular material for grade schools. There is no
reason for archeology to go to bat only after the
ninth inning, when there is ample opportunity to
make archeological data available throughout the
educational experience. Just as working with the
media requires understanding of the media, getting
archeology appropriately considered by grade and
high schools requires an approach with which ar-
cheologists generally are not familiar. The profes-
sion should make itself known to the National
Council for Social Studies, and individual archeolo-
gists should become actively involved with those
agencies which develop and approve textbooks in
their local communities or state. Only in this manner
will there be any opportunity for archeology to be
presented in an appropriate manner at the earliest
possible scholastic level.
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Finally, with respect to the printed word, the
profession should develop educational leaflets that
can be distributed by university departments, mu-
seums, parks, and other similar institutions. A num-
ber of states have prepared booklets on the prehis-
tory of the state aimed, generally, at the sixth to the
eighth grade level, but which, if properly written,
are of equal interest to the uninformed public of
whatever age. Such leaflets and booklets should
contain information as to whom the readers should
contact if they wish to pursue the subject, or if they
have information that might be of interest to the
profession.

The Spoken Word

Radio, while perhaps not in the forefront of popu-
lar attention these days, still has an important role in
communication. Spot news of archeological events
or projects and in-depth interviews of archeologists
are appropriately and effectively communicated by
this media.

Another area in which the spoken word can be
extraordinarily effective is through public lectures.
Civic groups, such as the Rotary, Kiwanis, or Civitan,
are constantly looking for speakers. To a large de-
gree members of such organizations are influential
decision makers in the community (or state), and the
more information that can be conveyed to them the
better. Archeologists should make themselves
known to such groups and not wait passively to be
called upon and then reluctantly comply. If an ar-
cheologist is doing active field research in an area, it
is part of his/her professional responsibility to seek
out opportunities to explain the presence of arche-
ologists and what purpose they are attempting to
achieve. Once having done this, the archeologist
should report back to the community after the anal-
ysis is complete to explain what benefits have re-
sulted from the work. A

Depending upon the nature of the situation, it
also is possible for archeologists to conduct inform-
ative workshops for interested local groups. It could
be desirable for such a program to be undertaken on
a national basis through a central office, but it cer-
tainly is practical for archeologists to do so on a local
basis. There are any number of interested groups
which would be more than happy to cooperate with
archeologists in developing such workshops, in-
cluding scout groups, camps, and teachers. In this,
as in any other area of public education, there is a
real danger of encouraging individuals to participate
beyond their ability. On the other hand, the danger
of not having them aware, much less participating, is
even more serious. Public education is sufficiently
important to justify the danger of occasional over-
enthusiastic, uneducated participation.

One other area of verbal communication that
should be considered by archeologists is develop-
ment of a series of tape-slide programs specifically




designed for a particular area or topic. The American
Association of State and Local History has developed
and promulgated a series of such programs that
have been of great benefit to historical societies.
There is no reason why archeology should not do
likewise.

Visual Presentation

The area of visual communication is, if anything,
even more wide open to archeologists. It takes a
well-thought-through expensive program to break
into national television, but in a number of instances
this has been and is being done to the benefit of all.
On the other hand, local television stations often are
looking for local interest stories, and this fact should
be utilized to the utmost to inform the community
about what a project is doing and what actions and
reactions might best protect the archeological re-
source base. The public broadcasting system (PBS)
in some areas has even sought out archeologists.
Again this is an area where the archeologist should
exhibit some initiative.

Video tapes can be developed in much the same
manner as audio tapes. To be well done these re-
quire a considerable amount of time and effort on
the part of the archeologists, but costs can be kept
to a minimum and the audience reached can be
large indeed.

There are at least three mechanisms for public
education in which three-dimensional presentation
of information is appropriate. One is the develop-
ment of archeological kits, as at least one company
has done, that use three-dimensional objects to ex-
plain to grade school students what archeology is
about and what it tells about the world around us.
Further developments along these lines should be
encouraged. .

Museums have always been outstanding mecha-
nisms for conveying archeological information to
the public. Their importance and their contributions
need not be further developed here. On the other
hand, displays of artifacts should be developed by
archeologists in contexts other than museums. Of-
ten businesses such as banks, leading merchants, or
shopping malls are happy to provide display space
which can be used in a highly educational manner to
benefit archeology. Similarly, schools, particularly in
areas where active field research is going on, are
often interested in having displays installed for their
students. Libraries are another locale with such ex-
hibit capability.

Local, state, and federal parks provide an unparal-
leled opportunity to introduce the public to archeol-
ogy and the results of archeological research. When
possible, the public should see how such results are
achieved, through the opportunity to observe exca-
vations in process, accompanied by proper interpre-
tative discussion.

A major problem to be overcome with respect to
these essential communication approaches is to

convince individual archeologists that this type of
endeavor will indeed pay off archeologically, and in
convincing the archeologists’ colleagues and admin-
istrators such efforts should be recognized as neces-
sary and demanding professional responsibilities.

The Organizational Approach

There presently is only one organization in this
country whose charge is specifically to communicate
archeological information to the general public. In
1967 the Society for American Archaeology created
the Committee on the Public Understanding of Ar-
chaeology. The Committee has not really been able
to function on a national level as a communication
mechanism because it lacks financial or staff capac-
ity needed to operate through the media. There is
one member of the Committee in each state, and
the effectiveness of that person has depended upon
his/her personal commitment to the idea of public
education within the state. The Committee has been
able to provide a degree of communication within
the profession when other mechanisms did not ex-
ist, but it has not been able to fulfill its initial charge
to date.

The American Society for Conservation Archeol-
ogy has established a bi-monthly newsletter, and
specifically encourages membership and participa-
tion by cultural resource managers outside the
profession. ASCA’s abilities, strengths, and contri-
butions to communication have yet to be evaluated.

The profession is becoming aware of the value of
an organized approach to communication, but has
yet to provide adequate support for this mechanism.

COMMUNICATION WITH THOSE WHO CONTROL
THE LAND

Potentially, everyone who owns land or is respon-
sible for a land alteration project is a resource man-
ager. Laws (and moral requirements) necessitate
that the land be managed with an eye toward appro-
priate decisions about the archeological and historic
resource -contained therein. Hopefully, with assist-
ance from the profession, all landowners and those
who utilize the land, will become increasingly aware
of the need for conserving the maximum number of
these resources. :

The Audiences

Landowners, even those controlling no more than
a city lot, can benefit science and the public by
exhibiting a concern for cultural resources con-
tained on their property. It is not now possible, and
may never be practical, to provide full legal protec-
tion to archeological resources on private property.
Even if such laws existed they would not be effective
until a sufficient number of landowners felt it to be
in their and the public’s best interests to obey such a
law. Without question, legal requirements under
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various federal and/or state laws have been a power-
ful influence in making landowners aware of their
responsibilites and increasingly willing t~ meet
them. But with any landowner, private or corporate,
of whatever size, education is the best approach
regardless of the legal situation.

A second major group who control land are public
officials, particularly on the county level. While it is
advantageous to have federal and state laws con-
cerning archeological resources, in many ways the
country is the unit of government best suited to
archeological conservation. If a proper educational
effort has been carried out, the county, which often
‘controls a considerable amount of land, is in a posi-
tion to take adequate conservation measures re-
garding the archeological resources on that land.
Contact with county officials can be on several lev-
els. It might well be appropriate for the profession
to establish communication liaison with the National
Association of County Officials. On the other hand,
to be effective any program directed through the
county must depend basically on the local archeolo-
gists and local communication mechanisms.

Federal and state agencies and private corpora-
tions form a third major group of resource man-
agers. As is the situation with counties, the responsi-
ble decision makers in these various entities control
vast quantities of land. They must be made aware in
a positive manner as to what archeological resources
they control and the effect that their management
decisions will have on these resources.

The final group of resource managers consists of
state and federal legislators. These individuals, while
not directly controlling land, are in a position to pass
legislation which will have a very marked effect
upon the future of archeological resources.

The Information

Somewhat different archeological information
needs to be communicated to resource managers
than to the general public and to the profession
itself. It may very well be that individual resource
managers will have an interest in and a concern for
archeology, but this cannot be assumed. Even if it
could be, by and large the manager must make
decisions in a broad context, in which archeology
will be only one of a great number of concerns.
These individuals need to be provided with informa-
tion sufficient to enable them to make adequate and
proper decisions regarding the cultural resources
for which they are responsible. They need to be
aware of the scientific elements involved, of the
nature of the resource base itself, and of the signifi-
cance of that resource base in various contexts. They
also need help and advice in planning for and con-
serving that resource, as well as time and cost esti-
mates for various mitigation proposals should these
become necessary.
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The Approaches

There is specific information that has greater per-
tinence to this particular group of individuals than to
the public at large. The federal and state laws them-
selves are a primary factor in introducing archeology
into their lives. Of equal pertinence are the various
federal and state guidelines and procedures that
interpret these laws. Since, at least in the -early
stages of any particular law’s history, these interpre-
tations are likely to vary, it is advantageous for ar-
cheologists to discuss practical measures for meet-
ing the provisions of the law with those involved
with implementing the various interpretations. Only
in this way will it prove possible to develop tech-
niques for conserving the maximum amount of data,
while enabling the corporation or agency to carry
out its primary charge.

Once archeological information has been con-
tracted for, the archeologist must assemble data
meaningful both to his/her colleagues and to man-
agement. Keep in mind that the average resource
manager, whether he or she be president of a large
corporation or a private landowner, is not accus-
tomed to reading a typical archeological report and
deriving the main points therefrom. The archeolo-
gist therefore has an obligation, to summarize the
crucial points in such a manner that the manager can
understand them and can review them in a mini-
mum amount of time. This will enable the manager
to make the best possible decision relative to all the
factors that must be taken into consideration. In
most instances a one- to four-page management
summary included as an initial portion of an archeo-
logical report would be successful in achieving this
goal (see page 73).

At least two other factors influence the develop-
ment of a successful relationship between archeolo-
gists and resource managers. Archeologists should
become acquainted with resource managers as indi-
viduals through personal contact. Communication
carried out solely by mail or even by phone between
individuals who have not had the opportunity to
meet face to face often is unnecessarily difficult.
Once personal confidence and trust has been estab-
lished even the most difficult emergency situations
can normally be resolved. Without such a relation-
ship, the most minor differences ¢dn be blown far
out of proportion.

Finally, to work successfully with resource man-
agers, the archeologist should first become familiar
with the planning stages of federal and state agen-
cies and then learn the bases upon which the re-
source managers make their decisions. Only in this
way will the archeologist's recommendations be
most useful and realistic to managers. Recommen-
dations to be of maximum benefit must consider
both scientific and management factors. On occa-
sion the archeologist should discuss alternatives for
dealing with cultural resources and not present a
single course of action which must be accepted or




rejected in toto. An awareness of the total concerns
of the public should be equally borne by the arche-
ologist and the resource manager.

To communicate archeological needs to managers
the archeologist may have to learn some new vocab-
ulary relevant to various agencies, and also may
need to learn a few things about engineering or
management principles. For example, what factors
must an engineer consider in choosing where to
build a sewer treatment plant, or an airport? When
knowledgeable archeologists become involved early
in the planning process, an appropriate level of ar-
cheological data can be provided the managers at
every step of the planning process. There is no
question but that this multistage research and plan-
ning approach will bring about the best considera-
tion of and most effective use of the resource base at
minimal cost.

For archeologists and resource managers to work
together effectively it is absolutely essential that a
communication network be established (see page
59). Archeologists should make themselves known
to their stage A-95 agency and request information
on any project taking place within their area of re-
sponsibility. They should also make themselves
aware of any other state or local communication
networks concerning land alteration projects.

Once an archeologist becomes involved with a
project, he/she has a responsibility to the profes-
sion, to the public, and to the agency involved to

make realistic estimates, direct investigations to-
ward scientific and management needs, and to com-
municate the results effectively, not just to profes-
sional colleagues, but to the public and all con-
cerned audiences — particularly the agency responsi-
ble for acting on the archeologist's recommenda-
tions.

With respect to the last audience it is vital that
archeologists understand enough about the historic
preservation procedures with which agencies must
comply to provide them with relevant data effec-
tively organized. See 36 CFR 60, 63, 64, 66, and 800
for pertinent details with respect to federal agen-
cies.

SUMMARY

It is no longer appropriate for archeologists to
operate totally within an ivory tower. Perhaps such
behavior is appropriate for certain practitioners, but
for the majority of archeologists to continue to act
without regard for contemporary conservation and
legislative needs would be a disaster.

While it will always be true that archeologists need
to communicate effectively among themselves, it
now is abundantly clear that unless they also com-
municate effectively with the general public, and
with those making decisions affecting the cultural
resource base, all else will be wasted effort.
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EDITOR’S PREFACE

In 1971, members of the American Indian Move-
ment from Minneapolis-St. Paul disrupted an arche-
ological excavation at a site south of Minneapolis.
They were objecting to excavation in what they
called a sacred burial ground. The fact that there
were no burials at this site, that it was a village
midden, was irrelevant to the point they wished to
make, i.e., that archeologists were digging in Indian
sites without regard for Indians. The AIM protest
was given wide publicity, and reaction in Minnesota
by the general public was largely sympathetic. Reac-
tion by archeologists was largely unsympathetic.

Although the severity of this incident was not
repeated, it served to give impetus to other objec-
tions by Native Americans to archeological work
and/or archeologists in various parts of the country.
And it served to force archeologists to review their
own philosophy and motives. It became obvious
that there had been occasions of insensitivity on the
part of archeologists. It also became obvious that
archeologists had failed to communicate adequately
the nature and intent of their research to Native
Americans.

It was with this situation in mind that a seminar
whose purpose was to review the relationship of
archeologists and Native Americans was suggested
as a vital part of any discussions of current archeo-
logical problems and directions. This is indeed an
area which needs thoughtful consideration by all
concerned parties. There are only a handful of Na-
tive American archeologists, but it was obviously
vital that Native Americans be included in the semi-
nar discussions. There was concern for representa-
tion of Native American views, and although there
were more archeologists than Native Americans par-
ticipating, we feel a start has been made. More
importantly, some extremely important and we
hope compelling steps are suggested to alleviate
misunderstanding, to increase communication, to
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Archeology and Native Americans

sensitize archeologists to Native American con-
cerns, and to sensitize Native Americans to the capa-
bility of archeology to contribute to an understand-
ing of the heritage we all have gained from Native
American cultures.

As anthropologists, should it not be archeologists’
first responsibility to take into consideration the liv-
ing descendants of those cultures they study? We
hope that the dialogue reported upon in this chapter
will stimulate further positive action.

INTRODUCTION

Since archeologists are concerned with the cul-
ture and culture history of American Indians, Eski-
mos, and Aleuts, greater communication is essential
between the archeologists and these groups and
greater involvement is needed by these people in
decisions affecting archeological research. There
have been and continue to be many examples of
close cooperation between archeologists and Native
Americans, but while these examples may be con-
spicuous, they are too few in number.
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The question of how archeologists can enhance
their professional aims and goals through better
relations with Native Americans should begin with
the question of how archeologists can communicate
these aims and goals in terms that not only can be
understood by Native Americans but can also be
related philosophically and realistically to the Native
American’s own aims and goals. If an important part
of North American archeology is a pursuit of knowl-
edge directed toward reconstruction of the social
and cultural histories of human groups, then profes-
sional efforts by archeologists toward this goal
should consider ways and means for involving the
Native Americans as participants and contributors in
archeological pursuits.

To achieve this kind of relationship and under-
standing it is logical to begin at the point where both
the Native American and the archeologist agree on
the importance of the preservation and protection
of cultural heritage, even though their respective
purposes and methods may differ. This basic ap-
proach should be on a broad philosophical level,
one concerning both cultural history and the future
in general. Many Native Americans may relate more
effectively to archeology presented in its aspect as a
humanistic endeavor than as a purely scientific disci-
pline.

Such an approach contemplates recognition by
. both archeologists and Native Americans of the
need for Native Americans to consider the ethical
and moral aspects of archeological pursuits as they
are seen in the context of their own cultural per-
spective. By effectively voicing their views, the Na-
tive American can become an effective element in
decisions concerning archeological endeavors.

