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Abstract

Community archaeology’s broader objectives include increasing public
understanding of archaeology and making archaeology more relevant to people’s day to
day lives. Fulfilling these goals could be beneficial to the public in terms of their gaining
more agency in, and more access to, archaeology; and it could be beneficial to
archaeologists in terms of increasing public support for archaeological work. While many
community archaeologists report success, few authors critically evaluate the experience
and outcomes of community archaeology. As a result, little data-based understanding
exists about what is gained through community archaeology. This project explores that
question through three primary means: 1) a community archaeology field research project
on Sauvie Island in Portland, Oregon, in which | interview public (n=16) and professional
(n=6) participants before and after their involvement in fieldwork, 2) interviews with
local professional archaeologists (n=15) from various backgrounds, and 3) a broad
baseline face-to-face survey of the Portland area public (n=254). The latter two data
collection methods provide supporting and comparative information intended to add
layers of meaning to the analysis of the Sauvie Island field project participants’ thoughts,
feelings, and experiences related to the field project.

My results show that the majority of the non-archaeologist public have positive
and often enthusiastic attitudes towards archaeology. These attitudes remain or are
reinforced through participation in community archaeology. This trend appears to exist
irrespective of partial public understandings of archaeology, wherein many members of
the public are aware of real aspects of archaeology, but simultaneously express inaccurate

perceptions of the nature of archaeology. Archaeologists demonstrate misunderstandings
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of the public, particularly in terms of public participation in community archaeology
leading to the destruction of sites or the breakdown of scientific rigor. These fears often
lack data-based or experiential support, and are less present in archaeologists with more
experience working with the public. Generally, archaeologists enjoy interaction with the
public in participatory contexts, and see various benefits to public involvement.

My research shows that tying archaeology to present day life, to intimate
technical details of the archaeological fieldwork experience, and to engagement with the
natural landscape, are crucial aspects of increasing archaeology’s relevance to the public.
Despite misunderstandings on both sides, mutually beneficial public/professional

involvement in community archaeology is possible.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Three Problems from the Realm of Archaeology

There are three problems that are of critical importance to the future of
archaeology. First, public fascination with the human past often stands in stark contrast
with limited public understanding of archaeology (McManamon 2000; Pokotylo and
Guppy 1999; Ramos and Duganne 2000; Sanchez 2013). While many members of the
public appear to think archaeology is “cool,” and generally support the protection and
preservation of our human heritage, the average person has a limited understanding of
systematic archaeology. Second, this issue has led some archaeologists to reexamine why
they do archaeology, to ponder what role archaeologists play as members of society, and
to generally criticize the paucity of clear demonstration(s) of the relevance of
archaeological research to day to day human life (Holtorf 2010; Sanchez 2013). Some
archaeologists have critiqued the tendency for archaeological discourse to be situated on
a metaphorical “lofty pedestal;” often generally inaccessible, and for practical purposes
irrelevant, to the lay person (Hodder 1991; Mickel and Knodell 2015). In other words,
research about the material human past is often only pursued and shared within academic,
scholarly, and regulatory contexts where information flows exclusively among
archaeologists. Opportunities to expand this flow of information, and share the potential
benefits of archaeological research outside of these contexts are still relatively rare,
sporadic, and primarily dictated by archaeologists.

It is more difficult for archaeology to confer its potential benefits to society when

the public does not understand how the study of the human material past can inform or
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relate to modern life and society. Furthermore, this can also make it difficult for members
of the public to contribute to archaeological work. Conversely, from the perspective of an
archaeologist, | believe that public interest and support for archaeology is of paramount
importance to the future of archaeology. The vast majority of archaeology in the United
States is publicly funded (Sebastian 2011). This public funding is inextricably tied to
contemporary political, economic, and legal circumstance, all of which are themselves
strongly connected back to public support. In other words, a change in, or reinterpretation
of, public support, perhaps tied to a change in political climate or accompanied by a
sudden scarcity of funding, could easily lead to a change in laws, with the possible end
result being most archaeologists in the United States finding themselves unemployed. |
argue that archaeology is dependent on public understanding of archaeology and the
field’s perceived relevance to society,

Acknowledging these overarching issues, many archaeologists seek to educate
non-archaeologists, and increase archaeology’s relevance and relatability to society,
through educational outreach and participatory public involvement in archaeology. This
participatory involvement often takes the form of “community archaeology” projects
(Atalay 2012; Little 2012; Richardson and Almansa-Sanchez 2015). Community
archaeology projects are diverse in nature but generally involve archaeologists
relinquishing power and control by incorporating the public in a project’s development
and/or implementation (see Silverman 2011:155 for a broad definition of community
archaeology).

Though highly specific definitions of “community” are not common in

community archaeology literature, this type of work usually focuses on archaeology’s
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participatory involvement with a particular portion of a population. This could be, for
example, people living in, or otherwise closely tied to, a specific geographical location
(e.g. one of my uses of “community” refers to people living in the Portland area), or
people who share specific professional, ethnic, historical, or various other types of social
ties. Community archaeology is distinguished from public outreach/education efforts
because community archaeology incorporates local public participation and inclusion in
archaeological work, which contrasts with public outreach/education’s mostly one-way
transfer of ideas and information from archaeologists to the public in contexts often
separated from actual archaeological field or lab work.

