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This article considers the impact of both historical and digital transhuman practices in archaeology with
an eye towards recent conversations concerning punk archaeology, slow archaeology, and an ‘archaeology
of care’. Drawing on Ivan Illich, Jacques Ellul, and Gilles Deleuze, the article suggests that current
trends in digital practices risk alienating archaeological labour and de-territorializing archaeological
work.
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INTRODUCTION

Digital methods and tools for both arch-
aeological analysis and fieldwork are trans-
forming the discipline. Digital practices
increasingly shape the spaces, relation-
ships, and forms of engagement that define
archaeological work. They facilitate a more
dynamic and expansive discipline that
extends beyond the physical confines of
the site, the project, or the object as well
as the individual excavator. The rise of
digital archaeology has also complemented
the recent interest in assemblages as a
network of practices, tools, objects, and
individuals which co-produce archaeo-
logical knowledge. This understanding of
knowledge production repositions the
archaeologist from being the central figure
in knowledge-making to being just one agent
in a larger network of methods, things,
and digital technology (e.g. Harrison,
2011). Embracing digital tools has made it
possible for the transhuman archaeologist
to emerge.
While the philosophical and intellectual

edges of transhumanism remain fuzzy,

transhumanists historically have argued that
humanity can be improved by expanding
beyond the physical, intellectual, and
sensory limits of the individual through the
use of digital technology (FM-2030, 1989;
More, 2013). This reading of transhuman-
ism marks it as distinct from the more
expansive discourse of posthumanism. For
example, the arguments offered by early
transhumanists like Max More regarded our
use of technology as enabling us to realize
the full abilities of the individual as envi-
sioned by humanism. Posthumanism, in
contrast, often seeks to de-centre the place
of humans within the dense assemblage of
things, connections, and technologies (e.g.
Latour, 1993; Zylinska, 2009; Haraway,
2016). Despite this, some strains of trans-
humanism continue to anticipate the emer-
gence of ‘posthumans’ who produce social,
technological, and political arrangements
that prolong the trajectory of progress so
close to the core of the modern and human-
istic project. This view of transhumanism
overlaps with certain elements common to
‘technological solutionism’ that have seen
criticism both in general (Morozov, 2014)
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and in archaeology (Kansa, 2016). This
article seeks to continue these critiques by
appealing to both older humanist positions
and recent posthumanism to consider the role
of technology in the relationship between
archaeological knowledge-making and dis-
ciplinary practice.
This article emerged from a generous

invitation to participate in a panel on
transhuman and posthuman archaeology
organized by Colleen Morgan, Marta
Diaz-Guardamino, and Catherine Frieman
at the 2018 European Association of
Archaeologists’ annual meeting. This
encouraged me to think about how my pre-
vious work in punk archaeology, slow
archaeology, and my interest in an ‘archae-
ology of care’ intersected with digital prac-
tices in archaeology. In this article, my
thoughts on punk archaeology draw on a
series of conversations on digital tools and
archaeological practice that took place at a
conference in Fargo, North Dakota, dedi-
cated to punk rock and archaeology in 2013
(Caraher et al., 2014). In many ways, it was
a naive predecessor to slow archaeology. It
explored the potential for an archaeology
grounded in performative inclusivity and
do-it-yourself practices in both fieldwork
and analysis. While the general absence of
an intellectual framework for punk archae-
ology and its questioning of disciplinary
practices and expertise invited useful criti-
cism (Mullins, 2015; Richardson, 2017), its
emphasis on the do-it-yourself and low-fi
character of punk shaped my view of tech-
nology in archaeology with the (proto-)
cyberpunk dystopias of Philip K. Dick, J.G.
Ballard, William Gibson, and John Shirley
providing an anxious backdrop.
Thinking with punk archaeology pro-

vided the context for the idea of slow
archaeology that I developed from conver-
sations about the use of digital devices in
the field during a 2015 conference and
published in a related volume (Caraher,
2015, 2016b). Slow archaeology sought to

articulate a critical approach to the use of
technology in archaeological practice by
aligning it with various anti-modern ‘slow’
movements that have appeared in twenty-
first-century popular culture (e.g. Petrini’s
(2003) slow food movement; Cunningham
and MacEachern (2016) or Stengers
(2018) for slow science) and critiques of
‘fast capitalism’ and the accelerated pace of
contemporary society, culture, and life
(Agger, 1989; Harvey, 1989; McNeill &
Engelke, 2014).
This article represents an effort to