The interchange between the archeologist and the
Native American envisioned above should be devel-
oped in the context of viable traditions, ethics, and
beliefs and that of scientific needs and practices. To
this end, there should be an effort to develop direct
communication between archeologists and Native
American communities, both on and off reserva-
tions.

COMMUNICATION

With notable exceptions, archeologists have not
directed their attention toward public understand-

ing of what they do. Archeological reports tend to .

be characterized by technical terminology. that
makes the report essentially unintelligible to the
nonspecialist. At the same time, those individuals or
organizations who do attempt to ""popularize” ar-
cheological information frequently are held in dis-
respect by archeologists. In addition, as part of their
training as scientists, archeologists sometimes de-
velop a high degree of objectivity about their data,
which unfortunately has been accompanied by a
correlative degree of insensitivity about the human
quality of its origins. This reflects a kind of academic

elitism certainly not unique to archeology, but not
atypical of it.

The result of these and other factors has been the
formation of an effective communication barrier be-
tween the archeological profession and the public.
Sometimes the results of this nonunderstanding are
simply amusing; sometimes there are serious conse-
quences, as in our contacts with some Native Ameri-
can groups as noted earlier. Archeologists have fre-
quently, though not universally developed an image
among Native Americans as ‘‘people who dig holes”
for no understandable reason, who dote on expos-
ing burials, and who carry things away to be stored
or lost in large, impersonal institutions.

It is imperative that archeologists work to correct
some of these misunderstandings and, very impor-
tantly, explain the reasons for their activities. This
must be done at both the local and national levels.
Most of the improved communication, however,
must come from individual archeologists who rec-
ognize their responsibilities by meeting with Native
Americans on a primary, face to face basis.

Several anthropological concepts are central to
any discussion of the basic premises and philoso-
phies behind the discipline of archeology and its
relevance to contacts between anthropologists and
Native Americans. First, it is essential to recognize
that the rationale which may provide completely.
acceptable and sufficient explanations for archeolo-
gists, as members largely of the western European
cultural tradition, may not and frequently do not
constitute either acceptable or sufficient explana-
tions for members of other cultural traditions.
Therefore, archeologists must search out those
areas in which a common concern or interest is
shared with specific groups of Native Americans and
to expand these areas of contact and understanding
to the fullest.

Archeology involves the study of humanity and
because of its complex and multiple origins and the
course of its history, the discipline has been domi-
nated at various times by humanistic, historical, and/
or scientific paradigms or goals. At present the sci-
entific paradigm is the dominant element in the
structuring of archeological goals and activities, al-

- though a considerable number of archeologists are

oriented toward essentially historical objectives. Ac-
cordingly, a presentation of basic premises and
goals will not meet with universal acceptance, even
within the archeological community.

It is generally agreed by archeologists that they
study humanity and the products of human activi-
ties, and that the knowledge produced by these
activities is in the public good. Knowledge so de-
rived is universalistic in character; that is, the cul-
tures of all people everywhere are of potential inter-
est to the scientist and to the general public. This
knowledge consists of more than simply the collec-
tion of information; it also includes elements of
explanation and prediction, the greater understand-
ing of the human condition, and of the processes of
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cultural change and stability. It is within the existing
American intellectual tradition that knowledge and
the access to knowledge is a universal human right,
and that additions to knowledge are universally in
the public good. Knowledge is also conceived of as a
tool which, like any other, can be employed for
good or for evil. Archeologists, like other scientists,
are strongly oriented toward this universalistic ap-
proach, accepting many or most of these concepts
as basic assumptions not subject to question.

Not all peoples necessarily view the universe as
American or European trained archeologists do. The
concepts of human knowledge, science, scientific
explanation, and professionalism in the abstract do
not necessarily hold the same priority in the value
structures of nonscientists in general and those of
members of other cultures in particular. The right to
knowledge is likewise not considered a universal.
The very objectivity which characterizes archeolo-
gists as professional scientists may result in resent-
ment on the part of the people being studied, who
feel that they are being treated as so many objects or
specimens.

Ways must be found for expressing the elements
of professional archeological activity so that a com-
monality of interests is developed or can be devel-
oped with Native American ethnic groups, and so
that these activities are not only tolerable and ac-
ceptable, but even interesting, useful, and worthy of
support. In most cases, the specific intent of these
explanations must reflect discussion, mutual contri-
bution, and cooperation between the archeologist
and the specific community.

There are certain areas that seem particularly fruit-
ful as possible bases for expanded communication:
(1) archeology can provide a record of specific
origins and cultural and historical development
which may give 'added strength and depth to the
individual and group perception of identity; (2) ar-
cheology can point out the aesthetic products and
important events within the archeological record
which should provide for interest in and affinity with
the heritage of the past; (3) archeology can provide
data based on its specific qualifications as a science,
which may serve as a basis for predictive models and
thus better enable people to deal with problems of
the present and the future; (4) archeology can, on
the basis of its study of human behavior over huge
areas of time and space, make known economic
techniques and/or, social adaptations which may im-
prove the physical condition of living people; (5)
archeologists join with Native Americans in a com-
mon concern for the preservation and protection of
monuments, art objects, and other artifacts of the
past, and can cooperate with individuals or groups
in joint efforts to develop and enforce legal means
of carrying out protective measures.

To emphasize the importance of improving com-
munication between archeologists and Native Amer-
icans, several actions are considered desirable and
appropriate. These actions are:
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(1) The Society for American Archaeology, the So-
ciety of Professional Archaeologists, and other na-
tional archeological organizations, along with other
groups as appropriate, should form standing com-
mittees, to include Native American representatives,
for the primary purpose of instituting and increasing
communication.

(2) Archeologists should issue news releases
through the American Indian Press Association
when newsworthy items of interest develop in fu-
ture archeological research.

(3) Where feasible, state and local archeological
associations, both lay persons and professionals,
should make special efforts to meet with resident
Native American groups to explore grounds of com-
mon interest and to develop mechanisms for im-
proving communication.

(4) Regional archeological societies at their annual
meetings should follow a similar pattern.

(5) Archeologists in cooperation with Native
Americans should make special efforts to produce
both written and visual presentations and interpre-
tations of archeological data for the general public
and particularly for Native Americans.

(6) Individual archeologists should recognize their
responsibility for initiating communications with
Native Americans and make special efforts to meet
this responsibility.

(7) Archeologists should coordinate this informa-
tion with that of cultural anthropologists and others
in order that the combined product may be dis-
cussed with Native Americans for the benefit of all.

PARTICIPATION

An important means of increasing mutual under-
standing is through increased Native American par-
ticipation in archeological activities and in decision
making affecting archeological efforts. There are a
number of ways in which this can and should take
place.

Training Programs

Training programs and participation in archeolog-
ical activities at several levels offer an immediate and
significant avenue that would be beneficial to both
Native Americans and the archeological profession.
The archeological profession has not attracted mem-
bers of ethnic minorities to undergraduate or gradu-
ate programs and subsequent professional positions
and this is especially conspicuous where Native
Americans are concerned. Native American archeol-
ogists can bring unique viewpoints to the profession
because of their own cultural background and these
can add important new insights into cultural inter-
pretations.

The problems of encouraging Native Americans to
select archeology as a career are both philosophical
and practical. If the profession is to reap the full
benefit of the Native American archeologist’s view-




point, he must achieve in his graduate training the
delicate balance between professionalization and
encouragement of the retention of the ethnic point
of view. Without this balance, a special contribution
of diversity of approach will be lost to the field.

Two significant and practical problems exist: (1)
recruiting individual Native Americans for both un-
dergraduate and graduate programs, and (2) financ-
ing graduate training. While several state and federal
programs support undergraduate students, they us-
ually do not apply to graduate study. The task of
finding candidates may well be more difficult than
finding financial support. Archeological specializa-
tion within anthropology has not attracted Native
Americans for a variety of reasons, but, for whatever
reason, this lack is detrimental to the profession.
Active, positive recruitment is essential and it is
suggested that members of all professionally-ori-
ented archeological societies must assume this re-
sponsibility.

A number of other educational and training pro-
grams offer more immediate vocational results
sought by some Native Americans. Training leading
to positions as support staff, such as archeological
technician, museum preparator, artist and drafts-
man, archeological conservationist, and others offer
such opportunities. More position in these speciali-
ties can be anticipated, and as more Native Ameri-
can cultural centers are established archeologists
should seek opportunities to assure that Native
Americans are aided in acquiring the specialized
skills to prepare them for positions in these careers.
At present a program, initiated by the Tribe itself, is
underway at Zuni.

At the most basic level a strong effort should be
initiated to get anthropological and Native American
oriented studies into the grade and high schools.
This is particularly important in those areas where
Native American populations form a significant ele-
ment in the school and/or geographical population.

Undergraduate participation in archeological pro-
grams is important for students in order to provide
them with the opportunity of forming an under-
standing of and an interest in the goals and aims of
archeology. Archeologists with the opportunity of
identifying those individuals who express an interest
in further archeological training, should feel obli-
gated to encourage this interest. Special efforts
should be made to work with those students in
independent research or lab projects, special ad-
visor-advisee relationships, and in. paid part-time
positions. It may be that BIA funding, tribal scholar-
ships, OEO, and Work Study programs can take care
of the financial needs of most undergraduate Native
Americans (in contrast to graduate students), but the
need to earn extra money during the academic years
is always present.

Summer stipends and tuition waivers to permit
Native American students to participate in archeo-
logical research projects are needed. This is particu-
larly important because many students receive no

federal or other support during the summer months
and many would otherwise have to work and would
not be able to gain the initial level of experience and
training to make it possible to gain regular employ-
ment in archeology.

Where appropriate, part-time compensation to al-
low interested individual archeologists to become
personally involved in counseling undergraduates
and in career development for graduates should be
sought. Attempts should be made in counseling to
make clear both the special relevance of an archeo-
logical background for Native Americans, and of
potential career opportunities on both tribal lands
and at large for fully professional archeologists and
for technicians of Native American origin.

In addition to financial support and specific train-
ing programs, archeologists in the academic com-
munity should work toward increasing their contact
with the Native American students on campus. At-
tractively oriented courses on Native American cul-
ture/history/archeology should be offered. The ori-
entation of these courses should be toward making
students aware of their own culture history and of
the relevance of the archeological contribution to it.
Input from both the archeological profession and
from the native community should be included.
Where specific ethnic studies programs do not exist,
these courses can be offered directly by the Depart-
ment of Anthropology. Where ethnic studies pro-
grams do exist, an attempt should be made to get
these kinds of courses either incorporated in the
ethnic studies program itself, or cross-listed with the
anthropology department.

In reviewing all the possible ways to encourage
greater interest and participation in archeology by
Native Americans, the one area causing most prob-
lems is that of financing graduate training. In keep-
ing with the feeling that archeologists should make
these opportunities available, it is recommended
that archeological societies take action as appropri-
ate to make funds available, from existing capital, if
possible, to establish a fund for Native American
Graduate Fellowships in Archeology. There are sev-
eral private foundations with minority-student aid
programs, and it is suggested that the aid of one of
these foundations be sought as a source of matching
monies and for administration of the Fund. All ar-
cheological societies should be encouraged to con-
tribute to the fund. Such a step would be the first for
any national professional organization, and might
well lead to a significant improvement in mutual
understanding.

Adult education programs in archeology and eth-
nology in urban areas and in reservation communi-
ties may also prove to be of great interest to some
individuals, helpful as a communication device, and
worthy of experimentation.

Cultural Centers

Cultural centers, conceived of and operated by
Native Americans, offer an opportunity for profes-
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sional archeologists to contribute effectively to bet-
ter mutual understanding between the two groups.
Many of these cultural centers have already been
established, and while most do not take the form of
the traditional museum and may function as activity
centers, many do have some space which can be
used for the display and interpretation of archeolog-
ical and ethnographic materials. Some are urban
centers which focus on pan-Indianism while others
are reservation, or tribal or regional centers. What-
ever their nature and setting, the archeologist
should actively encourage these developments. It
would be reasonable, realistic, and hopefully feasi-
ble to support the establishment of regional cultural
interpretation centers planned and operated by Na-
tive Americans, perhaps at least one in each major
Native American culture area of the United States
and Canada. These regional centers could have a
major impact through tourism on the knowledge
" and understanding of Native Americans by the gen-
eral public. It should be emphasized that these cen-
ters should be supported and operated by Native
Americans, and that they should present Native
American viewpoints. If this develops they could
offer an exceptionally fruitful area for cooperation,
development, of mutual understanding, and com-
mitment to others.

It must be cautioned, however, that there are a
number of federally financed culture centers now in
existence where interpretative display space is avail-
able, but which do not measure up to the accepted
museum requirements of (1) security, (2) proper
curatorial arrangements, and (3) formal loan ar-
rangements. This fact frequently prevents the loan
of archeological/ethnographic objects for use in
these centers, and certainly the federal and state
governments who financed their construction must
be made aware of the conditions and be asked to
upgrade these facilities. Archeologists should take a
positive role of leadership in remedying such situa-
tions.

Whatever the nature and setting of the Native
American Cultural Centers, archeologists should en-
courage their development through

(1) offering assistance in seeking funds for con-

struction

(2) urging state and federal support for continued

operating funds

(3) offering assistance in planning the establish-

ment of training and internship programs in
museology and archeological interpretation

(4) making archeological and ethnographic mate-

rials from documented collections available
for display subject to standard museum poli-
cies on loans from collections.

Other Areas of Participation
There are other areas of archeological concern

where Native American participation in the decision-
making processes should occur. One of these areas
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is the nomination of sites for the National Register.
In those states where archeological sites form a large
block of the nominations made to the Register, it
seems appropriate that archeologists recommend to
their State Historic Preservation Officer that there
should be Native American representation in the
composition of the State Review Committee charged
with the review and nomination procedures.
Where state organizations of professional arche-
ologists exist, it is recommended that these groups
take positive action to compile an annual list of
archeological field research projects to include not
only the location of the projects and the names of
participants, but also a statement of the archeolog-
ical justification for the work. Excavation solely or
primarily for training by field schools or other
groups without adequate problem orientation and
scientific rationale cannot be justified. State profes-
sional groups should examine the rationale for field
research projects and discuss projected plans with
Native American peoples where this is appropriate.

SENSITIVE AREAS

There are a number of areas of archeological con-
cern that are particularly sensitive to the Native
American. These include the destruction of sites,
sale of artifacts, private commercialization of arche-
ological sites, tribal law, certain museum exhibits,
the treatment of human skeletal materials, and cer-
tain kinds of site excavation. Itis obvious that certain
of these areas are complex and will require contin-
ued dialogue. Problems arising from any of these
sensitive areas are solvable, however, and each was
discussed by the seminar. It is incumbent upon ar-
cheologists and Native Americans to review the is-
sues and work toward a mutually acceptable solu-
tion.

Excavation and Tribal Law

Failure to recognize the status of tribal law on
reservations or, worse, the lack of good judgment
and courtesy in failing to discuss planned excava-
tions on lands within the statutory boundaries of
allotted reservations, can cause problems that could
and should be easily avoided.

Excavation of archeological sites on reservation
lands, under whatever sponsorship, requires a fed-
eral archeological permit issued by the Secretary of
the Interior through the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
Official permission must also be secured directly
from the local reservation tribal government; an ef-
fort should be made to ensure that the opinion of
persons representing a traditional view is repre-
sented. Because native lands are held in trust (not
owned) by the United States, the materials collected
from an excavated site on tribal land are the prop-
erty of the resident native community and not the
federal government. Some Native American reserva-
tion groups have also adopted antiquities acts to




protect archeological sites from unauthorized exca-
vation and destruction. The archeologist must be-
come familiar with and follow the guidelines set
forth for Native American lands.

Protection of Sites from Vandalism

Archeologists must also recognize that the mem-
bers of such a reservation group are directly con-
cerned with preventing site destruction through
vandalism or illegal excavation and that this mutual
concern offers a fruitful area for cooperation.

Both archeologists and Native Americans are con-
cerned with needless, thoughtless destruction of
archeological sites. Each abhors the destruction pur-
posely done for private gain through the recovery of
artifacts for which there is a commercial market.
There should be equal abhorrence of needless de-
struction of sites and information by poor or bad
archeological techniques and approaches (i.e., in-
sufficiently trained ‘“archeologists” being given po-
sitions of responsibility for excavation projects, or
some teaching situations where a site is excavated
solely for teaching purposes and not for scientific
needs). Unfortunately some Native Americans do
not distinguish professional archeological research
from pothunting—a remarkable comment on our
failure to communicate effectively.