For the purposes of this thesis, | chose to use the term “the public” to refer to
anyone not trained in archaeology by professional archaeologists. The use of this term
can be problematic because it not only suggests a stark and potentially dubious
dichotomy between archaeologists and the public, but also wrongly conveys a sense that
“the public” is just one, static, homogenous entity. However, this distinction between
archaeologists and the public is inherent in, and inseparable from, the fundamental
existence of concepts like “public archaeology” or “community archaeology,” and in the
context of this project, | view it as necessary for any discussion of how to improve or
measure the benefits of archaeology, regardless of who is or is not benefiting.

Here, with the rise in popularity of community archaeology, arises the third
problem: the degree to which community archaeology is achieving its goals remains
largely unclear, and rarely examined. In particular, archaeologists do not understand how
community archaeology is, or is not, addressing the issues described above, i.e. limited

public understanding of archaeology and archacology’s ambiguous relevance to day to
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day human life. A number of authors have critiqued the direction of community
archaeology and questioned the success of community approaches (Burstrom 2014;
Dawdy 2009; Grabow and Walker 2016; La Salle 2010). Critics call for more assessment
of community project outcomes (Clack 2011; Guilfoyle and Hogg 2015; Rowe et al.
2014; Simpson 2009) and strategic communication and training (Ray 2009; Tully 2007;
Zarger and Pluckhahn 2013). Overall, it is increasingly evident that if the benefits of
archaeology to the public, and vice versa, are poorly understood, then the ability of
archaeologists to develop mutually beneficial interactions with the public is substantially

limited.

1.2 Research Goals

Because of the issues described above, additional examination is required to better
understand the interface between systematic archaeological research and the general
public. The goal of my thesis is to assess a community archaeology project — not only to
understand its successes and failures, but also to critically examine the assessment
process itself —and to position this assessment within a broader context of local
archaeologists’ and non-archaeologists’ perspectives on related themes and issues. This
examination will inform larger questions in archaeology regarding the relevance of
archaeology to the general public, and the relationships between perceived relevance,
engagement with archaeology, and the success of community archaeology. Two main

areas of inquiry guide this research:
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1) Isacommunity’s engagement with the local past enhanced in any way by
involvement with systematic archaeological research through community
archaeology? If so, how? If not, why?

2) Does an archaeologist gain anything from working with the public? If so, what is
gained, and how? If not, why?

To address these questions, | conducted a community archaeology project on Sauvie
Island, in the Portland Basin of Oregon (Figure 1), and attempted to trace, through
interviews, what was gained by both the members of the public and the archaeologists
involved. | collected further interview data from a sample of Portland area archaeologists
to enhance the depth of my archaeological project’s critical assessment through
comparison to these archaeologists’ relevant thoughts and experiences. Lastly, I
conducted a face to face survey of a sample of the public in the Portland area to establish
a broader context for understanding the local public’s perceptions, attitudes, and

understandings related to archaeology. My data collection methods are presented and

explained in detail in Chapter 2.

1.3 Hypotheses

| designed this thesis project with three underlying hypotheses in mind:

1) Connections to the local landscape play important roles in the experience of doing
archaeology.

2) The public is currently uninformed about what archaeologists do, how they are
funded, and under what circumstances they are employed.

3) Non-archaeologists interact with, and react to, archaeology in complex and variable
ways, and professional archaeologists generally operate with a limited understanding
of these complexities.
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I designed data collection and data analysis to evaluate the evidence, or lack thereof,
in support of these hypotheses. Having these hypotheses in my mind throughout the
course of the project also shaped the way | led my community archaeology project on
Sauvie Island and the participants’ experiences there, likely in ways of which | am not

fully aware.
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Figure 1 Location of Sauvie Island relative to Portland, Oregon
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1.4 Prior Research

The Relevance of Archaeology

| am aware of no previously published, direct examination of archacology’s
relevance to different types of people, or the perceived relevance of different types or
aspects of archaeology, from the perspective(s) of the public. However, these issues are
of potentially great importance to, and inextricably linked with, the development of
community archaeology as a subfield. As such, they are often discussed in a general or
theoretical sense in the literature. For example, some archaeologists have accused
archaeology of being largely inaccessible from outside the discipline, and in many cases,
lacking an understanding or acknowledgement of the contemporary social, political, and
public contexts within which it operates (Hodder 1991, 2002; McAnany and Rowe 2015).
Despite having a uniformly high interest in the preservation of archaeological and
historical remains (Merriman 1991; Ramos and Duganne 2000), many members of the
public perceive of archaeology as, in certain circumstances, unnecessary and irrelevant
(Hodder 1984; Pokotylo and Guppy 2002). For example, in a large survey of the
Canadian public, Pokotylo and Guppy (2002) asked respondents to rate, from 0 to 10, the
importance of archaeology to six different groups. “The Public” scored the lowest mean
value (5.7 out of 10).

This apparently mixed public perspective on archaeology’s relevance or value
might be a manifestation of larger-scale trends, for example widespread criticism of the
relevance of social science degrees (e.g. Gannaway 2015) and efforts to defund high level

scientific research institutions (e.g. Bard 2014). Additionally, some authors, speaking
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specifically about cultural resource/heritage management, describe the field as
intentionally designed to estrange itself from the public interest in order to maintain
efficiency of operation, as well as sustain a sense of intellectual control over the past for
archaeologists (Dawdy 2009; Waterton 2005).