reframe a slow archaeology that stands as a
privileged indulgence of the white, male,
tenured, grant-funded, and secure faculty
member (Graham, 2017), and locate it as
part of a larger conversation in archaeology
that emphasizes a more human, humane,
reflexive, and inclusive discipline. My col-
leagues and I have described our interest
in this conversation as ‘the archaeology of
care’. This idea pushed us to consider how
archaeological methods, particularly the
use of technology in the field, shape the
structure of the discipline, social condi-
tions in field practice, and obscure the place
of individuals in producing knowledge of
the past. Rachel Kiddey’s recent book
clarified these ideas in my mind by fore-
grounding social responsibilities inherent
in archaeological knowledge-making, both
to the discipline itself and to the commu-
nities where we work (Caraher &
Rothaus, 2016; Kiddey, 2017).
The following critique seeks to situate

transhuman archaeology within its histor-
ical context and continue to develop ideas
that have percolated through punk and
slow archaeology. The first section of this
article introduces two mid-century scholars
who have received little attention among
archaeologists: Jacques Ellul and Ivan
Illich. Illich argued that technology and
modernity worked against convivial prac-
tices at the core of a creative and humane
society (Illich, 1975). Ellul presented a
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critique of efficiency and modern ‘tech-
nique’ as undermining human autonomy
and choice (Ellul, 1964). The second and
third sections use these ideas to consider
the significance of efficiency and transhu-
manism in both industrial and digital
practice. It applies a transhuman view to a
history of disciplinary knowledge-making
that recognizes the assemblage of prac-
tices, tools, and materials which form an
antecedent to the recent turn to digital
methods. While Ellul and Illich articu-
lated their critiques of modern work in the
context of the assembly line, digital prac-
tices in archaeology have increasingly
looked to the more dynamic and fluid
world of contemporary logistics to describe
the seamless flow of digital information
between projects, scholars, research ques-
tions, and devices. Supply chain logistics
represent a key way to transform diverse
assemblages into valuable commodities, and
the work of Manuel Delanda (2003),
Deborah Cowen (2014), and Anna Tsing
(2015) has traced the important role played
by logistics in the second half of the twen-
tieth century. The final section draws on
Gilles Deleuze’s critique of Foucault’s
vision of modernity (Deleuze, 1992) to
explore logistics as a way of organizing the
assemblages that produce archaeological
knowledge. In archaeology, the increasingly
digital character of our practices and
methods have produced massive, complex,
and more inclusive assemblages (e.g. ‘Big
Data’) and demonstrated how these can
introduce new efficiencies to knowledge-
making. The trajectory of these endeavours,
however, probes the limits of current digital
practices and transhuman thinking in an
archaeological context.

ELLUL AND ILLICH

Ivan Illich and Jacques Ellul offered com-
pelling critiques of the impact of

modernity, industrialization, and capital-
ism on society that, despite being rooted
in a decidedly pre-digital age, offer useful
perspectives on the growth of digital prac-
tices in archaeology. Their work antici-
pates punk archaeology in their celebration
of the unstructured creativity of pre-indus-
trial practices and slow archaeology in
their questioning of modern industrial dis-
cipline. Illich is the better known of the
two scholars, but still rather marginal in
archaeological literature. In his Tools for
Conviviality, Illich argued that modernity,
technology, and the State disrupted the
conviviality that existed in premodern
societies (Illich, 1975). For Illich, convivi-
ality represented the opposite of modern
productivity (with its interest in speed
and efficiency) and emphasized the free,
unstructured, and creative interaction
between individuals and between indivi-
duals and their environment. As Michael
Given has recently shown, Illich’s notion
of conviviality can shed light on the resili-
ence and stability of agrarian practices in
seventeenth-century Cyprus (Given, 2018)
and extend to include such non-human
actors as the soil (Given, 2017). At the
same time, Given acknowledged that
understanding conviviality in the past
required a convivial practice among archae-
ologists in the present (Given, 2017: 140),
which he articulated as the collaboration
between a wide range of specialists who
would work together to unpack the complex
relationships that form the past human
environment. An appeal to specialization,
however, represents a distinctly modern
approach to conviviality. By proposing that
archaeology needs to collaborate with spe-
cialists in soil science, for example, Given
complicates the tension between the frag-
mented practices of modern archaeological
knowledge-making and the integrated prac-
tice of premodern conviviality. His modern
take on convivial practice offers an approach
to understanding the conviviality of the
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past, but it remains difficult to disentangle
the organizational logic of specialization, as
it emerged from an effort to increase effi-
ciency in industrial processes (Illich, 1971;
Alexander, 2008: 65–72). While convivial
practice is not impossible among specialists
involved in contemporary archaeological
work, Illich’s critique suggests that special-
ization may well be more of a barrier than
an asset in genuine conviviality.
Jacques Ellul’s emphasis on efficiency