Pothunting and vandalism, whether through igno-
rance or guile, can be tackled in two ways: (1)
through the law and (2) through education. The first
can be quick and risky, the other long with the
results not assured. Both approaches should be
used. There are already several laws that can be used
to protect sites from wanton vandalism: statutes
concerning trespass, theft, and destruction of prop-
erty, and in some states landmark statutes and per-
mit regulations. For federal lands, there are several
preservation and antiquities laws (see Chapter 1).

Archeologists have an ethical responsibility to aid
Native Americans in their efforts to decrease vandal-
ism.

Collections and Exhibits

On June 7, 1973, the membership of the American
Association of Museums passed a resolution and
policy statement on human remains. The resolution
states that:

In recognition of the current concern over the use of human
skeletal material in museums, the American Association of
Museums has formulated a general policy statement covering
certain basic issues for consideration by those museum
trustees and staff members who seek guidance in a complex
and unresolved problem.

In the search for knowledge, we seek answers to the Uni-
verse, our world, all living things, and in ourselves. As educa-
tional institutions, museums are vigorously searching for un-
derstanding—most particularly about ourselves as human
beings. Much of what we have learned about human develop-
ment and prehistoric cultures has been derived from burials.
There is merit in continuing such investigations but if we are
to achieve wisdom, yet adhere to an honorable position as

humanists who are concerned with the quality of life and the
worth of the individual, the study of skeletal material must be
undertaken with dignity, and with regard for the feelings of
the most sensitive among us. Research must be accomplished
in a manner acceptable not only to fellow professionals, but
also to those of varying religious beliefs.

In particular, Native Americans feel a kinship to ancestral
peoples and museums must seek means of achieving scholar-
ship and interpretative goals acceptable to the actual and
spiritual descendants of the peoples under study or run the
risk of alienating the segment of our population most closely
related to the subject of those studies.

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT: Although there is
sometimes a need to use skeletal material in interpretive
exhibits, this must be done with sensitivity and understanding
of the feelings for human dignity held by all peoples. It is
presumptuous to interpret people unless we respect their
rights and intrinsic dignity. The objective of an interpretive
exhibit is to help the visitor understand, indeed, to identify
with, those who lived or live under very different circum-
stances. The curiosity of the visitor is no justification for the
violation of beliefs concerning the dead.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT: It is the position of
the American Association of Museums that the human being
of whatever century and of whatever place is entitled to the
same concern that would be accorded a member of one’s own
family, thereby confirming our belief that we are all indeed of
one family.

The AAM members drafting that resolution were
William E. Marshall, Robert G. Baker, Helmuth J.
Naumer, Milton F. Perry, George I. Quimby, and
Frederick J. Dockstader, Chairman.

It is appropriate that archeologists working in mu-
seums or associated with them in any way, make a
special effort to see that museums adhere to this
policy, and that individual museum boards be urged
to declare firm policies concerning the exhibit of
human burial remains and other objects of a sensi-
tive spiritual or religious nature in accordance with
the above expressed policy.

Many museums and archeological laboratories
contain collections of human skeletal remains accu-
mulated over the past several decades. Some of
these collections have been studied by physical an-
thropologists; the majority have not. Every effort
should be made to assure the proper care of these
materials.

Because of some native groups’ attitudes toward
osteological material removed from the earth, the
sentiment is sometimes expressed that human skel-
etons in museum collections should be reburied.
When this situation arises with respect to remains
with demonstrable cultural and/or biological affinity
to specific living groups, traditional spiritual leaders
of these groups should be sought out, and decisions
made as to the proper disposition of these remains
after appropriate study. When osteological remains
cannot be specifically identified with a contempo-
rary group, the interests of a particular group are no
longer applicable but the institution charged with
care and custody of the collection should continue
to maintain a responsive and responsible attitude
toward them.

Finally, all archeologists deplore the commerciali-
zation of archeological sites, particularly burial sites,
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seen frequently in roadside traps for the unwary
tourist. Archeologists are urged to take the initiative
in attempting to discourage these practices by any
legal means. The sale of artifacts, both ethnographic
and archeological, is also deplored, whether they
originate through illegal import, commercial
pothunting, or the sale of private collections.

In an effort to increase proper documentation of
material, archeologists should refuse to serve as
appraisers for undocumented privately held collec-
tions, and, insofar as it is within their ability to do so,
refuse to accept such collections as gifts to their
institution. In addition, archeologists associated
with institutions holding collections are urged to do
everything possible to see that the collections are
properly stored and cared for. Archeologists have a
special responsibility to these collections both as
scientific data and as a vital segment of the Native
American heritage.

Excavation of Burials

Many peoples are concerned about the excavation
of human skeletal materials, and archeologists are
concerned as well with the importance of such skel-
etal material for understanding past human cultures.
Archeological excavation of burials, however, must
always be conducted with dignity and with a recog-
nition of basic human values and sensitivities. It is
suggested that the previously cited American Asso-
ciation of Museum’s policy statement on human
skeletal exhibits applies as well to the conduct of
burial excavations.

Many Native Americans have expressed special
concern over this particular archeological activity.
The excavation of burials of demonstrated cultural
and/or biological affinity to a specific living ethnic
group is particularly sensitive and should be under-
taken only as part of a planned research design, and,
whether Native Americans or other extant ethnic or
cultural affiliation, only after appropriate consulta-
tion and very careful consideration of the moral
attitudes of the group involved and of society in
general.

Emergency salvage operations and/or the acciden-
tal encounter of burials in excavations of other kinds
present special problems, and should be dealt with
in good conscience by the archeologist, keeping
these same considerations in mind.

It should be noted that many state laws on the
disturbance and exhumation of human remains of-
ten are highly discriminatory, normally referring to
Christian cemeteries, marked graves, or legally reg-
istered cemeteries. It is urged that archeologists,
whatever the legal situation follow the moral guide-
lines outlined above and assist wherever possible in
the modification of the laws as necessary, so that the
end result is equal treatment and respect for all
exhumed human remains. Such modified laws
should be carefully researched, in order to protect
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graves with known living descendents, to insure the
adequate study of human remains where appropri-
ate, and to assure the prosecution of those who
disturb graves in their search for artifacts.

Secret or Sacred Areas

Inadvertent problems sometimes arise in archeo-
logical work, whether on reservations or not, with
respect to places held to be secret or sacred by
Native Americans. Frequently, such places are not
publicly known, but whatever the case, archeolo-
gists must be particularly sensitive to the fact that a
potential occurrence of shrines, localities consid-
ered sacred, and any objects connected with them,
will require more prior investigation on their part
and initiation of a real effort toward communication
between the archeologists and the involved Native
Americans.

Some interpretive aspects of archeological data
such as religious practices may also require special
treatment with respect to their secretive or sacred
nature and again archeologists must exercise both
good judgment and a willingness to discuss the is-
sues with the groups directly concerned prior to
making information public.

Extensive consultation with the Native American
groups potentially involved well in advance of the
initiation of investigations should do much to alle-
viate this problem.

SUMMARY

There is little doubt that many specific occasions
can be cited in which archeologists have been insen-
sitive to Native American interests with regard to
prehistoric and early historic occupation of areas of
mutual concern. By and large, archeologists, acting
on the assumption that they were working with “ex-
tinct’” cultures, have ignored the actual descendents
of those cultures. Native Americans, by bringing this
issue to the attention of archeologists and to the
general public in a rather forceful way, have suc-
ceeded in bringing some light to a situation that
needs a great deal of exposure.

There are several areas where archeologists,
either individually or as groups, can and should take
some positive action. We have suggested some of
these, and some of the appropriate approaches. We
wish to stress that for most areas needing atten-
tion—opportunities for training for Native Ameri-
cans, encouragement of cultural centers, respon-
siveness to Native American interests in archeolog-
ical work —archeologists must take the first positive
steps toward creating an atmosphere of mutual trust
and communication. A few of the areas discussed
are appropriate for action by national organizations
but, for the most part, it is the responsibilty, indeed
an obligation, of each individual archeologist to take
the initiative.




6 Certification and Accreditation

EDITOR’S PREFACE

Unlike the other five chapters, which the compi-
ler(s) and then the editors made every effort to bring
up to date to the time of submission to the pub-
lisher, this chapter remains as it was written and
distributed to the membership of the SAA on 10
February 1975. It provides a comprehensive review
of the profession’s increasing concern for establish-
ing guidelines and standards of professionalism.
Thus, it stands here as an historic formulation upon
which to build, rather than as an updated report.
Since it does lay the groundwork for what has been
going on in the period since it was distributed, the
editors felt it was most relevant in its original form.

Much has happened since February 1975 and the
editors endeavor, here in the editor’s preface, to
provide an update to the time of publication. Cer-
tainly the Society for American Archaeology has as-
sumed a leading role in developments. The Society
took the initiative to act on the report’'s recommen-
dations following the Airlie House Seminars. Upon
formal petition by its members, it funded a mail
ballot concerning the establishment of a Registry,
and it funded the final meeting of the Interim Com-
mittee on Professional Standards which met in Fay-
etteville in late January 1976.

The proposal for a Registry, as outlined in Thomp-
son’s compilation, has been modified in several im-
portant ways. At first, it was assumed by everyone
closely involved that the Society for American Ar-
chaeology should and could serve as the instrument
through which a Registry could be established and
maintained. This is the position taken in Thomp-

* Unlike the other five chapters, which were revised and up-
dated, sometimes extensively, by the editors subsequent to
submission by the compilers, this chapter remains as submitted
in late 1974. It was felt that it had a valuable place as a base
document from which subsequent events developed. The devel-
opments over the past two and a half years are summarized in
the editor’'s preface to this chapter.

son’s report and is specifically stated by McGimsey
in a letter sent to the SAA membership on April 9,
1975. That letter also indicates the possibility of a
major shift from the initial concept, i.e., of the
Registry becoming an entity legally separate from
the SAA.

This shift had its basis in two factors. Legal coun-
cil had indicated that for various legal reasons
(e.g., the particular tax status of the SAA, and the
potential for possible future legal action against the
organization) it would be better for a Registry to be
a separate legal and corporate entity. Secondly, the
membership of other organizations of professional
archeologists who were not also members of the
SAA felt that for a Registry to be an arm of the SAA
would require them to become members in the
SAA, a prospect which they viewed as coercive. In
addition, the feeling of such groups was that, while
the SAA contained a considerable proportion of the
professionals in this country, there were many
professionals who did not belong (and, of course,
as is wholly appropriate given the SAA’s stated
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purpose, many SAA members are not professional
archeologists). A sample survey by one of the edi-
tors, for example, suggested that more than one
quarter of the people listed in the 1976 AAA Guide
to Departments as “archeologists” or “prehistori-
ans” were not SAA members. In fact, no one knows
what proportion of the SAA membership consists
of practicing professional archeologists. Thus, de-
spite the justly prominent position of the SAA in the
profession, there was serious question as to the
appropriateness or the capability of the SAA en-
deavoring to represent the archeological profes-
sion through a Registry or otherwise.

In late April of 1975 an Interim Committee on
Professional Standards (named partly by McGimsey
and partly by Struever in their capacity as presidents
of the SAA), consisting of Richard Woodbury, jesse
Jennings, and Charles Cleland, plus McGimsey and
Struever, met in Chicago. This group drafted a docu-
ment entitled “The Proposed National Registry of
Professional Archeologists.” This document set out
the details of the proposed purpose and functions of
a Registry, its administration, a set of standards, and
a rather detailed policy and procedures manual. This
document was put into final form by McGimsey and
was distributed to all registrants at the SAA annual
meeting held in Dallas in May 1975. It served as the
basis for an official evening-long discussion at that
meeting and for a lengthy discussion at the Annual
Business Meeting. At the Annual Business Meeting
the following action was approved by the four to five
hundred people present with only a scattering of
negative votes.

It is moved that the Society for American Archaeology sup-
ports the establishment of a National Registry of Professional
Archaeologists working in the United States of America, and
that the Society for American Archaeology be closely associ-
ated and cooperate with such a Registry in every way consist-
ent with their mutual goals.

However, the Executive Committee of the SAA
had received a legal request that the motion also be
submitted to the total membership through a mail
ballot. Accordingly, on November 1, 1975 the packet
of information distributed in Dallas, a questionnaire,
and a ballot were mailed out to the SAA member-
ship. This was the first expense incurred by the SAA
in connection with the proposed development of a
Registry. The official return on the ballot was
counted on December 15 with 950 (approximately
78% of those voting) voting for and 269 voting
against the motion.

In view of this vote favoring the idea of a Registry,
but also with a healthy awareness of the serious
concerns being expressed by a number of profes-
sionals, and of the desire of other archeological
organizations to be represented, the Executive
Committee of the SAA again played the role of lead
agency and set up an enlarged version of the pre-
vious Interim Committee on Professional Standards
consisting now of Jane E. Buikstra, Charles E. Cle-
land, Jesse Jennings, Thomas F. King, William D.
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Lipe, and Charles R. McGimsey Ill. In addition, the
Archaeological Institute of America, the American
Society for Conservation Archaeology, and the Soci-
ety of Historic Archaeology were asked to name
representatives to the Committee. William Mc-
Donald was appointed by the AIA, James |. Hester by
ASCA, and Edward B. Jelks by SHA. The latter was
also appointed Chairperson. It should be noted that
Jelks was a member of the 1961 SAA Committee (as
had been Fred Wendorf, who was also a member of
the Airlie House Seminar). This earlier SAA Commit-
tee, which wrote the much quoted “Four Statements
for Archaeology” (American Antiquity 27:137-138),
had been established at the suggestion of then retir-
ing President Jesse Jennings. Jelks was also chairper-
son of an SHA committee to study this problem in
the 1970’s. As President, Stuart Struever served ex
officio. (Struever was able to participate for only one
day of the Committee meeting in Fayetteville so
Hester A. Davis, member of the SAA Executive Com-
mittee, participated throughout as an interim ex offi-
cio representative of the SAA.) Richard Woodbury, a
member of the earlier committee had resigned. Al-
though one member of the Committee had been
designated by each society as its official delegate, in
fact, all four societies were represented on the Com-
mittee by at least four members.

The Executive Committee of the SAA was of the
opinion that the Interim Committee should not re-
strict its discussions and actions to the Registry as
designed eighteen months earlier but should ex-
plore all options in the light of the memberships’
interests and concerns and the facts and ideas which
had developed during those months. Accordingly,
the charge to the Interim Committee was as follows:

(1) To explore, in the light of the new understand-
ings resulting from the debate and referen-
dum, the several options available to the ar-
cheologists of the country for promoting
professional standards

(2) To assess the needs of the profession at this
time and to determine whether the Registry as
proposed is adequate to satisfy those needs

(3) To develop a modern statement of profes-
sional standards with special attention to the
problem of coordinating with the criteria and
standards being developed by various agen-
cies of government

(4) Make recommendations for an appropriate
course of action;

(5) Submit a report to the Executive Committee
and to the cooperating societies as soon as
possible and certainly before the annual SAA
meeting at St. Louis (May 1976).

The Interim Committee on Professional Standards
met in Fayetteville, Arkansas from January 27
through January 30, 1976 with several members stay-
ing over another day to work on particular sections
of the report. The first draft of this Committee’s




report was sent to the presidents of the four Socie-
ties in mid-April.

In brief, that report included a Code of Standards
for the profession in its relations with the public,
colleagues, employees, and clients. It set forth stan-
dards for research performance, and for institutions
sponsoring archeological research. It also set forth
minimal requirements for training and experience
that must be met for recognition as a professional
archeologist.