However, many writers have argued that archaeology can have substantial
relevance to the lives of non-archaeologists for a variety of reasons. For instance, several
archaeologists (e.g. Little 2012; Mangi 2005) write that the systematic study of the past
helps create a valuable basis for constructing human reality by providing information of
potential relevance to, among other things, identity and ancestry. Along these lines, some
authors suggest that archaeological work can play a role in expelling racism and other
lingering manifestations of colonialism from the public psyche in certain contexts
(Gosden 2014), or help aboriginal groups gain access to traditional lands (Nicholas
2006). Archaeology can also provide useful environmental information relevant to public
policy concerns, for example by suggesting how past aboriginal use of fire might inform
the management of forests in the present day (Boyd 1999). Furthermore, as Sebastian
(2011) discusses, the public funds a substantial percentage of all archaeological projects
in the United States. Therefore archaeology is arguably relevant for the simple reason
that every taxpayer contributes to it.

Lastly, many archaeologists have urged their colleagues to heed the desires of the
public and focus on research themes that are more relevant to society (Jopela and
Fredriksen 2015; Katsamudanga2015). Along these lines, Hollowell and Nicholas (2008)
write that many iterations of community archaeology and public archaeological outreach

incorporate the notion of increasing archaeology’s relevance to the public by not only in

www.manaraa.com



many cases involving the public in actual work, but also often devising research that is
specifically relevant to the needs or desires of a community or communities.

The above considerations make it clear that despite a perceived insularity in both
academic and non-academic archaeology, archaeology has at least the potential to have
substantial relevance to the lives of some members of the public, and that community
archaeologists are in a unique position to engage with this issue as professionals working

on scientific projects with the public.

The Importance of Connections to the Landscape to (Community) Archaeology

Geographical or natural context often has a profound effect on how humans shape
their lives and perceptions (Steele 1981). Findings from a large body of research on this
topic, especially in the field of environmental psychology (e.g. Lewicka 2011; Raymond
et al. 2010), suggest that a large variety of environmental, social, political, and personal
factors affect the relationship between humans and the places they live. “Place
attachment,” “space,” and “sense of place” are key phrases discussed in the relevant
literature. In cultural anthropology, “space” is usually an abstract term used to illustrate a
mathematical or quantifiable delineation within the universe, while “place” refers to the
cultural and social perceptions and constructions people develop of space (Lawrence and
Low 1990; Low 2017). As Low (2017) discusses at length, different, and often
contradictory, ways of using and distinguishing between these two terms abound within
literature not only from cultural anthropology, but also psychology, philosophy,

mathematics, and architecture. Following Low’s suggestion that choosing a specific
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usage of these terms should be dependent on the context of a particular research project, |
focus on exploration of “place” in this project.

Under the umbrella of this terminology, numerous authors have explored the
relationships between place, nature, landscapes, and community (Lewicka 2011). For
example, Raymond et al. (2010) discuss a number of studies suggesting that volunteering
at local community projects can be a popular way to foster connections with natural
places while strengthening social bonds at the community level. Building connections to
landscapes in group settings is often tied to various social concepts, for example identity
building and “belongingness” (Raymond et al. 2010: 424). Similarly, Elmendorf and Rios
(2008) present a study involving community organization and natural urban landscapes in
Philadelphia, finding that positive aspects of natural places, including “health and
wellness and symbolic and emotional value...are supportive of the process of community
and encourage a community’s capacity to develop” (73).

Various works from cultural anthropology discuss the concept of nature and
explore the ways people conceive of, and interact with, the natural world. Many authors
argue that nature is a social construct. For example, Escobar (1999) identifies three
primary ways in which people conceive of, or present, the idea of nature — organic,
capitalist, and techno natures — while making the observation that interaction with the
natural world often involves varying and complex combinations of these different
constructions of nature. In a similar vein, Cronon (1996) argues that the perception of
nature as separate from mankind is not only essentially false, but counterproductive to
ecological efforts to protect or improve the environment. These different, general ways
people perceive of the natural world and their place in it are important ideas to take into

10
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account when trying to understand specific connections to the natural world in the context
of, for example, a community archaeology project.

Some authors caution that the complicated variability of social contexts and a lack
of homogeneity among individuals in a community make understanding people’s
connections to their natural surroundings difficult — and that researchers attempting to do
so need take these factors into account (Riley 1992; Katsamundaga 2015). Ethnicity,
socio-economic status, and numerous other potential variables can have an enormous
effect on how people see and interact with their natural surroundings. A handful of direct
studies of communities have sought to measure and define place attachment, often with
the use of survey and questionnaires (Buta et al. 2014; Lewicka 2011; Shamai and Ilatov
2005; Williams et al. 1992; Williams and Vaske 2003). Taken together, many of the
findings among these studies are variable and contradictory, but several themes seem to
be relatively consistent. For example, while attachment to place is usually higher for
certain groups, especially ones who spend a lot of time at, or have long resided in, a
certain place, researchers widely recognize the power of place to “serve as a unifying
experience among groups separated by time or by distinct cultural identities” (Wright
2015:214).