offers a particularly valuable framework for
applying the concept of slow archaeology
to transhuman archaeological practice. In
The Technological Society, he traced the rise
of technology and its distinctive form of
human engagement with mechanical tools
that he calls ‘technique’ (Ellul, 1964).
Ellul’s technique had five characteristics
(for a summary, see Benello, 1981). First,
it was shaped by the need for efficiency.
Second, technique was ‘self-augmenting’
with technical problems leading invariably
to technical solutions. Third, technique
was ‘monistic’ with the good and bad uses
of technique being outside the control of
the individual agent. Technique, fourthly,
extends across fields of activity and disci-
plines, from the economic to the social,
political, and even creative. Finally, and
most controversially, technique is universal
and autonomous. The spread of technique
over time effectively severed the attentive
individual from autonomous engagement
with work and life. In the place of choice,
there emerged practices dominated and
shaped by the abstract logic of efficiency.
This can be seen in the rise of specialists,
for example, who played an increasingly
important role in production and the
organization of practice. Specialized skills,
methods, and expertise limited how indivi-
duals define and perform their work. For
Ellul, the loss of autonomy associated with
efficiency-driven technique ultimately
shaped human relations and people’s rela-
tionships with their tools. Like Illich,

Ellul saw not just technology, but the
whole assemblage of the technological
society, as robbing the modern world of
dynamism and creativity. While scholars
have recognized the elusiveness of Ellul’s
definition of efficiency and the difficulty
of attributing a universal structural logic to
human motivations (Ritzer, 2013; Son,
2013), Ellul’s diffuse perspective on ‘tech-
nique’ brought attention to the relationship
between technology, economic motives,
and political and social goals. As a result,
Ellul’s view of a technological society
reveals how Michael Given can call for a
conviviality among specialists that commin-
gles individuals defined by their place
within the organizational logic of technical
production and premodern practices.

ARCHAEOLOGY AS INDUSTRIAL

PRACTICE

From a transhumanist perspective, Ellul’s
critique of the modern condition is too pes-
simistic, but his understanding of efficiency
in shaping modern practice remains rele-
vant to recent conversations about archaeo-
logical practices. As I argued in my work
on slow archaeology, the relationship
between industrial practices and archae-
ology remains complex (Caraher, 2016b).
Numerous scholars have argued convin-
cingly that modern practices shaped the
way that archaeology structured time and
space (Thomas, 2004) and that the discip-
line adopted industrial practices and modes
of organization starting in the early twenti-
eth century (Shanks & McGuire, 1996;
Lucas, 2001: 8–12; Leighton, 2016: 744).
With the rise of contract archaeology and
cultural resource management in the post-
war period, however, the potential for
industrial practices within archaeology
became more explicit as practitioners began
to operate with the heightened awareness
that time is money (e.g. Paynter, 1983).
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Starting in the 1970s, New Archaeology
similarly leveraged industrial tools—from
aerial photography to large-scale earth
movers and computers—which contributed
to accelerating the pre-war division of
archaeology into increasing specialized sub-
fields (Clarke, 1973). The emphasis on
robust, quantitative data collection in the
field as the basis for hypothesis testing
further encouraged the standardization of
practices in archaeological projects (Pavel,
2010). These changes took place at the
same time as university systems, first in
Europe and then in the US, moved even
closer to an industrial model of education
with a growing emphasis on specialist
knowledge and well-ordered, incremental
curricula (Menand, 2010).
It is easy to see how the development of