The Interim Committee took one further crucial
step. It expanded upon the idea of a static Registry
and undertook responsibility for founding, on Janu-
ary 29, 1976, a Society of Professional Archeologists
(SOPA). The eleven members of the Interim Com-
mittee became the founding members. Legal coun-
sel was employed and the Society was incorporated
in the state of lllinois on April 26, 1976, with the
following Directors Jane E. Buiksta (Northwestern
University), Charles E. Cleland (Michigan State Uni-
versity), Hester A. Davis (Arkansas Archeological
Survey), James J. Hester (University of Chicago),
Edward B. Jelks (lllinois State University), Jesse D.
Jennings (University of Utah), Thomas F. King (Na-
tional Park Service), William D. Lipe (Museum of
Northern Arizona), William McDonald (University of
Minnesota), Charles R. McGimsey IlIl (University of
Arkansas), Bert Salwen (New York University), and
Stuart Struever (Northwestern University). (Salwen
having been added to the original eleven to provide
representation for the Association for Field Archae-
ology.) The Directors met for the first time on May 5
in St. Louis, at the time of the SAA meeting, adopted
By-Laws, and elected Edward Jelks as President,
Charles Cleland as Vice President, Thomas King as
Secretary, and Jim Hester as Treasurer, all for one
year terms.

The Interim Committee on Professional Standards
made its final report to the Executive Committee of
the SAA on May 6. The Executive Committee passed
a resolution, thanking the Interim Committee, wish-
ing success to SOPA, and urging that all qualified
members of the SAA join SOPA.

SOPA’s purposes, as stated in the Articles of In-
corporation are:

(a) to strengthen the identification of archeology
as a profession and of qualified archeologists
as professionals;

(b) to encourage high standards in the training of
archeologists;

(c) to require high standards of performance
from practicing professional archeologists;
(d) to communicate to the public the importance

of proper practice of archeology;

(e) to assist governmental and other organiza-
tions, using archeologists in the course of
their activities, to identify those properly qual-
ified for the purpose.

A major service of SOPA will be to compile and
maintain current a Directory of Archeologists who

meet the Qualifications for Recognition as a Profes-
sional Archeologist, and who also subscribe to
SOPA’s Code of Ethics, Institutional Standards, and
Standards of Research Performance. The Directory
will be made available to federal, state, and other
agencies, to private firms, and to individuals who
seek the services of qualified archeologists. The Di-
rectory will be designed to indicate topical, regional,
and other specialities. (The first edition was pub-
lished in November 1976, listing those individuals
meeting the qualifications whose applications had
been processed up to that time.) Additionally, and
perhaps of even greater importance, the organiza-
tion will assume major responsibilities for continued
updating of professional standards for archeolo-
gists, and the task of presenting archeology and the
archeological profession to the various publics that
it serves.

Membership in SOPA is open to all applicants who
meet the qualifications, agree to conform to the
Code of Ethics and Standards of Research Perform-
ance, and subscribe to the Institutional Standards
set forth by the Society of Professional Archeolo-
gists. All SOPA members will be included in the
Directory of Archeologists. Anyone will have the
option of applying for inclusion in the Directory
without becoming a member of SOPA, but such
applicants must satisfy the same requirements, in-
cluding subscription to the Code of Ethics and Stan-
dards, as SOPA members (see Appendix C).

SOPA is designed to supplement, not supplant,
present active archeological organizations all of
which are currently serving important functions. In-
deed it should serve as a cohesive element linking
them more closely together, supportive of them all
and supported by all of them.

Thus, while the Registry as outlined in the follow-
ing report did not develop precisely as proposed
therein, the report which constitutes Chapter 6
served, nevertheless, as a major step toward the
achievement of a viable organization of professional
archeologists, one capable of providing assistance
to the profession and of representing the profession
to the public. Such capability has long been needed
and is now an urgent necessity if the archeological
profession is to maintain its credibility.

INTRODUCTION

The Society for American Archaeology, ever since
its founding almost forty years ago, has taken a
strong stand against the destruction of archeological
resources and an equally strong stand for profes-
sional approaches to the planning, excavating, re-
porting, and interpreting of archeological remains.
These high standards were clearly set forth by Arthur
C. Parker, first President of the Society, in the inau-
gural issue of American Antiquity (Parker 1935:2-3).

Time brings changes and new attitudes. It has been so with

American archaeology during the past score of years. The
older emphasis of gathering great quantities of archaeological
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material for its own sake has given way to that of selecting
archaeological sites as specific problems and gathering data
cumulatively for the purpose of interpretation. . . . Only by
pursuing the latter method may archaeology be built up as a
deductive science and only from the body of facts so brought
together may we hope to shed any adequate light upon Amer-
ica’s prehistory. . . . These facts are generally known but until
now . . . effort has been scattered and methods individualis-
tic. . . . Through the Society for American Archaeology it is
hoped that standards will become more uniform. . . . There
are many things we hope to gain. . . . One of the most impor-
tant of these is the conservation of sources. . . . it is impossi-
ble to guess how many unique sites, key locations and individ-
ual objects of surpassing interest have been lost or destroyed
by inexpert hands. . . . As a society we now have in our hands
an organized means of overcoming the unhappy practices of
former years. We should now use every effort to exercise the
power that is ours. It is an obligation as important as our
desire to further explore.

Parker was speaking primarily of destruction of
sites by commercial looters and amateur collectors
interested only in objects and his call for standards
was primarily directed toward the need for uniform
terminology, classificatory systems, and interpreta-
tive methods. Nevertheless his ringing words of ex-
hortation have as much meaning today as then.

BACKGROUND

The archeological community has done much to
protect the nonrenewable resources that constitute
the heritage of the past. Tennessee Valley Authority,
Works Progress Administration, Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps, River Basin Surveys, Highway Salvage,
Contract Archeology, Environmental Impact, Moss-
Bennett, Conservation Archeology—these are the
many names of the progress that has been achieved
in what Parker called the ““conservation of sources.”
Although archeologists have been less successful in
developing professional standards of quality per-
formance, they have not ignored the problem. The
very forces that brought about the development of
salvage archeology also built the foundations for the
delineation of standards. Shortly after World War 11,
the various federal agencies responsible for the
growing archeological programs petitioned the So-
ciety for guidance in identifying and recruiting quali-
fied professionals.

At the eighteenth meeting of the Society in 1953 in
Urbana, a subcommittee consisting of Waldo Wedel
and Frank H. H. Roberts, Jr. was appointed "‘to
prepare a statement in regard to the qualifications of
professional archaeologists’ (SAA 1953:195). This re-
port, which recommended a half-dozen levels of
archeological competence paralleling the Federal
GS 5 through GS 14 ratings, was read by Roberts at
the nineteenth Annual Meeting at Albany in 1954.
“After extended discussion, the membership voted
to authorize the President to circulate the report to
the membership for study and possible adoption as
the official statement of the Society”” (SAA 1954:196).
The report was circulated to the membership but the
officers of the Society received many mixed, con-
flicting, and adverse comments. Albert C. Spauld-
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ing, Secretary of the Society, read a comment on the
“Statement on Archaeological Standards’” at the
twentieth Annual Meeting in Bloomington in which
he “explained the original purpose of the State-
ment, summarized various objections which had
been received by the officers of the Society, and
recommended that it not be adopted as an official
declaration of the Society”” (SAA 1955:211-212).

At the twenty-fifth Annual Meeting at New Haven,
in 1960, an occasion for serious review of the pro-
gram of the first quarter century and for some soul-
searching about the future, Jesse D. Jennings, the
retiring President of the Society, led a discussion of
“the need for the establishment of professional
standards and a code of ethics” (Jennings 1960:302).
The discussion included ““the question of the desira-
bility of a reorientation of the membership of the
Society so as to differentiate a professional group.”
As a result of a motion passed in that Annual Meet-
ing a broadly based Committee on Ethics and Stan-
dards was appointed and instructed to have recom-
mendations ready for consideration well in advance
of the next business meeting. The committee con-
sisted of John L. Champe (Chairman), Douglas S.
Byers, Clifford Evans, A. K. Guthe, Henry W. Hamil-
ton, Edward B. Jelks, Clement W. Meighan, Sigfus
Olafson, George S. Quimby, Watson Smith, and
Fred Wendorf. The report of this committee was
accepted as the policy of the Society at the twenty-
sixth Annual Meeting at Columbus in 1961 and was
published as ““Four Statements for Archaeology” the
same year in the October issue of American Antiqg-
uity (Champe and others 1961:137-138).

The ““Four Statements” have played an important
role in helping to meet the goals set by Parker.
Teachers and students, amateurs and professionals,
public agencies and private employers have all used
the 1960 statement to great advantage.

By the 1970’s it became apparent that the con-
certed efforts directed toward the conservation of
the archeological resources of the nation, were also
building pressures for properly trained professional
archeologists to handle the burgeoning work load
mandated by the growing body of federal law. The
federal agencies responsible for carrying out these
archeological programs began to express concern
about the quality of some of the work being done
under contract. This concern soon led to questions
about the qualifications of the individuals responsi-
ble for the contract work.

Twenty years earlier when the Society asked Rob-
erts and Wedel to review the question of “the quali-
fications of professional archaeologists,” there was
little appreciation of the problem outside the federal
agencies. In contrast, by the early 1970’s the concern
for professional standards had become nationwide.
The passage of the National Environmental Policy
Act in 1969 helped alert the profession to the need
for standards. As a result of this legislation, it was
necessary to assess the significance of all threatened
archeological resources throughout the nation. At




stake were not only the resources, but also the
funds to investigate and mitigate the threat when
national needs called for the destruction of sites. It
became clear that if trained archeologists did not
prepare the environmental impact statements, oth-
ers would make the appraisals required by law. The
immediate response to this problem was the emer-
gence in various parts of the country of specific
programs designed to guarantee that the impact
statements and the research that might result would
be the responsibility of qualified professional arche-
ologists.

The national scope of the concern about profes-
sional standards is indicated by the following list of
organizations actively involved: the Texas Antiqui-
ties Committee, the Environmental Policy Commit-
tee of the Society for California Archaeology, the
Board of Supervisors of San Diego County in Califor-
nia, the Committee on Standards and Contract Ar-
chaeology of the lllinois Archaeological Survey, the
Committee Preservation and Professional Standards
of the Society for Historical Archaeology, the Com-
mittee on Public Archaeology of the Society for
American Archaeology, the Arizona Archeological
Center of the National Park Service, the California
Region of the Forest Service, and the Committee for
the Recovery of Archaeological Remains. In effect,
archeologists all over the country were beginning to
realize that if they did not set standards for archeol-
ogy, others would.

The Society for American Archaeology was identi-
fied by many interested groups as the proper organi-
zation to assume the responsibility for developing
national standards for professional archeologists.
Representatives of the National Park Service and
members of the Committee for the Recovery of Ar-
cheological Remains discussed the problems of
standards in 1972. The CRAR passed the following
resolution at its March 1973 meeting (Haury 1974:56).

The CRAR urges the Society for American Archaeology as the
major professional organization in the nation to develop a set
of guidelines for the preparation of archeological reports that
will establish minimal standards of quality for archeological
studies of the nation’s heritage.

J. O. Brew, chairman of CRAR, appointed a sub-
committee on professional standards, consisting of
Rex Wilson of the National Park Service, Charles R.
McGimsey IlI, Raymond H. Thompson, and Fred
Wendorf. Later that year at the thirty-eighth Annual
Meeting of the Society for American Archaeology in
San Francisco, the membership adopted a resolu-
tion offered by Thompson on behalf of CRAR (SAA
1973:513):

Be it resolved that the Society for American Archaeology de-
velop a set of professional guidelines for the preparation of
archaeological reports that will establish minimal standards of
quality for archaeological studies of the nation’s heritage.

In the meantime, the Society for Historical Ar-
chaeology Committee on Preservation and Profes-
sional Standards was deeply involved in a considera-

tion of certification. Ivor Noel-Hume presented a
motion on licensing at the 1973 meeting of SHA in
Minneapolis. The report of the Committee was pre-
sented at the SHA business meeting in San Fran-
cisco, January 10, 1974. Included in its recommenda-
tions was a strong statement that SHA should work
closely with the Society for American Archaeology in
developing professional standards.

An important meeting for the refinement of ideas
on certification was the 1974 Cultural Resource Man-
agement Conference held at the Denver Federal
Center, April 11 and 12, under the co-chairmanship
of Alexander J. Lindsay and Lloyd M. Pierson. Don-
ald S. Miller (1974) presented a paper on certification
based on the experience of the Forest Service in
California and concluded with a strong recommen-
dation for SAA action on professional standards.
William . Mayer-Oakes (1974a), speaking for a con-
cerned group at the Conference, announced the
formation of a new organization, the American Soci-
ety for Conservation Archeology (ASCA), that would
serve “the several professional interests in contract
and conservation archeology” (Mayer-Oakes
1974b:2). Among the major concerns of ASCA are
certification of qualified professionals and definition
of standards of quality. The approximately 125 ar-
cheologists and federal environmental specialists
from nineteen western states who attended the
Conference passed a resolution directing the Com-
mittee on Public Archaeology (COPA) of the Society
for American Archaeology to appoint a committee to
request that the SAA Executive Committee take ac-
tion on certification, professional standards, and re-
lated matters. Hester Davis, chairperson of COPA
was asked to serve as chairman of this ad hoc com-
mittee. She appointed four other members: James
Judge, L. Ross Morrell, Floyd W. Sharrock, and Ray-
mond H. Thompson. The Conference specifically
instructed the ad hoc committee to recommend ac-
tion on the linked topics of professional standards
and certification to the Society for American Archae-
ology in time for consideration the following month
at the annual meeting in Washington, D.C.

The SAA Executive Committee recognized the
new responsibility that the profession was placing
on the Society and adopted a resolution on certifica-
tion that was reported to the membership in May
1974 at the thirty-ninth Annual Meeting in Washing-
ton (SAA 1974b:651).

Resolved that the Executive Committee endorses the principle
of certification of archaeologists and archaeological institu-
tions and that a committee be constituted to spell out mini-
mum qualifications of archaeologists and those of institutions,
corporations, and other organizations which propose to carry
out archaeological research.

A Committee on Certification was appointed and
instructed to present its recommendations at the
November 1974 meeting of the Executive Commit-
tee. The membership was informed that the final
recommendations on certification would be re-
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ported at the next Annual Meeting. The members of
this Committee on Certification are Raymond H.
Thompson (Chairman), Edward B. Jelks, James
Judge, Charles R. McGimsey Ill, Stuart Struever, and
Fred Wendorf (SAA 1974b:652). In appointing the
Committee, Douglas Schwartz, outgoing President
of the Society, and McGimsey, incoming President,
attempted to provide continuity from earlier com-
mittees and overlap with the committees of other
organizations dealing with comparable matters.
Both Jelks and Wendorf had helped prepare the
Four Statements in 1961 and Wendorf was chairman
of the Texas Antiquities Committee when it pro-
posed its guidelines for state-sponsored archeolog-
ical activities. Jelks was chairman of the Society for
Historical Archaeology Committee Committee on
Site Destruction and Professional Standards and a
member of the lllinois Archaeological Survey Com-
mittee on Standards and Archaeology. McGimsey,
Thompson, and Wendorf are members of CRAR.
The members of the Committee received many
thoughtful and useful comments on certification
from colleagues all over the country. These valuable
contributions from the profession at large enabled
the Committee to expand its effective membership
well beyond the appointed group.

During the time that these ideas about certifica-
tion were maturing, Charles R. McGimsey Ill, Presi-
dent of the Society, was developing a proposal for
six seminars which would focus on aspects of the
Management of Archeological Resources as a basis
for defining the Future Direction of Archeology in
this country (McGimsey 1974a). In his statement at
the Annual Meeting in Washington, he had empha-
sized the new responsibility facing the archeological
profession. He exhorted members to build upon
their traditionally high standards of individual
professionalism to create a corporate conception of
those standards that identify archeology as a profes-
sion rather than a brethren (McGimsey 1974b:652-
653). It is not surprising, therefore, that the first two
of the proposed seminars were to be devoted to
certification and standards of report preparation.

The proposal was funded by the National Park
Service Interagency Archeological Services Division.
The first two seminars were held at Airlie House,
Virginia, from July 31 through August 4, 1974. The
participants in the seminar on certification were the
members of the SAA Committee on Certification.
The Committee had held one meeting in Washing-
ton during the annual meeting. At that time, it be-
came clear that the topic was complex and difficult
enough that it would be helpful to carry out most of
the Committee’s business in full meetings rather
than by mail and telephone. The opportunity for the
Committee to meet for four full days on a face-to-
face basis as well as to profit from interaction with
colleagues on the Seminar on Archeological Reports
made it possible for the Committee to write a much
more thorough and satisfactory report than would
have been possible in a more traditional format.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Report of the SAA Committee on Certification
is the result of the Seminar on Certification. The
primary recommendation of the Committee is that
the SAA should establish a National Register of
Professional Archaeologists (NRPA) which would list
qualified archeologists and their supporting institu-
tions.