Furthermore, as Ingold (2000) argues, people make the strongest connections
with, and establish deeper constructions of, places that they “move through” (203) and
experience sensorially. As an example of this, Wright’s (2015) excavation of a prehistoric
habitation in a suburban North Carolina neighborhood engendered several conceptual and
behavioral transformations in the local residents who made physical, hands-on
connections with the 2,000 year old site through observing and taking part in portions of

11
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the work. None of the residents had direct ancestral links to the Cherokee people who
once inhabited the area. However, local residents collectively developed a new sense of
the landscape by not only thinking about how their surroundings would have been
different two millennia before, but also how other people would have had some of the
same reasons for choosing to live there as people do now. Local residents also joined
together to hold a community event revolving around the site, and to serve as informal
site guardians to stand against looting and collecting on the site. Many residents altered
their daily routines to include visiting or passing by the site.

Wright’s (2015) study demonstrates that building connections to a local landscape
— both the contemporary landscape and the past landscape represented by the remnants of
those who once inhabited it — can have strong, socially enmeshed repercussions for the
experience and outcomes of an archaeology project. Some archaeologists (e.g. Waterton
2005; Wright 2015) discuss this concept of natural places and local community
engagement as having meaning in relation to the preservation of heritage and the
collaboration between archaeologists and local communities in the specific context of
community archaeology. For example, one community project in Britain found that many
members of a local community perceive of a portion of the Northumberland National
Park not so much as a place for recreation, but more in terms of landscape and historical
interaction between the public and the land (Waterton 2005). The author argues that park
authorities fail to take these important connections into account in its management
policies, including those related to archaeology, and that this failure leads to a feeling of

disenfranchisement on the part of the local public.

12
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This general argument for better understanding of local sense of place being
important to resource management efforts is supported by many writers both within
archaeology (e.g. Clack 2011; Harrison 2011; Jopela and Frederiksen 2015;
Katsamudanga 2015; Mickel and Knodell 2015) and outside of archaeology (e.g. Cronon
1996; EImendorf and Rios 2008; Lewicka 2011; Buta et al. 2014; Spoon et al. 2015).
Archaeology provides a physical connection to a place’s human past, and because it often
occurs or is present outdoors, exploring this human past provides direct connections to
the local landscape — natural or manmade, past or present. These connections can be very
important to how people perceive of, and relate to, archaeology and their local heritage
(Harrison 2011), and by extension, how willing they are to contribute to the study,

preservation, and protection of archaeological resources (Wright 2015).

Public Perceptions of Archaeology

Researchers have taken various approaches in trying to describe and measure
public attitudes, perceptions and understandings of archaeology, as well as how
archaeologists perceive of these things in their own interactions with the public. While
some studies present anecdotal evidence from archaeologists themselves (Katsamudanga
2015; Merriman 1991: 96-97; Nichols 2006: 35), more salient results have come from a
handful of direct surveys of the general public (DCMS 2008; Hodder 1984; Hodder and
Hutson 2003; Merriman 1991; Pokotylo 2002; Pokotylo and Guppy 1999; Ramos and
Duganne 2000; Taylor and Konrad 1980) and undergraduate university students (Balme

and Wilson 2004; Colley 2005; Eve and Harrold 1986; Feder 1987).

13

www.manaraa.com



According to this previously published research on the issue, the public’s overall
understanding of professional archaeology is generally limited. Public archaeological
knowledge is characterized in these studies as a generally inaccurate perception of the
field originating largely from distorted representations of the field in pop-culture media
(Ascher 1960; Colley 2005; Holtorf 2005; Nichols 2006). The nature of the public’s
perception of archaeology is also dependent on social and geographical variables like
education level, access to museums, and exposure to Indigenous heritage (Pokotylo
2002). Results of surveys conducted on museum-goers and undergraduate archaeology
students —people who tend to have greater than average access and education in terms of
archaeology — reflect a slightly elevated knowledge of, and interest in, archaeology, but
largely parallel the patterns described above (Balme and Wilson 2004; Colley 2005;
Feder 1984, 1987; Merriman 1991; Szacka 1972). Researchers have sought explanations
for these patterns both within archaeology (reviewed in Pokotylo 2002:92) and without
(e.g. Merriman 1991: 21; Szacka 1972), with little success at finding definitive answers.
Research exploring these patterns is also relatively scarce, and to an extent becoming
outdated. - At the time of this writing (2018), the most recent, substantial survey of the
public about archaeology published in English (Ramos and Duganne 2000) is now over

17 years old.

Archaeologists’ Perceptions of the Public

In most cases, archaeologists concerned with addressing or influencing public
perceptions of archaeology argue that increased public involvement and engagement with
archaeology continue to define the way forward (Holtorf 2010; McAnany and Rowe

14
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2015). In other words, informing the public and encouraging positive public attitudes
towards archaeology and heritage are common mantras of publicly-oriented archaeology
endeavors like community archaeology (Atalay 2012). Beyond this, however, little has
been published about archaeologists’ perceptions regarding the public. Reviewing a
number of studies exploring scientists’ perception of the public in general, Besley and
Nisbet (2011) conclude that scientists generally view the public as largely ignorant of,
and uninterested in, science. Additionally, scientists tend to distrust the public and
commonly view the public as a homogenous entity. Besley and Nisbet argue that
understanding scientists’ perception of the public is imperative because scientists play
important roles in society as epistemological authorities and policy-makers.