Before making this recommendation, the Com-
mittee carefully considered the ideas presented by
McGimsey (1974a:6-8) in his proposal for the Semi-
nar on Certification, the thoughtful comments pro-
vided by many members and friends of the Society,
the reports of the committees of earlier and related
groups, and information obtained from professional
organizations with programs of certification. In all
cases, the Committee attempted to avoid suggesting
action that would involve going beyond the first
steps toward a program of recognizing and record-
ing professional competence and potential.

Thus, the Committee rejected a proposal that
there be several levels of registered archeologists
based on years of experience, education, and other
factors. If the Society should see the need to identify
several kinds of registered archeologist or several
levels of professionals at some future time, the Re-
gistry as recommended will allow for such a devel-
opment.

Similarly, instead of trying to establish criteria for
accrediting the several kinds of archeological insti-
tutions and organizations in any formal or academic
way, the Committee simply called attention to the
close linkages that exist between a practicing regis-
tered archeologist and a supporting institution.
Therefore, we have not included formal accredita-
tion of institutions in our recommendations. Rather,
we have tried to phrase our statement in such a way
that accreditation might be a possibility for future
consideration by the Society. We believe the experi-
ence to be gained by the Society in developing and
administering NRPA should determine the course of
future action. At this preliminary stage of develop-
ment, therefore, the Committee has limited itself to
minimal recommendations.

National Registry of Professional
Archeologists

The National Registry of Professional Archeolo-
gists is a component of the Society for American
Archaeology. The Society, recognizing the wide-
spread public concern for the nonrenewable re-
sources of archeology and the need to insure a high
level of research performance, believes that the
identification of qualified professionals is essential
to the proper preservation, wise management, and
careful investigation of these resources.

Archeology provides an approach to the study of
man through the analysis of material culture. It in-
volves the scientific investigation and interpretation




of the archeological record. This record consists of
all changes in the natural and cultural environment
occurring as a consequence of human activity
throughout all past time right up to the present and
in all parts of the world. Interpretation of this record
includes the interdisciplinary study of the relevant
historical, biological, and geological context.

The Registered Archeologist

The scholar who carries out the scientific investi-
gation and interpretation of the archeological record
is an archeologist. Such a scholar who meets the
minimum requirements stated below is qualified to
be identified as a Registered Archeologist. A Regis-
tered Archeologist is considered to be the equiva-
lent of the ““qualified archeologist”” specified in var-
ious legislative and governmental documents. The
“recognized authority” in these documents is inter-
preted to refer to a Registered Archeologist, or a
professional archeologist who is qualified to be a
Registered Archeologist, or an official of an agency
or institution who has statutory or other responsibil-
ity for, or concerns for, archeological resources and
who has obtained the advice and counsel of a Regis-
tered Archeologist.

An individual may qualify for listing in the National
Registry of Professional Archaeologists by demon-
strating the following combination of professional
education and experience:

(1) A post-graduate degree in anthropology, with
a specialization in archeology, from an academically
accredited institution.

(2) Sufficient field and analytical experience to de-
sign and conduct archeological research and to pre-
pare a final report on the results.

(3) A demonstrated capacity to disseminate the
information derived from archeological research.

(4) The professional competence of the applicant
must be verified by two Registered Archeologists in
good standing.

The Committee on Professional Standards may
accept equivalencies for educational experience
and, in exceptional cases, may approve substitutions
for the above minimal requirements.

Many Registered Archeologists will expand their
basic competence through additional training in
such areas as teaching, administration, and manage-
ment of cultural resources, as well as in regional and
topical specializations.

It is recognized that in addition to Registered Ar-
cheologists, there is also a need for active participa-
tion in the field of archeology by specialists in other
disciplines, skilled technicians, avocational archeol-
ogists, and trainees.

The Supporting Institution
The Registered Archeologist bears responsibility

for protecting, conserving, and interpreting the ar-
cheological heritage of mankind. Because of the

complexity of archeological research, an archeolo-
gist needs the laboratory, library, and curatorial re-
sources of an institution to carry out these responsi-
bilities. Thus, a partnership exists between the Reg-
istered Archeologist and the supporting institution
in that both must share in the careful investigation
and wise management of these scarce cultural re-
sources. The institution, as well as the Registered
Archeologist, should be expected to meet certain
minimal standards. A qualified institution is one
which

(1) assumes responsibility for insuring comple-
tion of the research;

(2) utilizes the services of qualified archeologists;

(3) has access to the facilities necessary to carry
out fieldwork, analysis, and report prepara-
tion;

(4) serves as the repository for the proper curat-
ing of the research collection, or develops a
satisfactory arrangement with such a reposi-
tory; '

(5) has the capacity to assure dissemination of the
results of the research to both scholars and
the general public.

Procedures

The interim period, during which the Registry is to
be established, is defined as the first year (May
through April) following the approval of the NRPA
program by the membership of the Society for
American Archaeology. Several related activities
must take place during this initial year in order to
establish the Registry of Archeologists in a fair and
impartial manner, and, at the same time, to provide
a mechanism for the maintenance of the list during
the interim period. We recommend the following
sequence of activities.

The proposal to establish NRPA will be submitted
to the Executive Committee at the November 1974
meeting in Mexico and to the membership of the
Society at the fortieth Annual Meeting in Dallas in
May 1975.

Interim Committee on Professional Standards An
Interim Committee on Professional Standards shall
be established as soon as possible after the Execu-
tive Committee takes favorable action and shall be
charged with the responsibility of preparing for the
Registry. The Interim Committee shall consist of
distinguished archeologists representing the profes-
sion as a whole, who are appointed by the President
in consultation with the President-elect and with the
approval of the Executive Committee. No more than
two members of the Committee on Certification that
met at Airlie House and submitted this report may
be appointed to the Interim Committee.

When the NRPA is approved by the membership,
the Interim Committee on Professional Standards
shall receive, review, evaluate, and approve or dis-
approve the applications for listing in the Registry.
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The members of the Interim Committee, by virtue
of their appointment by the Executive Committee,
shall be designated Registered Archeologists.

Applications will be accepted from all members of
the Society for American Archaeology who desire
registration and consider themselves qualified. The
Interim Committee will be empowered to admit ap-
plicants to the Registry by a simple majority vote of
its members. The requirement that the applicant be
sponsored by Registered Archeologists is waived
during the interim period. It is essential that present
day practicing archeologists not be penalized by
arbitrary application of the recommended qualifica-
tions.

Inasmuch as there are many individuals whose
professional careers have developed without the re-
quired formal educational backgrounds, it is ex-
pected that the Interim Committee will exercise
considerable discretion in applying the ‘“equiva-
fency” clause. Careful appraisal of equivalencies is
necessary not only to maintain standards, but also to
provide the flexibility for registering historical ar-
cheologists and other specialists with related train-
ing and experience. Should the application of an
archeologist be rejected during the interim period,
however, such rejection should in no way prejudice
future application by that individual to the Commit-
tee on Professional Standards.

At the end of the first year of the Registry the
Interim Committee on Professional Standards will
be replaced by a continuing Committee on Profes-
sional Standards consisting of no more than twelve
Registered Archeologists elected by the members of
NRPA to serve staggered three-year terms. No mem-
ber may serve more than two consecutive terms.
The Nominating Committee of the Society shall
present a slate of nominees drawn from the list of
Registered Archeologists. No member of the Execu-
tive Committee, except for the President who serves
ex officio, may serve simultaneously as a member of
either the Interim Committee or the Committee on
Professional Standards.

The Committee on Professional Standards shall
maintain the National Registry of Professional Ar-
cheologists, provide leadership in the definition of
professional standards, and receive, review, and
evaluate applications to the Registry.

Any applicant who has been denied admission to
the Registry by the Committee on Professional Stan-
dards has the right to appeal that decision. The
Committee on Professional Standards shall develop
and submit to the Executive Committee for approval
procedures for appeal, for policing the membership
of the Registry, and for refining the mechanisms for
removal of individuals from the Registry.

The Committee on Professional Standards shall be
responsible to and derive its budget from the Execu-
tive Committee. The costs of operation shall be
borne in part by the application fee and in part by
dues of the Registered Archeologists. The initial ap-
plication fee and dues will be established by the
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Executive Committee. It is expected that the Registry
will be self-supporting soon after it is fully function-
ing.

By-Law Changes

The establishment of NRPA will necessitate
changes in Articles Il and IV of the By-laws of the
Society (SAA 1974a:669-670). The following revisions
are recommended by the Committee on Certifica-
tion.

Article 111
Rewrite and revise as follows:

Section 1. Membership is open to any person in
sympathy with the objects of the Society, as set forth
in Article [, without regard to sex, race, religion, or
nationality.

Section 2. Membership in the Society shall in-
clude the following categories: Active Members,
Spouses of Active Members, Registered Archeolo-
gists, Benefactors, and Life Members.

Section 3. Applications for membership shall in-
clude written subscription to the ideals, objectives,
and accepted standards of the Society.

Section 4. Membership in the Society shall be de-
nied to any person who violates accepted standards
of archeological conduct by misusing archeological
materials or sites for commercial purposes, or by
failing to behave in a responsible manner with re-
spect to the archeological record.

Section 5. Annual dues of Active Members shall
be fixed by the Executive Committee.

Section 6. Spouses of Active Members may be-
come Active Members upon subscription to the ob-
jects of the Society and upon payment of special
dues to be determined by the Executive Committee.

Section 7. Each Active Member shall receive all
the Society’s regular publications for the year cov-
ered by dues and shall have one vote in the transac-
tion of the business of the Society. An Active Mem-
ber shall be eligible for any elective or appointive
office in the Society, subject only to restrictions
defined elsewhere in the Articles of Incorporation
and these By-Laws. No member who as spouse of
another member pays less than the full amount in
the form of special dues shall receive any of the
Society’s publications except on payment therefore
of the difference between the reduced rate and the
dues paid by an Active Member.

Section 8. Any Active Member may become a
Registered Archeologist by satisfying the profes-
sional qualifications as established by the Executive
Committee and upon payment of special dues to be
determined by the Executive Committee. Such a
qualified archeologist shall be listed on the National
Registry of Professional Archeologists which shall be
organized and maintained by the Committee on




Professional Standards to be elected by the Regis-
tered Archeologists.

Section 9. Any person in sympathy with the ob-
jects of the Society may become a Benefactor by the
payment at one time of $500.00 or more.

Section 10. Life members, as of May 1947, and
Benefactors shall have during their lives all the privi-
leges of Active Membership but shall be exempt
from the payment of dues.

Section 11. Any library, museum, university,
school, or other institution may subscribe to the
publications of the Society without privilege of
membership. The annual cost of subscriptions will
be fixed by the Executive Committee.

Section 12. The Executive Committee may, by
three-quarters vote, remove from the membership
rolls any member whose acts are contrary to the
ideals, objects, and accepted standards of the Soci-
ety as set forth in Article | and Article 1, Section 4,
or who otherwise makes improper use of member-
ship in the Society. The action of the Executive Com-
mittee may be subject to an appeal to the Society at
the next Annual Meeting.

Article IV

Add to Section 2, the following sentence after
“three member candidates” and before "All pro-
spective nominees . . . "+ “The nominating Commit-
tee shall nominate at least two and no more than
three Registered Archeologist candidates for each
vacant position on the Committee on Professional
Standards.

SUMMARY

For almost forty years, the Society for American
Archaeology has worked for the protection of arche-
ological resources and the definition of qualifica-
tions for the individuals who are responsible for the
prudent management and use of those resources.
Since World War 1l, the Society has taken several
major steps toward formal recognition of profes-
sional archeologists as a group. In the past few
years, the rapidly growing threat to the resource

base of archeology has led to a new sense of na-
tional responsibility, new laws and programs, and
new opportunities for the Society.

In May 1974, at the thirty-ninth Annual Meeting of
the Society in Washington, D.C., a Committee on
Certification was appointed. This Committee has
recommended the establishment of a national Reg-
ister of Professional Archeologists for the purpose of
identifying and recognizing Registered Archeolo-
gists and their supporting institutions. The details of
the Committee’s recommendations are summarized
in the following time schedule.

November 1974: Committee on Certification re-
ports to Executive Committee. Executive Com-
mittee adopts report of Committee.

January through March 1975: Report of Commit-
tee distributed to membership.

May 1975: Membership adopts recommendations
of Committee at Annual Meeting. Membership
approves changes in By-Laws. President ap-
points Interim Committee on Professional
Standards.

May-June 1975: Interim Committee establishes
procedures for administering Register until
April 1976.

July 1975-April 1976: Interim Committee estab-
lishes and maintains Register.

December 1975: Nominating Committee presents
nominations for Committee on Professional
Standards. :

April 1976: Registered Archeologists elect Com-
mittee on Professional Standards.

May 1976: Committee on Professional Standards
takes over responsibility for Registry from In-
terim Committee.

May-July 1976: Committee on Professional Stan-
dards completes definition of procedures for
administering the Register.

The Committee recognizes that the proposed
schedule is a very tight one. Nevertheless, it recom-
mends that the schedule be followed as closely as
possible because of the urgency of the need for
NRPA.
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Glossary

Adverse unavoidable effects Detrimental effects
of an action that cannot be avoided by project
alternatives. Any action that affects cultural re-
sources must be considered in environmental im-
pact statements (National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969). Adverse effects defined in the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality Guidelines ““include
those that degrade the quality of the environ-
ment, curtail the range of beneficial uses of the
environment, and serve short-term, to the disad-
vantage of long-term, environmental goals. . . .
Significant adverse effects on the quality of the
human environment include both those that di-
rectly affect human beings and those that indi-
rectly affect human beings through adverse ef-
fects on the environment.” Mitigative measures
must be considered when adverse impacts are
identified.

Alternatives A federal agency or party responsible
for an action involving federal participation, per-
mit, or license must “study, develop, and de-
scribe appropriate alternatives to recommended
courses of action in any proposal which involves
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses
of available resources’” (NEPA, Section 102, D).
The Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines
specify that “a rigorous exploration and objective
evaluation of alternative actions that might avoid
some or all of the adverse environmental effects
is essential. Sufficient analysis of such alternatives
and their costs and impact on the environment
should accompany the proposed action through
the agency review process in order not to fore-
close prematurely options which might have less
detrimental effects.” (See also Design alterna-
tives, Project alternatives, Research alterna-
tives.)

Ancillary studies Investigations necessary to sup-
plement primary research. Such studies are im-
portant for providing supportive data for the de-
velopment and realization of primary goals and

for justifying management recommendations.
Such studies might include vegetation transects,
soil analysis, dendrochronological investigations,
and reconstruction of past environments through
pollen and faunal analyses.

Archeological activities All tasks performed by
qualified archeologists in carrying out their work.
Many of these activities involve field and labora-
tory work, analysis and report writing; teaching
and field training, administration, and other re-
lated jobs may be considered as archeological
activities.

Archeological report Any document that de-
scribes archeological activities and presents con-
clusions and interpretations drawn from these
activities. Archeological reports often describe
fieldwork and the results of this work and must be
prepared by or under the supervision of qualified
archeologists. There are various kinds of archeo-
logical reports, including cultural resource man-
agement studies.

Archeological resources All evidences of past
human occupations which can be used to recon-
struct the lifeways of past peoples. These include
sites, artifacts, environmental and all other rele-
vant information and the contexts in which they
occur. Archeological resources are found in pre-
historic and aboriginal sites, as well as historic
Indian and European areas of occupation and ac-
tivity.

Archeology/archaeology The scientific discipline
responsible for recovering, analyzing, interpret-
ing, and explaining the unwritten portion of the
historic and prehistoric past.

Avoidance Active attempts to avoid threatened
resources by partial or complete project redesign
or relocation.

Conservation An approach to archeology based
on a philosophy stressing the protection, preser-
vation and/or managed use of the cultural re-
source base for future generations. Protection of
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representative sites and preservation of data
through scientific study are major aspects of this
approach. It differs from salvage archeology
which stressed -the immediate recovery of mate-
rial from threatened sites.