Returning to archaeology, many archaeologists clearly view the public as a
potential source of looting and destruction of archaeological remains. For example Proulx
(2013) gathered survey data from archaeologists about their perceptions and experiences
concerning looting, and found the issue of looting to be of substantial worldwide concern
to archaeologists of all types. Turning to community archaeology specifically, some
community archaeologists have expressed concern about increased public involvement
with archaeological materials, not just because of potential consequences involving
looting (e.g. Richardson and Almansa-Sanchez 2015:204), but also because of a fear that
people without intensive training may harm archaeological materials in the process of
participating in certain fieldwork activities (Shai and Uziel 2016).

Merriman’s (1991: 97-97) brief discussion of various archaeologists’ notions of
public perceptions of archaeology mentions common themes like archaeologists being
either rugged explorers or bookish professors, but always exclusive experts on historical

15
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issues, whose main occupation is digging. In a similar vein, Ascher (1960) reviews a
suite of Life Magazine articles related to archaeology and suggests that the public is
particularly interested in the “superlatives” archaeology has to offer. In a similar vein,
John Gale (2002) examines two case studies from popular television shows and
concludes that the archaeologists are portrayed as “serious, single minded but ever so
slightly mysterious quasi-scientists, whose discipline is liberally blessed with large
dollops of excitement and discovery” (5). However, to my knowledge, information about
archaeologists’ perceptions of the public is limited to anecdotes, indirect observations,
and analyses of archaeology’s representation in popular culture described above; and
formal or systematic exploration of these perceptions, for example through interviews

and surveys of archaeologists, has not been published to date.

Community Archaeology: Need for Assessment

Carol McDavid’s 2002 article in World Archaeology describes her successes
engaging with a community in Texas and how her project embodied various abstract
notions of multi-vocality and the relinquishing of authority over the past by
archaeologists. Many descriptions of similarly-framed community archaeology projects
from around the world not only epitomize the same triumphant tone, but also neglect to
include any self-critique or assessment (Chirikure and Pwiti 2008; Dawdy 2009; Simpson
2008; Richardson and Almansa-Sanchez 2015). Even McDavid herself (2009: 164)
admits that “public archaeology has been on occasion a bit over-celebratory.”

Aware of these issues, many archaeologists have called for better understanding
of communities — and archaeology’s level of success in reaching them — and many have
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argued for more assessment and critique in community archaeology (Clack 2011; Dawdy
2009; Guilfoyle and Hogg 2015; Richardson and Almansa-Sanchez 2015; Rowe et al.
2014; Simpson 2008). Others have posited that community archaeologists rarely actually
live up to their outward claims of multi-vocality, gainful public involvement, and/or
balancing of power between professionals and the public (Burstrém 2014; Grabow and
Walker 2016; Hollowell 2009; La Salle 2010). Still others decry a lack of communication
and coordination amongst a burgeoning cluster of community-minded archaeology
projects (Ray 2009; Tully 2007). As Hollowell and Nicholas (2008) point out, a

continuous dialogue is necessary to the development of this subfield.

1.5 Geographic Context

In defining the “Portland area” (Figure 2) for this project, I use the United States
government’s official definition of what it calls the “Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR-
WA Metropolitan Statistical Area,” whose “principal cities” are Portland, Beaverton, and

Hillsboro in Oregon, and VVancouver in Washington (OMB Bulletin No. 08-01:45).
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Several geographic aspects of the Portland area are relevant to this thesis.
Portland is located in the Portland basin, a low-lying alluvial area situated around the
confluence of the Columbia and Willamette Rivers in northwestern Oregon (Pettigrew
1981). Various ecosystems make up the surrounding area including marshy wetlands,
volcanic mountains, riparian valley bottom, agricultural fields and pasture, oak savannah,
and conifer forests (Anderson et al. 1998; Franklin and Dyrness 1988). Environmental
issues and the protection and celebration of natural places factor heavily into the Portland
area’s general psyche (Abbott 2004). Outdoors activities are very popular and access to
public lands in the area for fishing, hunting, watersports, hiking, biking, and climbing is
considerable. For example, Portland’s Forest Park ranks as the 9th largest city park
among large U.S. cities, and the city of Portland ranks 15" in the U.S. in amount of

spending on parks and recreation per resident (Harnik et al. 2016).

Vegetation cover and alluvial deposition in the area are generally quite
substantial, which, taken together with a high annual rainfall (Pettigrew 1981), results in
many of the area’s historic and archaeological remnants being either covered up or
deteriorated due to exposure to the wet climate and dense herbaceous vegetation. In other
words, beyond buildings and other intact historic structures, the geography of Portland
contributes to the local human past being, relatively to many other geographic areas,

somewhat invisible.

1.6 My Positioning

In this section, | briefly discuss my point of view and conceptual positioning in

relation to the central themes explored by this thesis. I am a white male in my 30’s with
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an undergraduate university degree in anthropology, and | have worked as a professional
archaeologist in the United States since 2007. | have worked for state and federal
agencies as well as numerous private companies. Like most field archaeologists, my work
has taken place in a mix of rural and urban settings, and has been comprised of projects
which purposefully avoid the public, projects which gladly invite public input and
participation, and everything in between. | entered this project with several relevant
convictions, particularly that A) the public deserves a bigger role in the study,
exploration, and preservation of humanity’s physical past than they currently have — in
other words, I, like hundreds if not thousands of archaeologists across the world today,
would call myself a public archaeologist, and B) that both we archaeologists and the
public probably do not know anywhere near enough about each other to take a firm step
forward towards improving our relationships and collaborations.

While I could not entirely avoid carrying these convictions with me into this
project, I was more than willing to accept whatever my data revealed. If most members of
the public thought archaeology was a trivial waste of time, or if archaeologists had a
unanimously solid, deep understanding of the public, or if my use of interviews turned
out to be a dramatic and fruitless failure — that would still have been good data and useful
research. | designed my questions to allow for these and other similar possibilities. As the
next several chapters show, my results did in many cases support the notion that the
public could and should be more involved with archaeology, and that mixed methods
research is in certain instances a useful tool in developing such involvement. But in other
cases, my results made me question my convictions. In others, the results raised difficult
questions and illustrated unexpected complexities. While, at the present time, | feel |
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cannot ever completely erase my bias towards supporting public archaeology, nor my
interest in conducting mixed methods research in general, | believe | took adequate
precautions to limit my personal biases; influence on the substance of this thesis’ research

and the analysis and interpretation of my results.

1.7 Thesis Structure

This thesis consists of four chapters and 14 appendices. Chapter 1 covers the
issues and research questions my thesis intends to address, my hypotheses and personal
positioning going into the project, previous scholarly work on the subject, and several
aspects of the project’s overall context and broader purposes. Chapter 2 presents my
methodology and approach for data collection and analysis. Chapter 3 presents my results
and discussion of my findings framed around three main thematic categories, while
Chapter 4 summarizes my results, explores problems | encountered over the course of my
research and relevant steps | could take in future work, and concludes with a list of

recommendations for community archaeologists.

1.8 Project Significance

Gathering and analyzing data concerning my research questions could help move
community archaeology beyond the biases, assumptions, and often unsubstantiated
claims of success or failure that presently define it in the literature. Critical evaluations of
community archaeology will help direct the course of future projects, potentially allowing
archaeologists to tailor and improve their efforts to share archaeology with the public,
and identify areas where there is the most need for work. Success in such endeavors

could produce benefits that extend beyond community archaeology into archaeology and
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society at large. To this end, the evaluation and analysis throughout the text of my thesis
is intended to serve as a reference for anyone, archaeologist and non-archaeologist alike,
interested in engaging with community archaeology. At my thesis’ conclusion, I provide
a list of specific recommendations for archaeologists based on my data collection in the
Portland area, recommendations that are likely broadly applicable to future projects

beyond the conceptual and geographic context of this project.
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Chapter 2: Research Design and Methods

2.1 General Approach

In this project, | use interviews and surveys to examine archaeology from within
the field of archaeology and from without. Many anthropologists and archaeologists in
recent years have striven to make their work more relevant and accessible to the public
through public, applied, and collaborative projects (Lassiter 2008, Atalay 2012). In some
cases, such projects seek to better understand specific aspects of archaeology or heritage
through the use of qualitative research, which is usually presented as “ethnography.”
While many researchers refer to this type of work as ethnography (as I reflect below
while summarizing it), | choose to refer to my work in this thesis as “mixed methods”
due to the absence of focused participant observation as a data collection method.

In the literature, the intersection of ethnography and archaeology has many
iterations. The most common is the use of oral histories and other ethnographic
information to try to better understand material aspects of the archaeological record, a
practice generally referred to as ethnoarchaeology. However, both ethnographers and
archaeologists have employed ethnography in relation to archaeology in several other
primary ways that are more relevant to the objectives of this thesis (Benavides 2004;
Castafieda 2008, 2009; Edgeworth 2006; Forbes 2007; Hamilakis and Anagnostopoulos

2009):

e Asone of multiple methods to develop a holistic understanding of a region, site,

community, or landscape in relation to time.
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e To measure and describe people’s reactions to or engagement with archaeology,
landscapes, and the past.

e To describe and better understand the experience of doing archaeology.

e To assess the progress or effectiveness of (usually community) archaeology.

e To help mold archaeological research objectives around the desires and perspectives
of a community or communities — in many cases, Indigenous communities.

e To further understand the ethical, legal, economic, and/or political circumstances and
milieus surrounding archaeological projects, approaches, findings, and

representations — as well as the presentation of archaeological information.

Various authors have devised labels and categories in which to group the above
purposes (Castafieda 2008; Edgeworth 2006; Hollowell and Mortensen 2009). Hollowell
and Mortensen make a particularly clear distinction, categorizing archaeology-related
ethnographic projects as either being “ethnography in archacology” (2009:4) which is
ultimately aimed at informing the practice of archaeology, or “ethnography of
archaeology” which engages non-archaeologists to explore how “things typically defined
as archaeological have other lives, meanings, and consequences, often well beyond a
disciplinary scope” (2009:6). However, as Castafieda (in 2008: 27) notes, many
distinctions and defining phrases like the one above “have no definitive or consistent
meaning” and often “refer to the same thing.” Regardless | believe that no one project
need be confined to any one conceptual category if experimenting with multiple
approaches could prove useful.

The mixed methods portion of this thesis is therefore a combination of both

examination in, and examination of, archaeology. My work is most akin in theory to
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Hollowell and Nicholas’s (2008:72-73) notion of using ethnography to increase the
relevance of archaeology, and in practice to Simpson’s (2009) use of ethnography to
assess the experience and outcomes of a community archaeology project. Furthermore,
this thesis, while utilizing non-archaeological methods, ultimately discusses, informs, and
evaluates the practice of archaeology. My purpose is to address “problems from the realm
of archaeology” (see Section 1.1).