Consultants Persons specially trained, often in
nonarcheological disciplines, who can provide
professional or technical advice on research or
management related problems. Consultants are
often employed by archeologists to conduct an-
cillary studies for research or management pro-
grams. Consultants would include hydrologists,
aerial photography interpreters, ethnologists, pa-
lynologists, civil engineers, etc.

Contract A formal agreement, usually written, and
enforceable in the courts, between two or more
parties for the execution of a particular action. In
cultural resource management studies contracts
are usually prepared for investigations that will
provide for the identification and mitigation of
cultural resources threatened by a land modifica-
tion action.

Contract specifications The terms and conditions
to which the parties agree to abide during the life
of the contract.

Cultural affiliation The known, projected, or hy-
pothesized cultural, ethnic, or tribal group (e.g.,
Hopewellian, Mississippian, Puebloan, Eskimo,
Apache, historic Anglo, etc.) with which archeo-
logical remains may be identified on the basis of
careful scientific study.

Cultural resource management The develop-
ment and maintenance of programs designed to
protect, preserve and scientifically study and
manage cultural resources (including evidences
of prehistoric, protohistoric, historic, and recent
remains) and the natural resources that figured
significantly in cultural systems. Developers of
such programs may include governing bodies or
agencies of government, academic and research
institutions, and private corporations. The goal of
such programs should be the conservation of cul-
tural values and the maximum effective conserva-
tion and utilization of these resources for the
public good.

Cultural resources Districts, sites, structures, and
objects and evidence of some importance to a
culture, a subculture, or a community for scien-
tific, traditional, religious, and other reasons.
These resources and relevant environmental data
are important for describing and reconstructing
past lifeways, for interpreting human behavior,
and for predicting future courses of cultural de-
velopment.

Culture history The chronological and spatial
framework for describing the development of hu-
man societies and cultures, and the documented
processes of change involved in this develop-
ment. Studies in culture history are primarily con-
cerned with defining the geographic extent, rela-
tive age, and course of development of cultures.
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Culture process The general factors and mecha-
nisms responsible for cultural change and varia-
bility. In cultural resource management studies,
investigations of culture process involve provid-
ing and testing explanations, expressed in terms
of explicit formulations, for cultural events which
occurred in the study area.

Data description The presentation of facts, infor-
mation, and statistics in a meaningful manner.
Data recovery techniques The archeological and
supportive techniques (fossil pollen collection,
Carbon 14 dating, stratigraphic studies, vegeta-
tion transects, excavation) utilized in the inten-
sive and extensive collection of cultural materials,
relevant environmental facts, and pertinent con-

textual information.

Design alternatives Alternatives to be considered
at the engineering or design level but prior to
development of the final design of a project.
These involve variations in project design and
project alternatives (e.g., variations in the design
and construction of transmission lines, aque-
ducts, highways, or selection of alternative corri-
dors).

Effective environmental data Information related
to the total environmental system, past and pres-
ent, which is known or is interpreted to have
influenced or been modified by groups present in
the study area.

Empirical investigations Studies based on or de-
rived from explicit experience, experiment, or
observation.

Ethnographic resources All evidences of identifi-
able ethnic lifeways dating in historic or protohis-
toric periods which may be used for describing,
reconstructing, and interpreting cultural systems.
These include sites, artifacts, ethnographic rec-
ords, documentary records, informants, environ-
mental data, and all other relevant information.
Ethnographic resources are cultural resources
and may be considered archeological resources
when they provide needed information relative to
the scientific study of archeological resources.

Ethnohistorical resources Data on historic and
contemporary societies. These include documen-
tary sources and the study of material culture
from these groups which are relevant to the study
area.

Excavation The scientifically controlled recovery
of subsurface materials and information from an
archeological site. Recovery techniques are de-
signed to produce maximum knowledge about
the utilization of the site, its relation to other sites
and the natural environment, and its significance
in the maintenance of the cultural system. Recov-
ery techniques may include the use of heavy
equipment (e.g., backhoe, etc.) and specialized
instruments (pollen coring tools, etc.). If excava-
tion is the mitigative measure selected it is usually
undertaken following the final design stage of a
project.




General management programs Programs de-

signed by federal, state, local, and private agen-

" cies and institutions for the effective and efficient
control and administration of resources. These
may include human, natural, and cultural re-
sources. Anthropological information can con-
tribute to the development of better cultural re-
source management practices within general
management programs.

Historic resources  All evidences of human occu-
pations that date from historic (i.e., recorded his-
tory) periods. These resources include documen-
tary data (i.e., written records, archival material,
photographs, maps, etc.) sites, artifacts, environ-
mental data and all other relevant information.
Historic resources are cultural resources and may
be considered archeological resources when ar-
cheological work isinvolved in their identification
and interpretation.

Hypothesis formulation The development and
statement of one or more specific hypotheses
(hypotheses are tentative explanations or laws set
forth to be tested). This activity usually includes
an intuitive pretesting phase, wherein some hy-
potheses are abandoned because of poor fit to
the data at hand or lack of testability. Though
fruitful hypotheses can come from a variety of
sources, those chosen for testing relate to specifi-
able investigative needs.

Impact, direct The effects an action will have on
.environmental resources as a direct and immedi-
ate result of construction or development. This
includes destruction of archeological sites and
their environment by earth-moving, plowing,
flooding, or building construction. These effects
are not limited to the localities modified by the
project but also include features such as access
roads, construction crew camps, etc., which are
ancillary to the project. Direct impact may be
considered in overviews and assessments and
should be considered in preliminary field studies
and all subsequent reports.

Impact, indirect The effects on the environment
which are not an immediate and direct result of
an action, but which would probably not occur
without it. Indirect impact is the extent to which a
project or action exposes resources, either within
or adjacent to the development, to such adverse
effects as accelerated erosion, intensified agricul-
ture, construction of private homes or commer-
cial buildings, road-building, increased vandal-
ism, modification of ecological relationships, and
other disturbances attendant to the project. indi-
rect impact may be considered in overviews and
assessments and should be considered in prelimi-
nary field studies and all subsequent reports.

Impact, potential Impact which is not related to a
specific project and, therefore is not direct or
indirect, but which may be predicted on the basis
of urban growth, technical development, energy
requirements, recreational planning needs, etc.

Consideration of potential impact is often most
appropriate to regional overviews and general
management programs.

Informants Knowledgeable persons capable of
providing information (usually local) on various
aspects of cultural resource studies (e.g., location
of sites, local history, regional use of natural ma-
terials, etc.) Informants differ from consultants in
that they are seldom trained in a specific profes-
sional discipline or technical skill and usually
have personal familiarity or experience with the
resources under study.

Intrasite relationships The spatial relationships of
artifacts and their contexts that are used for devel-
oping greater understanding concerning past hu-
man behavior within a single site.

Land managers Persons or agencies responsible
for the control, maintenance, and care of land
and all resources located thereon. Federal land-
holding agencies (e.g., BLM, BIA, NPS, FS, etc.),
state agencies, municipalities, etc., are charged
with this responsibility.

Land modifications Alterations of any magnitude
to the surface of the terrain including changes in
adjacent water bodies (reservoirs, lakes, streams)
and land previously altered.

Literature search An examination and review of
all written reports (including published, unpub-
lished, reproduced, and manuscript forms),
books, articles, etc., pertinent to the investiga-
tions carried out for a cultural resource manage-
ment study. Literature searches differ from rec-
ords checks in that the latter usually are limited to
formalized recorded information which are main-
tained as reference files.

Mitigation The alleviation of adverse impact by
avoidance through project redesign or project
relocation, by protection or by adequate scientific
study of cultural resources.

Preservation All realistic efforts to conserve and
maintain the cultural resource base. This may in-
clude the protection of archeological and histori-
cal remains and their preservation through stabili-
zation, reconstruction and care of artifacts, and
the establishment of federal, state and municipal
archeological preserves. When such measures
are not feasible, preservation of information,
though a less desirable measure, should be ac-
complished through scientific excavation and
study.

Project Specific programs and related administra-
tive activities carried out by sponsors and con-
tracting agencies. “Major actions” cited in the
National Environmental Policy Act may include
one or more projects. Cultural resource manage-
ment studies concerning archeological and his-
torical resources, should be conducted when
projects involve any land modification.

Project alternatives The alternate project loca-
tions or major revisions in project plans under
consideration during the planning process (e.g.,
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multiple routes for a channel or powerline, re-
ducin% the size and scope of the project, utilizing
slurry lines as opposed to rail lines, etc.).

Projectsponsor The federal, state or local agency,
corporation, business, institution, or other indi-
vidual or group responsible for the development,
planning, and financing of a project. Project
sponsors assume the responsibility for compli-
ance with pertinent legislation, including NEPA.

Protection  Active long-term efforts to prevent dis-
turbance of the cultural resource base. Protective
measures include fencing, barrier construction,
patrolling and monitoring, public education, etc.

Public interpretation The illustration and expla-
nation of cultural resources (prehistoric and his-
toric sites, artifacts, buildings, etc.) in terms un-
derstandable by the general public. Explanations
may be at in situ exhibits, in books, magazines,
articles, brochures, illustrated lectures, etc.

Qualitative and quantitative manipulation of
data The use of various techniques to reduce,
summarize or otherwise use raw data on the na-
ture and distribution of archeological and histori-
cal resources. Such techniques include graphic
comparisons, chi square, factor analysis, and
analysis of variance. The specific manipulative
techniques used in a study depend upon the pur-
pose(s) for which the analysis is being under-
taken.

Reconnaissance A relatively superficial and brief
examination of representative portions of a proj-
ect area, conducted for the purpose of defining
the general categories of cultural and related en-
vironmental resources contained in the area. Test
excavations may or may not be appropriate in a
reconnaissance. A reconnaissance should be so
designed as to be adequate to estimate the time
and cost of an intensive field study.

Records check A review of all files containing
information relevant to cultural resources. These
files may include archeological site survey forms,
historic site survey forms (including nomination
forms to National and state registers controlled by
the State Historic Preservation Officer) photo-
graphs, maps, etc. A records check differs from a
literature search in that it is more restricted (see
Literature search).

Regional context The background information on
the study area in relation to its history, its past and
present utilization by man, its demographic char-
acter, and its relationship to pertinent characteris-
tics that differentiate it from adjacent areas.

Register, state or local Listings maintained by
state or local boards or societies of archeological,
historical and architectural sites selected for their
local or state significance. Protection of sites
listed on these registers varies by state. Not all
states have such registers and review and nomina-
tion procedures for listing are often handled in
the office of the State Historic Preservation Offi-
cer.
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Remains, prehistoric The physical features,
items, traces, or remnants of occupation sites,
structures, work areas, burials, artifacts, mounds,
agricultural plots, water control systems, etc.,
dating from prehistoric or aboriginal periods.

Remains, historic The physical features, items,
traces, or remnants of structures, buildings, com-
munication systems, agricultural plots, cemeter-
ies, battlefields, artifacts, etc., dating from the
historic period. Often, but not always, written
records relating to the remains or past events are
extant, but even when present are rarely fully
adequate.

Research alternatives Presentation of alternative
approaches to investigations developed to pro-
tect or preserve cultural information while pro-
viding sponsors with realistic options for comply-
ing with legislative mandates and resource man-
agement requirements.

Research design A plan for conducting an arche-
ological investigation preparatory to undertaking
a particular study. It includes a statement of the
problem, basic assumptions, activities and tech-
niques, including strategies and methods re-
quired for problem solution and hypothesis test-
ing, and a specification of the relevant data and
how they will be utilized for a full understanding
of the resource. A research design is usually in
sufficient detail to permit the evaluation of its
methodological sophistication and feasibility.

Research proposal Written in response to a re-
quest from a sponsor as to whether a prospective
contractor can perform needed service. A typical
proposal will provide basic information about the
contractor and key personnel, how the proposed
investigation would be approached, a time sched-
ule and a budget.

Research recommendations Suggestions for po-
tential problems for investigation, goals, and
strategies which should be provided at early
stages of a project (assessment, preliminary re-
connaissance) for the purpose of defining and
programming for fully adequate study.

Review agency (reviewers) The agency (federal
or other) responsible for determining whether, or
the degree to which, studies prepared for envi-
ronmental impact statements and related investi-
gations conform to the appropriate standards and
guidelines. Individuals, institutions, and other
agencies may be requested to serve as reviewers
when applicable.

Sampling  The process or technique of selecting a
part of an area of study and presenting it as repre-
sentative of the whole for inspection or analysis.
Representativeness should be appropriate to the
problems under consideration. Sampling is uti-
lized in archeological research both for recover-
ing data from study areas and from sites. Sam-
pling may be employed both to survey and exca-
vation with the level of intensity depending upon
the required precision of the investigative results.




Various sampling techniques are employed by
archeologists, the three most common being ran-
dom sampling, systematic sampling, and stratified
random sampling.

Sampling, random A basic technique for selecting
representative units of study. In this technique all
sampling units are defined and identified (usually
by number). Selection of representative units is
usually accomplished by using a table of random
numbers. This technique insures that every unit
within a population has the same chance for se-
lection as every other unit, though it often leads
to uneven coverage in a spatial sense. The proba-
bility that the sample is representative of the
whole increases with increased sample size.

Sampling, systematic Controlled selection of
sampling units at equal intervals of space, as in
alternate sections in a grid.

Sampling, stratified This method is utilized to in-
sure some control over the spacing of samples
(systematic sampling is another procedure used
for this purpose). In this method two or more
sampling strata within the population are estab-
lished. These strata may be arbitrary or based on
recognized differences in the area of study (e.g.,
topographic and ecological zones within a study
area, depositional zones within an architectural
feature, etc.). Once strata are established, the
random sampling procedures may be used for
selection of units within each stratum.

Sample size The proportion or fraction of the
whole determined necessary to yield data ade-
quate for treating the archeological problem, and
for providing a sufficient degree of statistical reli-
ability. Sample size requirements vary depending
on the size of the study area, density and variety

of materials collected, and other variables partic-
ular to the investigation.

Site Any area or location occupied as a residence
or utilized by humans for a sufficient length of
time to leave physical remains or traces of occu-
pancy. Such localities are extremely variable in
size, and may range from a single hunting camp
to an extensive land surface with evidence of
numerous settlements and activities. A site may
consist of secondarily deposited archeological re-
mains.

Site density The quantity or number of sites per
designated unit (as in distinguishable zones
within a study area). Site density may be a critical
factor in developing research designs and cost
estimates for study or mitigation and with estab-
lishing significance.

Specialized studies (see Ancillary studies)

Sponsor (contracting agency) In cultural re-
source management studies the agency, institu-
tion, corporation, business or other individual or
group that contracts with an institution for inves-
tigations of and management recommendations
on cultural resources.

Study area The zone or region selected for re-

search in cultural resource management studies.
In cultural resource management investigations
the study area limits should be that area which
will lead to the most efficient and effective results
with respect to the appropriate consideration of
the cultural resources potentially affected. The
study area should be specifically delineated in
research proposals, research designs, contracts,
and research agreements.

Supportive studies (see Ancillary studies)

Survey A comprehensive and extended physical
examination of a study area conducted for the
purpose of obtaining reliable data on all cultural
resources and associated environmental vari-
ables. This should provide information on all of
the resources affected by the action. All sites
should be described, categorized, dated if possi-
ble, and their distribution should be noted. Test
excavation may be necessary to identify the char-
acter, age, and significance of the resources. An
intensive survey should result in recommenda-
tions and strategy (including time and cost esti-
mates) for further investigative study.

Testing (test excavation) The preliminary, explo-
ratory and limited excavation of portions of sites
or specific features within sites carried out for the
purpose of better defining site size (vertically and
horizontally), site complexity, chronological span
of components at sites, quantity of subsurface
materials, state of preservation and other aspects
critical to the determination of site significance,
problems for investigation, proper research
methods, and research time and costs for future
studies.

Theoretical base The general concepts, princi-
ples, and assumptions which justify an investiga-
tor's approach to problem definition and solu-
tion.