Lastly, while I made no effort to exclude Indigenous participants from the project
—and actually had one public volunteer who mentioned that her close relatives were of
local Indigenous decent — I did not focus on specific research questions or objectives
related to Indigenous issues or perspectives. | also did not target any tribal organizations
with my recruiting efforts. Indigenous concerns are an aspect of community archaeology
and ethnography that at times interweaves inextricably with, and at other times parallels
closely, the direction of my thesis research. Many archaeology projects involving
community collaboration/participation and/or ethnography revolve around Indigenous or
descendant communities (Castarieda 2008; Colwell 2016; McNaughton et al. 2016). This
is also a topic of substantial personal interest and importance to me. However, given the
limited scope of this project and the need for initial, exploratory data to establish a basic
foundation for addressing research questions like mine (i.e. concerning the interface
between the public and archaeology at large), | decided that focused examination of
relevant Indigenous issues deserves closer attention in a subsequent project.

My project consisted of three data collection elements: 1) a community
archaeology project and semi-structured interviews of all participants before and after
fieldwork, 2) interviews with local professional archaeologists not involved in the
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community archaeology fieldwork, and 3) a baseline face-to-face survey of a sample of

the Portland area public.

2.2 The Sauvie Island Community Archaeology Experience: Fieldwork and

Participant Interviews

The goal of my community archaeology project was to create an experience for
the public and professional participants that was A) achievable within the contextual
confines of this thesis, and B) an actual archaeological fieldwork situation to serve as a
means for assessing participants’ thoughts and feelings about the experience of doing
archaeology. Towards this end, six local professional archaeologists, 16 public
volunteers, and | conducted a two day archaeological surface survey within a variety of
different ecological environments in the northern portion of Sauvie Island in Portland,
Oregon (Figure 3), and interviewed all participants before and after fieldwork. I present
the archaeological aspect of this undertaking as a technical report (available upon request
from the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office in Salem, Oregon — title: A
Community Archaeological Survey on Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife Land,

Sauvie Island, Portland, Oregon).

I considered several important factors when choosing field volunteers for the
community archaeology project on Sauvie Island. First, because one of the primary
purposes of this study is to identify expectations beforehand, and analyze reactions
afterwards, concerning participants’ involvement in this particular systematic,
community-based archaeological project, it was necessary that potential volunteers’ prior

experience in such activities be very limited. Otherwise, data collected during interviews
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could be biased towards the way participants feel and think about past exposure to

community archaeology rather than this particular project.
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For the public volunteers, I attempted to enlist a group of volunteers with
maximum diversity in terms of the following variables: age, gender, education level,
connectedness to the land, and attitude towards science. | initially used a brief
questionnaire to screen volunteers but found that it deterred potential participants;
ultimately, my pool of potential volunteers was small enough that I stopped used the
questionnaire and simply assessed the diversity of my volunteer participants by asking
them about the above variables. My outreach effort to find public volunteers for the
community archaeology fieldwork was wide-ranging. This outreach included extensive
posting of flyers throughout the Portland area and on Sauvie Island, word of mouth and
soliciting at local clubs/organizations (e.g. the Oregon Archaeological Society, Nehalem
Land Trust), and posting calls for volunteers on various websites (e.g. Reddit, Share
Oregon), forums (e.g. IFish, Oregon Fishing Forum), Facebook groups, and in
community newsletters (e.g. the Sauvie Island Community Newsletter). I did not formally
or consistently track how each volunteer heard about the project. However, | can say that
in general, all of these strategies elicited at least some response, with calls for volunteers
on the social media site Reddit receiving the highest response rate. All participants in this
project were at least 18 years old.

Fieldwork

The field project consisted of two, seven hour long days of fieldwork. Each day,
participants were split into two crews, and each crew had two professional archaeologists
acting as crew leaders. On both days, eight public volunteers showed up, resulting in two
crews of four each day, or one crew leader for every two public volunteers. Fieldwork
began each day with a relatively informal instruction session lasting approximately one
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hour. I provided a verbal overview of Sauvie Island’s material human past and common
prehistoric and historic site, feature and artifact types found by archaeologists and
collectors on the island. I briefly discussed prehistoric subsistence use and settlement
patterns on the island, and showed several pictures of common prehistoric artifact types.
With the assistance of the crew leaders, | covered the basic survey techniques we planned
on utilizing for the project, established pace measurements for the purposes of delineating
systematic survey transects, and provided instructions on the use of a sighting compass.

The professional archaeologists assisting as crew leaders were expected to guide
public volunteers through the process of surveying, identifying, and recording any finds,
as well as offer any additional instruction as necessary during this process. Public
volunteers were expected to actively participate in survey, and when finds occurred, to
follow instructions from crew leaders and ultimately perform all of the recordation duties.
Crew leaders were asked to assist in these duties as needed due to time constraints. In
other words, | wanted each find to be thoroughly recorded in order to prevent any
possible information loss, and to provide participants with the opportunity to see all
stages of recordation and documentation. In several instances, crew leaders assisted with
these recordation duties to ensure that a find was fully recorded before time ran out, while
simultaneously sharing what they were doing with the public volunteers.

Each crew participated in conducting a mixture of different surface survey types
with the basic goal of identifying previously undiscovered archaeological surface finds.
This involved a mixture of systematic linear grid transecting at varying interval distances,
and non-systematic “judgmental” survey. During judgmental survey, each participant was
encouraged to search wherever they thought might be likely areas to find archaeological
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materials. This would be based on both the background information | gave about the
island and its archaeology at the beginning of the day, and their own instincts and
understandings of the landscape.