Values, scientific The potential for using cultural
resources to establish reliable generalizations
about human behavior, particularly explanations
of variability and change in societies and cultures.
Generalizations and explanations require con-
trolled comparison of relevant data concerning
past human life. This includes such things as arti-
facts, settlements, food remains, and evidence
for past environments. Scientific significance de-
pends on the degree to which archeological re-
sources in the project or program area contain
data appropriate for answering various substan-
tive technical, methodological or theoretical
questions. The value of these data should be de-
termined in the regional context of the project or
program and in relation to general anthropologi-
cal problems.

Values, social Those values consisting of the di-
rect and indirect ways in which society at large
benefits from study and preservation of cultural
resources. Benefits which should be described
and included are: (1) the acquisition of knowl-
edge concerning man’s past and its potential use,
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(2) the acquisition and preservation of objects, fits from archeological exhibits, and (5) practical
sites, structures, etc. for public education and applications of scientific findings acquired
enjoyment, (3) educational and economic bene- through archeological investigations.
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Appendix A

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DOCUMENTS
REVIEWED BY THE ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORTS SEMINAR

Anonymous

1974 Handbook of Historic Preservation Guide-
lines and Procedures. Office of Archeology and
Historic Preservation, National Park Service,
USDI. Washington, DC.

Anonymous

1974 Guidelines for Cultural Resources: Their
Place in the Planning Process and their Discus-
sion in Environmental Statements of the Na-
tional Park Service. National Park Service,
USDI. Washington, DC.

Anonymous

1973 Preparation of Environmental Statements:
Guidelines for Discussion of Cultural (Historic,
Archeological, Architectural) Resources. U.S.
Department of Interior. Washington, DC.

Anonymous

n.d. Archeological Survey Contract Specifica-
tions. Unpublished MS., Arizona Archeological
Center, National Park Service, USDI. Tucson.

Anonymous

n.d. Requirements for a Research Proposal. Un-
published Ms., Arizona Archeological Center,
National Park Service, USDI. Tucson.

Anonymous

n.d. Elements of an Archeological Overview.
Unpublished Ms., Arixona Archeological Cen-
ter, National Park Service, USDI. Tucson.

Anderson, Keith M.

1974 Contract Standards for Archeological Stud-
ies. Paper presented at Denver Cultural Re-
source Management Conference, April 11, 12,
1974.

King, T. F., M. J. Moratto, and N. O. Leonard
1973 Recommended Procedures for Archeolog-
ical Impact Evaluation. Society for California
Archeology, Department of Anthropology. Ful-
lerton.

McGimsey, Charles R., Il
1971 Conservation Archeology Reports. Unpub-
lished MS., Arkansas Archeological Survey. Fay-
etteville.
1974 Peer Reviews. Unpublished MS., Arkansas
Archeological Survey. Fayetteville.

Miller, Donald S.

1974 Archeological Research on Federal Land:
Research or Rip-Off. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Society of California Ar-
cheology, Riverside, April 5, 1974.

Scovill, Douglas H., Garland . Gordon, and Keith M.
Anderson
1972 Guidelines for the Preparation of State-
ments of Environmental Impact on Archeolog-
ical Resources. Unpublished MS., Arizona Ar-
cheological Center, National Park Service,
USDI. Tucson.

Stephenson, Robert L.

1974 Environmental Impact Statements. Unpub-
lished MS., Institute of Archeology and Anthro-
,gology, University of South Carolina. Colum-

ia.
The Committee on Ethics and Standards

1961 Four Statements for Archeology. American
Antiquity, Vol. 27, No. 2.
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Appendix B

INVESTIGATIVE REPORTS

REVIEWED BY THE ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORTS SEMINAR

Anderson, Keith M., Kathleen Gilmore, Olin F. Mc-
Cormick Il, and E. Pierre Morenon

1974  Archaeological Investigations at Lake Pales-
tine, Texas. Southern Methodist University,
Contributions in Anthropology 11.

Asreen, Robert C., Jr.

1974 An Archeological Reconnaissance of the
Proposed Cooper River Rediversion Project,
Berkeley County, South Carolina. University of
South Carolina, Institute of Archeology and An-
thropology, Research Manuscript Series 61.

Aten, Lawrence E. '

1972  Evaluation of the Cultural Resources of the
Northgate Site, El Paso County, Texas. Texas
Archeological Salvage Project, Research Report
5.

Bareis, Charles ).

1967 Interim Report on Preliminary Site Exami-
nation Undertaken in Archeological Section A
of FA1255 South of Business 40 in the Interstate
Portion of Area S-34-4 of the Cahokia Site, St.
Clair County, lllinois. University of lllinois, De-
partment of Anthropology, Research Reports 1.

Bianchi, Travis L.

1974  Archeological Investigation of South Caro-
lina Highway Department’s Proposed Connec-
tion from Port Royal to Ladies Island. University
of South Carolina, Institute of Archeology and
Anthropology, Research Manuscript Series 59.

Bousman, C. Britt
n.d. An Archaeological Assessment of Carlsbad
Caverns National Park. Southern Methodist
University, Archaeological Research Program.
1974 An Archaeological Assessment of Alibates
National Monument. Southern Methodist Uni-
versity, Archaeological Research Program.

Bousman, C. Britt, Paul Larson, and Frances Levine

1974 Archaeological Assessment of Bandelier

National Monument. Southern Methodist Uni-
versity, Archaeology Research Program.
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Broyles, Bettye ].

1971 Second Preliminary Report: The St. Albans
Site, Kanawha County, West Virginia. West Vir-
ginia Geological and Economic Survey, Report
of Archeological Investigations 3.

Canouts, Veletta (assembler)

1972 An Archaeological Survey of the Santa Rosa
Wash Project. Arizona State Museum, The Uni-
versity of Arizona.

Cheek, Annetta L., Charles D. Cheek, Steven Hack-
enberger, Timothy Jones, William M. jones, and
Kevin Leehan

1974 An Archeological Survey of the Upper Mid-
dle Boggy Watershed, Pontotoc, Coal, and
Hughes Counties, Oklahoma. Department of
Sociology and Anthropology, University of
Tulsa.

Davis, Hester A,

1972 An Inventory and Assessment of the Arche-
ological and Historical Resources of the Lower
Mississippi Alluvial Valley to January 1971. Ar-
kansas Archeological Survey, Fayetteville.

Davis, Hester A. (Editor)

1970 Archeological and Historical Resources of
the Red River Basin. Arkansas Archeological
Survey, Research Series 1.

Dawson, Gerald L., and Timothy L. Sullivan

1973 Excavations at Lake Lavon: 1969. Southern
Methodist University, Archaeological Research
Program.

Department of the Army
1973 Survey Report: Point Hope Beach Erosion,
Point Hope, Alaska. Corps of Engineers, An-
chorage, Alaska.
Dibble, David S., and Dessamae Lorrain
1968 Bonfire Shelter: A Stratified Bison Kill Site,
Val Verde County, Texas. Texas Memorial Mu-
seum, Miscellaneous Papers 1.

Doyel, David E. (preparator and assembler)
1974 Excavation in the Escalante River Group,




Southern Arizona. Arizona State Museum, The
University of Arizona.
Faulkner, Charles J., and J. B. Graham

1966a Highway Salvage in the Nickajack Reser-
voir. Department of Anthropology, University
of Tennessee.

1966b Westmoreland-Barber Site  (40Mi-11),
Nickajack Reservoir, Season 1. Department of
Anthropology, University of Tennessee.

Faulkner, Charles J., and Major C. R. McCollough

1973 Introductory Report of the Normandy Res-
ervoir Salvage Project: Environmental Setting,
Typology, and Survey. University of Tennes-
see, Department of Anthropology, Report of
Investigations 11, Normandy Archaeological
Project 1.

Gardner, William M.

1974 The Flint Run Paleo-Indian Complex: A Pre-
liminary Report, 1971-73 Seasons. Catholic
University, Department of Anthropology, Ar-
cheology Laboratory, Occasional Paper 1.

Grady, Mark

1974 An Archaeological Survey of the Salt-Gila
Aqueduct. Arizona State Museum, The Univer-
sity of Arizona.

Hally, David ).

1970 Archaeological Investigation of the Potts’
Tract Site (9-Mu-103), Carters Dam, Murray
County, Georgia. University of Georgia, Labo-
ratory of Archaeology Series Report 6.

Henderson, Mark, and S. Alan Skinner

1973 Archaeological Survey of Nambe Falls Res-
ervoir. Southern Methodist University, Archae-
ology Research Program.

~Human Systems Research, Inc.

n.d. Technical Manual: 1973 Survey of the Tula-
rosa Basin.

Hyatt, Robert D., Barbara H. Butler, and Herbert P.
Mosca I

1974 Archaeological Research at Cooper Lake
1970-1972. Southern Methodist University,
Contributions in Anthropology 12.

Kemrer, Sandra, Sandra Schultz, and William Dodge

1972 An Archaeological Survey of the Granite
Reef Aqueduct. Arizona State Museum, The
University of Arizona.

King, Thomas F., and Patricia P. Hickman

1973 The Southern Santa Clara Valley: A General
Plan for Archaeology. San Felipe Archaeology
1.

McGahey, Samuel O.

1971 Archaeological Survey in the Tombigbee
River Drainage Area. Mississippi Archaeologi-
cal Survey, Preliminary Report 2.

McCormick, Olin F., Il

1973 Archaeological Resources in the Lake Mon-
ticello Area of Titus County, Texas. Southern
Methodist University, Contributions in Anthro-
pology 8.

McMichael, Edward V., and Oscar L. Mairs
1969 Excavation of the Murad Mound, Kanawha

County, West Virginia. West Virginia Geologi-
cal and Economic Survey, Report of Archeolog-
ical Investigations 1.

Moratto, Michael ).

1973 A Survey of Cultural Resources in and near
Redwood National Park, California. California
State University, San Francisco.

Mosca, Herbert P. 111

1974 Archaeological Survey of Texas Watersheds
in Central Texas. Southern Methodist Univer-
sity, Archaeology Research Program.

Mueller, James W.

1974 The Use of Sampling in Archaeological Sur-
vey. Society for American Archaeology, Mem-
oirs 28.

Neal, Larry

1972 An Archaeological Survey and Assessment
of the Prehistoric Resources in the Albany and
Parker Reservoirs, Oklahoma. Oklahoma River
Basin Survey, Norman.

1974 A Resurvey of the Prehistoric Resources of
Tenkiller Ferry Lake. Oklahoma River Basin Sur-
vey Project, General Survey Report 13.

Perino, Gregory

1972a An Historical Cultural Assessment of the
Proposed Birch Reservoir, Osage County,
Oklahoma. Report submitted to U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District.

1972b  An Historical Cultural Assessment of the
Proposed Skiatook Reservoir, Osage County,
Oklahoma. Report submitted to U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Tulsa District.

Peterson, Drexel A., Jr.

1973 The Spring Creek Site, Perry County, Ten-
nessee: Report of the 1972-1973 Excavations.
Memphis State University, Anthropological Re-
search Center, Occasional Papers 7.

Pilles, Peter J., Jr.

1973 Final Report for an Assessment and Evalua-
tion of the Cultural Resources of Grand Can-
yon Village. Museum of Northern Arizona, De-
partment of Anthropology.

Rohrbaugh, Charles L.

1973a  Hugo Reservoir 3. Oklahoma River Basin
Survey, Archaeological Site Report 24.

1973b Kay Reservoir—The Southern Section.
Oklahoma River Basin Survey, Archaeological
Site Report 25.

Schiffer, Michael B., and John H. House (assem-
blers)

1974 The Cache River Archeological Project: An
Experiment in Contract Archeology. Arkansas
Archeological Survey, Research Reports 4.

Skinner, S. Alan, and Maynard B. Cliff

1973 Archaeological Survey of the Blue Hills Sta-
tion, Newton County, Texas. Southern Meth-
odist University, Archaeology Research Program.

Skinner, S. Alan, Paul P. Steed, Jr., and Susan E.
Bearden

1973 Prehistory at Milehigh. Southern Methodist

University, Archaeology Research Program.
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South, Stanley A.
1974a Historical Archeology Papers: Methods
and Theory. University of South Carolina, Insti-
tute of Archeology and Anthropology, Re-
search Manuscript Series 64.
1974b Palmetto Parapets: Exploratory Archeol-
ogy at Fort Moultrie, South Carolina, 38CH50.
University of South Carolina, Institute of Ar-
cheology and Anthropology, Research Manu-
script Series 63.
Stephenson, Robert L. (Editor)
1972 Notebook, Vol. IV, No. 6. The Institute of
Archeology and Anthropology, the University
of South Carolina, Columbia.
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Stewart, Yvonne G., and Lynn S. Teague

1974 An Ethnoarchaeological Study of the Vekol
Copper Mining Project. University of Arizona,
Arizona State Museum, Cultural Resources
Management Section.

Weaver, Donald E., Jr.

1974 Archaeological Investigations at Westwing
Site, AZ T:7:27 (ASU), Agua Fria River Valley,
Arizona. Arizona State University, Department
of Anthropology, Research Paper 7.

Wright, Henry T.

1973 An Archeological Sequence in the Middle
Chesapeake Region, Maryland. Maryland Geo-
logical Survey, Archeological Studies 1.




Appendix C

CODE OF ETHICS, STANDARDS OF RESEARCH PERFORMANCE,
INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS, AND BASIC PROFESSIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS AS PROMULGATED BY

THE SOCIETY OF PROFESSIONAL ARCHEOLOGISTS IN 1976

PREAMBLE

Archeology provides an approach to the study of
man through the scientific investigation and inter-
pretation of the archeological record. A finite, non-
renewable, generally fragile resource, the archeo-
logical record is comprised of all the material evi-
dence of past human behavior.

Society has a claim on the information about
man’s past which can be derived from the study of
the archeological record. Society, therefore, must
depend upon the profession of archeology to en-
sure that archeologists

(a) conduct their studies scientifically so that ac-
curate new information about the past will be
acquired,

(b) disseminate the results of their studies,

(c) help to conserve the archeological record,
and

(d) use archeological resources economically in
their research.

These objectives will be promoted by the promul-
gation of a code of professional ethics and codes of
professional standards for the practice of archeol-
ogy. The promulgation of such codes, and the iden-
tification and unification of those who subscribe to
them, will

(1) strengthen the identification of archeology as
a profession and of qualified archeologists as
professionals,

(2) encourage high standards in the training of
archeologists,

(3) require high standards of performance from
practicing professional archeologists,

(4) communicate to the public the importance of
proper practice of archeology, and

(5) assist governmental and other organizations
using archeologists in the course of their activ-
ities to identify those properly qualified for the
purpose.

CODE OF ETHICS

Archeology is a profession, and the privilege of

- professional practice requires professional morality

and professional responsibility, as well as profes-
sional competence, on the part of each practitioner.
l. The Archeologist’s Responsibility to the Public
1.1 An archeologist shall:

(a) Recognize a commitment to represent ar-
cheology and its research results to the
public in a responsible manner;

(b) Actively support conservation of the ar-
cheological resource base;

(c) Be sensitive to, and respect the legitimate
concerns of groups whose culture histo-
ries are the subjects of archeological in-
vestigations;

(d) Avoid and discourage exaggerated, mis-
leading, or wunwarranted statements
about archeological matters that might
induce others to engage in unethical or
illegal activity;

(e) Support and comply with the terms of the
UNESCO Convention on the means of
prohibiting and preventing the illicit im-
port, export, and transfer of ownership of
cultural property, as adopted by the Gen-
eral Conference, 14 November 1970,
Paris.

1.2 An archeologist shall not:

(a) Engage in any illegal or unethical conduct
involving archeological matters or know-
ingly permit the use of herfhis name in
support of any illegal or unethical activity
involving archeological matters;

(b) Give a professional opinion, make a pub-
lic report, or give legal testimony involv-
ing archeological matters without being
as thoroughly informed as might reasona-
bly be expected;

(c) Engage in conduct involving dishonesty,
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fraud, deceit or misrepresentation about
archeological matters;

(d) Undertake any research that affects the
archeological resource base for which he/
she is not qualified.

Il. The Archeologist’s Responsibility to Her/His Col-
leagues
2.1 An archeologist shall:

(a) Give appropriate credit for work done by
others;

(b) Stay informed and knowledgeable about
developments in his/her field or fields of
specialization;

(c) Accurately, and without undue delay,
prepare and properly disseminate a de-
scription of research done and its results;

(d) Communicate and cooperate with col-
leagues having common professional in-
terests;

(e) Give due respect to colleagues’ interests
in, and rights to, information about, sites,
areas, collections, or data where there is
a mutual active or potentially active re-
search concern;

(f) Know and comply with all laws applicable
to her/his archeological research, as well
as with any relevant procedures promul-
gated by duly constituted professional or-
ganizations;

(g) Report knowledge of violations of this
Code to proper authorities.

2.2 An archeologist shall not:

(a) Falsely or maliciously attempt to injure
the reputation of another archeologist;

(b) Commit plagiarism in oral or written
communication;

(c) Undertake research that affects the ar-
cheological resource base unless reason-
ably prompt, appropriate analysis and re-
porting can be expected;

(d) Refuse a reasonable request from a quali-
fied collaegue for research data.

lIl. The Archeologist’s Responsibility to Employers
and Clients
3.1 An archeologist shall:

(a) Respect thé interests of his/her employer
or client, so far as is consistent with the
public welfare and this Code and Stan-
dards;

(b) Refuse to comply with any request or de-
mand of an employer or client which con-
flicts with this Code or Standards;

(c) Recommend to employers or clients the
employment of other archeologists or
other expert consultants upon encoun-
tering archeological problems beyond
her/his own competence;

(d) Exercise reasonable care to prevent his/
her employees, colleagues, associates
and others whose services are utilized by
her/him from revealing or using confi-
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dential information. Confidential infor-
mation means information of a non-ar-
cheological nature gained in the course
of employment which the employer or
client has requested be held inviolate, or
the disclosure of which would be embar-
rassing or would be likely to be detrimen-
tal to the employer or client. Information
ceases to be confidential when the em-
ployer or client so indicates or when such
information becomes publicly known.
3.2 An archeologist shall not:

(a) Reveal confidential information, unless
required by law;

(b) Use confidential information to the dis-
advantage of the client or employer; or,

(c) Use confidential information for the ad-
vantage of himself/herself or a third per-
son, unless the client consents after full
disclosure;

(d) Accept compensation or anything of
value for recommending the employment
of another archeologist or other person,
unless such compensation or thing of
value is fully disclosed to the potential
employer or client;

(e) Recommend or participate in any re-
search which does not comply with the
requirements of the Standards of Re-
search Performance.

STANDARDS OF RESEARCH PERFORMANCE

The research archeologist has a reponsibility to
attempt to design and conduct projects that will add
to our understanding of past cultures and/or that
will develop better theories, methods, or tech-
niques for interpreting the archeological record,
while causing minimal attrition of the archeological
resource base. In the conduct of a research project,
the following minimum standards should be fol-
lowed:

I. The archeologist has a responsibility to prepare
adequately for any research project whether or
not in the field. The archeologist must:

1.1 Assess the adequacy of her/his qualifica-
tions for the demands of the project, and
minimize inadequacies by acquiring addi-
tional expertise, by bringing in associates
with the needed qualifications, or by mod-
ifying the scope of the project;

1.2 Inform himself/herself of relevant previous
research;

1.3 Develop a scientific plan of research which
specifies the objectives of the project, takes
into account previous relevant research,
employs a suitable methodology, and pro-
vides for economical use of the resource
base (whether such base consists of an ex-
cavation site or of specimens), consistent
with the objectives of the project;




VI.

1.4 Ensure the availability of adequate staff and
support facilities to carry the project to
completion, and of adequate curatorial fa-
cilities for specimens and records;

1.5 Comply with all legal requirements, includ-
ing, without limitation, obtaining all neces-
sary governmental permits and necessary
permission from landowners or other per-
sons;

1.6 Determine whether the project is likely to
interfere with the program or projects of
other scholars and if there is such a like-
lihood, initiate negotations to minimize
such interference.

. In conducting research, the archeologist must

follow her/his scientific plan of research, ex-

cept to the extent that unforeseen circum-

stances warrant its modification.

Procedures for field survey or excavation must

meet the following minimal standards:

3.1 If specimens are collected, a system for
identifying and recording their proveni-
ences must be maintained.

3.2 Uncollected entities such as environmental
or cultural features, depositional strata, and
the like, must be fully and accurately re-
corded by appropriate means and their lo-
cation recorded.

3.3 The methods employed in data collection
must be fully and accurately described. Sig-
nificant stratigraphic and/or associational
relationships among artifacts, other speci-
mens, and cultural and environmental fea-
tures must also be fully and accurately re-
corded.

3.4 All records should be intelligible to other
archeologists. If terms lacking commonly
held referents are used, they should be
clearly defined.

3.5 Insofar as possible, the interests of other
researchers should be considered. For ex-
ample, upper levels of a site should be sci-
entifically excavated and recorded when-
ever feasible, even if the focus of the proj-
ect is on underlying levels.

. During accessioning, analysis, and storage of

specimens and records in the laboratory, the
archeologist must take precautions to ensure
that correlations between the specimens and
the field records are maintained, so that prove-
nience, contextual relationships, and the like
are not confused or obscured.

. Specimens and research records resulting from

a project must be deposited at an institution

with permanent curatorial facilities.

The archeologist has responsibility for appro-

priate dissemination of the results of his/her

research to the appropriate constituencies with

reasonable dispatch.

6.1 Results viewed as significant contributions
to substantive knowledge of the past or to

advancements in theory, method or tech-
nique should be disseminated to col-
leagues and other interested persons by
appropriate means, such as publications,
reports at professional meetings, or letters
to colleagues.

6.2 Requests from qualified colleagues for in-
formation on research results ordinarily
should be honored, if consistent with the
researcher’s prior rights to publication and
with her/his other professional responsibil-
ities.

6.3 Failure to complete a full scholarly report
within 10 years after completion of a field
project shall be construed as a waiver of an
archeologist’s right of primacy with respect
to analysis and publication of the data.
Upon expiration of such 10-year period, or
at such earlier time as the archeologist shall
determine not to publish the results, such
data should be made fully accessible for
analysis and publication to other archeolo-
gists.

6.4 While contractual obligations in reporting
must be respected, archeologists should
not enter into a contract which prohibits
the archeologist from including his or her
own interpretations or conclusions in con-
tractual reports, or from a continuing right
to use the data after completion of the proj-
ect.

6.5 Archeologists have an obligation to accede
to reasonable requests for information
from the news media.

VIHII. Archeologists have a responsibility to prevent
the publication of precise site locations when-
ever such publication might lead to vandalism
of the sites.

INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS

Archeological research involving collection of
original field data and/or acquisition of specimens
requires institutional facilities and support services
for its successful conduct, and for proper perma-
nent maintenance of the resulting collections and
records.

A full-scale archeological field project will require
the following facilities and services, normally fur-
nished by or through an institution:

(1) Office space and furniture

(2) Laboratory space, furniture, and equipment
for analysis of specimens and data

(3) Special facilities such as a dark room, drafting
facilities, and conservation laboratory

(4) Permanent allocation of space, facilities, and
equipment for proper maintenance of collec-
tions and records, equivalent to that speci-
fied in the standards of the Association of
Systematic Collections
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(5) Field equipment such as vehicles and survey-
ing instruments

(6) A research library

(7) Administrative and fiscal control services

(8) A security system

(9) Technical specialists such as photographers,
curators and conservationists

(10) Publication services

All the foregoing facilities and services must be
adequate for the scope of the project.

Not all archeological research will require all of
the foregoing facilities and services, but a full-scale
field project will. Likewise, all institutions engaging
in archeological research will not necessarily require
or be able to furnish all such facilities and services
from their own resources. Institutions lacking cer-
tain facilities or services should arrange for them
through cooperative agreements with other institu-
tions.

BASIC PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The minimal qualifications for eligibility for mem-
bership in the Society of Professional Archeologists
are specified below. An individual must agree to
section I, must qualify under section 11.1 or 11.2, and
must qualify for at least one emphasis under section
1.

I. Ethics: By signing the application form, the appli-
cant agrees to subscribe to the Code of Ethics,
Standards of Research Performance, and Institu-
tional Standards as adopted by the Society of
Professional Archeologists.

Il. Education and Training: The applicant must qual-
ify under either 11.1 or 11.2.

/1.1. The applicant must:

(A) have been awarded a postgraduate degree
in archeology, anthropology, history, clas-
sics, or other germane discipline (or com-
bination of disciplines) with a specializa-
tion in archeology, except where an equiv-
alency to such a degree can be docu-
mented.

(B) have supervised experience in basic arche-
ological field research, consisting of 12
weeks of field training (including both sur-
vey and excavation) plus 4 weeks of labora-
tory analysis and/or curating. The field ex-
perience must be in blocks of at least 2
weeks duration.

(C) have designed and executed an archeolog-
ical study, as evidenced by a MA or MS
thesis or report equivalent in scope and
quality. This report will ordinarily deal with
archeological field research. Acceptable re-
ports or substitutions for this requirement
are detailed in sections 1.3, IiL.5, I11.6, and
1"n.7.

11.2. The applicant must document that after 1
January 1962 and prior to 5 May 1976 s/he
(a) engaged in the active practice of ar-
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cheology for a total of 3 years and (b) must

state that s/he did not violate the Standards

of the Society of American Archaeology as
adopted 5 May 1961. (This option will not

be available to applicants after 5 May 1978.)

l1l. Experience: At least one year of experience in
one or more of the following emphases (except

Teaching, 111.7) must be documented, or equiva-

lent experience and training acquired prior to 5

May 1976. One year’s experience must be gained

in blocks of time of at least 4 weeks’ duration.

I11.1. Field Research: Field and laboratory experi-
ence under the supervision of a profes-
sional archeologist (to include 6 months of
field and 3 months of laboratory experi-
ence), with a minimum of 6 months in a
supervisory or other equally responsible
role.

111.2. Collections Research: The analytic study of
artifacts and/or other physical products and
byproducts of human activities, in which
the study focuses principally on the com-
parative treatment of the materials them-
selves rather than on their relationship to
the general archeological context of a site
or sites. Thus, the description and prelimi-
nary analysis of excavated collection(s) that
is normally included in a site report is not
"collections research” since it is a basic
and necessary part of “’field research”. The
report on collections research should have
been published or otherwise be available
to the scientific community, or be a thesis
or dissertation on deposit in an institution’s
library. Examples of collections research: a
study of rim sherds from late Woodland
sites throughout the Northeast in an at-
tempt to define social boundaries; micro-
scopic analysis of edge-wear on utilized
flakes; radiometric age determination. Ap-
plicants should indicate 6 months under a
specialist, 6 months independent or super-
visory work in collections research.

111.3. Theoretical, Library, or Archival Research:
Archeological research on theoretical is-
sues or on substantive problems using li-
brary or archival sources, resulting in a re-
port equivalent in scope and quality to an
MA or MS thesis. This report may also be
used to satisfy the 11.1(C) requirement.

I11.4. Archeological Administration: The adminis-
tration of an archeological research unit,
governmental agency office, a museum, or
some other entity whose operations, while
multifaceted, are archeological in orienta-
tion. ““Administration’” of a field project or
acting as a Principal Investigator does not
normally qualify as an example of archeo-
logical administration because it is a basic
and routine part of directing “field re-
search’’. The same holds true for direction




111.5.

111.6.

of a field school. Service as the chairperson
of an academic department does not ordi-
narily qualify as an example of archeolog-
ical administration because it is not explic-
itly archeological. Examples of archeolog-
ical administration are: service as chief of a
university archeological research unit;
service as a head of a state or regional
office charged with archeological research;
service as the primary administrative officer
in such an office.

Cultural Resource Management: Under-
standing and use of the laws, policies, and
programs that contribute to the preserva-
tion and management of cultural re-
sources. The conduct of archeological sur-
veys for environmental impact statements
or similar documents, and the conduct of
salvage or mitigation projects, do not ordi-
narily qualify as examples of cultural re-
source management activities, since they
are normally in no way different from field
research. An exception to this generaliza-
tion would be a case in which a survey was
integrated by the archeologist into the de-
velopment of a regional plan for preserva-
tion, or some other program that required
cognizance of preservation law and policy.
Examples of cultural resource manage-
ment: preparation of a plan for the protec-
tion of cultural sources on a local, regional,
or state level; preparation of archeological
overviews or evaluations that are directly
linked to management needs; major re-
sponsibility in an agency or firm to fulfill
such management responsibility. A report
qualifying under this section, can also sat-
isfy the 11.1(C) requirement.

Museology: The application of professional
museological methods and techniques to
archeological material and data. Service as
a museum administrator or curator quali-
fies as museology only if it requires that the
applicant has gained an understanding and
has applied museological methods and
technics, otherwise such experience may
qualify as archeological administration,
collections research, or field research, de-
pending upon the actual focus of the work
accomplished. Examples of museology:
preparation of displays; conservation of ar-
cheological specimens; organization or im-
plementation of modern classification and
cataloguing systems. Since the title of "’cu-
rator” is variously used in museums, appli-
cants should describe their duties and re-
sponsibilities if they served in this capacity.
Preparation of a major archeological ex-
hibit area in a museum open to the public
may also be used to satisfy the section
I1.1(C) requirement, provided the scope

and quality of the research and execution
are equivalent to those of an MA or MS
thesis.

111.7. Teaching: One academic year of full-time
teaching (teaching a total of 12 semester
hours, at least 6 semester hours of which
must be on archeologically oriented sub-
jects). A person qualifying under this sec-
tion may satisfy the section I1.1(C) require-
ment by the production of a film on ar-
cheology, or publication of a report on ar-
cheology for use by students, colleagues,
or the general public, provided the scope
and quality of the film or publication are
equivalent to those of an MA or MS thesis.

111.8. Marine Survey Archeologist: Background
knowledge of coastal geomorphology and
marine geology as this relates to cultural
resources; training in the principles,
proper set-up and operation of underwater
remote sensing devices (including magne-
tometer, side-scanning sonar, sub-bottom
profiler, and bathymetric sounder), and
ability to interpret the output of these de-
vices; training in navigation. The basic one
year experience requirement under super-
vision of a professional marine survey ar-
cheologist or equivalent, must include two
weeks offshore training or the equivalent,
in the operation of the remote sensing de-
vices; 6 months of the year should be in a
supervisory or independent role.

Other details and information:

Report equivalent to an MA or MS thesis: Ordi-
narily, reports are indicators of the staying
power of a researcher and of his or her ability
and determination to fulfill professional commit-
ments. It is recognized that in some cases an
individual may have prepared many small and/or
cursory reports rather than a single comprehen-
sive volume. If the applicant feels that such re-
ports cumulatively, are comparable to an MA or
MS thesis, s/he can assert and document this
belief when applying under the pertinent sec-
tions. It is also recognized that in some cases the
applicant’s name may not appear on a document
that s/he actually authored; the applicant should
then obtain a letter from the person, form, or
agency that issued the document verifying the
actual authorship. In any case, the report(s) must
indicate substantive analysis based on theoreti-
cal orientation and follow through. A long but
purely descriptive report is not considered
equivalent.

Documentation: Review procedures for mem-
bership and certification are designed to mini-
mize the possibility of selection on the basis of
individual bias. In order for the procedures to
work smoothly, it is ordinarily necessary for ap-
plicants to submit documentation in addition to
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standard resumes or curriculum vitae. Appli-
cants should examine the Professional Qualifica-
tions carefully. In each case where a claim is
made under paragraph 3 of the application form,
if the claim is not fully explained on the form
itself, the applicant should prepare a concise
(usually no more than 1 page) statement sup-
porting this claim. The statement should indicate
how the applicant meets the relevant qualifica-
tions set forth in sections Il and 1l of the Profes-
sional Qualifications. A resume or vitae should
be attached as supporting data. Applicants
claiming the teaching emphasis should list ar-
cheologically oriented courses taught. Appli-
cants claiming the museology emphasis should
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discuss the nature of their museum experience.
If a list of publications or kinds of experience is
provided, the applicant should indicate which
publication, or which experience, applies to
which emphasis claimed. If the applicant feels
that submission of a publication or other report
is necessary, only one copy of such a submission
is needed. If particular types of experience are
difficult to otherwise document, verification
from supervisors or colleagues may be submit-
ted. In general, however, a simple statement of
why the applicant believes that he or she quali-
fies for a given status or emphasis, together with
a resume or vitae, will be adequate documenta-
tion.