In addition, feedback and observations were continuously sought from all
participants regarding the experience as it unfolded. In one example, a crew | was helping
to lead encountered a long, discontinuous line of milled wood fragments in a cow pasture
near the edge of a river. Every participant there, including myself, worked together to try
to delineate this feature’s physical extents, and determine its origin. Many of us,
including myself, initially suspected these fragments might represent the remains of an
old fence line. Ultimately, after hearing several ideas from various participants, we
agreed that one public volunteers’ explanation — that the line of wood was the long-
weathered remnants of a very high water, modern flood event in the nearby river — was
the most likely explanation. All four crews located and recorded potential archaeological
materials, and three out of four crews located and recorded previously undocumented
archaeological sites. The fourth crew only located two potential archaeological finds, one
of which was recorded as an isolated find.

The field experience was fairly standard in that all participants walked miles
through various types of vegetative landscapes, navigating a variety of obstacles, like
muddy areas and thorny undergrowth, in the process. Participants faced the challenges of
staying together during surveying different types of conditions, identifying artifacts as
opposed to non-artifacts, documenting finds thoroughly, and meeting goals of survey
coverage. On the other hand, weather was very fair (50 to 75° F and no precipitation)
during fieldwork, and the project location was typically very flat. These mild aspects of
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the experience would stand in contrast to real working conditions in field archaeology,
which are, at least in the local area, often much more challenging.

The crew leaders and I did not attempt to provide an overview of all field
archaeology, but instead strove to introduce the public volunteers to archaeology through
surface survey, one of many possible mediums. Further exploration and assessment of
community archaeology in a variety of contexts is a crucial step in continuing to develop
an understanding of its impacts on the people who take part. The fieldwork in my project
was limited to specific types of surface survey in a specific geographical setting — and the
experience for both the public and the archaeologists helping to guide fieldwork duties
would likely vary significantly given different field conditions and settings, or if
fieldwork focused on excavation, shovel survey, structure mapping, preservation, or any

one of numerous other potentialities.

Interviews

I conducted semi-structured interviews before and after archaeological fieldwork
with all fieldwork participants (n=22; 16 public volunteers + 6 professional
archaeologists). In following with Schensul and LeCompte’s (2013) discussion of semi-
structured interview methods, | devised a set of interview questions for each group of
respondents in advance (Appendices A, B, C, and D) and asked a variety of unplanned
follow-up and clarifying questions throughout the interviews. | collected some basic
demographic data (age, gender, and education level) in all interview portions of this
project (see Table 1 for Sauvie Island community archaeology project participant
demographics). | did not collect any data on income or ethnicity. Minimum age for all

participants was 18. These interviews ranged in length between 15 and 75 minutes, and
30

www.manaraa.com



all were recorded with a portable digital recorder. In these interviews, | tried to gather
information about how the experience affected the public volunteers’ attitudes,
perceptions and understandings of archaeology — and the archacologists’ attitudes,
perceptions and understandings of the public and working with them. I also attempted to
discover what both “sides” gained from the experience, or areas where gains fell short of
their potential. | refer to the six archaeologists who took part in the community

archaeology project as “field-participant archaeologists” throughout.

Table 1. Demographic Overview: Fieldwork Participants
Sample Age Gender Education Level
Public volunteers Mean = 41.9 11 Females University =13
(n=16) Median = 36.5 5 Males Technical/VVocational/Post-
Range = 22-69 Secondary =1

High School or Less = 2

Field-participant Mean= 29 4 Females University = 6
archaeologists Median= 26 2 Males
(n=6) Range= 23-48

2.3 Interviews of Professional Archaeologists

I conducted semi-structured interviews with 15 professional archaeologists who
work in, or have strong professional ties to, the Portland area (referred to throughout as
“non-field-participant archaeologist™). | developed a wholly different set of questions for
these interviews (Appendix E) which followed the same semi-structured format as
described above. These interviews generally lasted between 40 and 60 minutes.

Recordation of these interviews consisted of either an audio recording made on a portable
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digital device, or handwritten notes, depending on the desire of the interviewee. In these
interviews, | used a range of questions to explore, from various angles, archacologists’
thoughts and feelings about their past experiences working with the public. This was
meant to provide a more robust baseline of understanding thoughts, feelings, and
perceptions — in this case those of the local professional archaeologist community.

Several criteria guided the selection of the 15 local professional archaeologist
interviewees who were not involved in Sauvie Island fieldwork. First, these respondents
were not employed or enrolled at, nor recent graduates of, Portland State. For this sample
of interviewees, | wanted to focus on speaking to archaeologists beyond my close
personal and academic network at Portland State, with the intention of avoiding
conceptual or data biases. Second, | aimed for as equal a spread as possible among
interviewees of different ages, genders, experience level with community archaeology,
education level, and types of employment (i.e. agency, private, tribe, or university). If not
already known, | assessed these variables by asking potential interviewees about them
during the interviews.

My final sample was fairly diverse and consisted of eight male and seven female
interviewees. Five interviewees had less than 10 years of professional archaeological
experience, and the other ten interviewees had more than 10 years of experience. Six of
the archaeologists worked for private companies in cultural resource management
(CRM), four worked for agencies, two work