archaeology over the second half of the
twentieth century contributed to how we
talk today about using digital technology.
An emphasis on efficiency, for example,
points to the relevance of Ellul’s critique
for archaeological practice. As Jennifer
Alexander noted in her study of the history
of efficiency, continuity exists between an
early industrial interest in efficiency and its
recent status as ‘an iconic mantra in the
high-tech industries’ (Alexander, 2008: 2).
The growth of digital practices and their
efficiencies across the entire range of arch-
aeological work indicates that the trans-
formation of the discipline continues to
accelerate. In the proceedings of a recent
conference dedicated to digital tools in
fieldwork, Mobilizing the Past for a Digital
Future (Averett et al., 2016), Adam
Rabinowitz noted that the preoccupation in
these essays was ‘time’ or terms related to
saving, consuming, or costing time in field
practices (Rabinowitz, 2016: 495–96).
Phrases related to efficiency likewise appear
throughout as does the term workflow in
digital practices. Among the most widely
cited and read articles from the Journal of
Field Archaeology is Christopher Roosevelt’s

(and team) thorough presentation of the
digital workflow from their project in
south-western Turkey (Roosevelt et al.,
2015). If we accept Colleen Morgan and
Stuart Eve’s pronouncement that ‘we are all
digital archaeologists now’ (2012: 523), the
work of Ellul and Illich urges us to also
remain critically aware of what Jeremey
Huggett has called the ‘ghosts in the
machine’ (2015: 86-87), which haunt the
products of our digital tools and preserve
their complexities, assumptions, and expec-
tations as well as how we talk about their
affordances. The historic impact of indus-
trial practice on archaeology continues to
transform how archaeology organizes, uses,
and talks about digital tools.
The influence of industrial practices in

archaeology has not escaped critique. For
example, Shanks and McGuire’s 1996
article on the key role of craft in archaeo-
logical practice did not reject the value of
industrial practices for the discipline, but
sought to encourage a greater awareness of
the work of archaeology as a dialogue
between ‘the archaeologist and material,
the archaeologist and the community—an
expressive and interpreted experience
within which the past is created’ (Shanks
& McGuire, 1996: 86). More recently,
efficiency itself has become increasingly
regarded as a problematic term deeply
embedded in practice and the coincidence
of human and material agency (e.g. Shove,
2017). Bruno Latour and others have
demonstrated that any effort to unpack
the complexity of the social, mechanical,
or environmental energy in a system
requires abstract acts of purification that
define and separate energy and effects
from their complex network of entangled
relationships and practices (Latour, 1993;
Shove, 2017: 7–8). This work, on the one
hand, echoes recent studies of technology
that have challenged traditional views of
agency and argued that things and
humans co-create the world (e.g. Barad,
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2007; Hodder, 2012; Witmore, 2014;
Hamilakis & Jones, 2017; Hodder &
Lucas, 2017). This greater attention to the
interaction between humans and things
has provided a compelling theoretical
framework for understanding the interplay
of technology, tools, objects, and agency in
the construction of archaeological knowl-
edge. On the other hand, this approach
has only just begun to inform the thriving
conversation on the impact of digital tools
on the organization of archaeological prac-
tice (but see Pickering, 1995; Taylor et al.,
2018), the nature of archaeological skills
and expertise, and issues of archaeological
preservation and publication (Huggett,
2017). Perhaps this entangled view of the
world gives the work of Illich and Ellul
new relevance for archaeologists concerned
with the social issue of disciplinary practice
across the field.

TRANSHUMANISM AND INDUSTRIAL

PRACTICE

An emphasis on efficiency as existing
within a larger system of methods, tools,
and technology not only complicates how
we consider efficiency in archaeological
practice, but also offers a useful reminder
that the ghost cannot be separated from or
even understood outside the machine. The
understanding of the modern world as a
dense network of tools, institutions, tech-
niques, and expectations complements the
views of Illich and Ellul, who saw the logic
of the modern world as irreducible from its
constituent parts and as ranging from tools
and techniques to social institutions and
individual practices. Their emphasis on
the individual, however, as a formerly
autonomous agent compromised by modern
technologies, produced anxieties in their
works, whereas for transhumanists, some of
these same conditions inspired the hope
for a posthuman world (More, 2003).

A posthuman reading of transhuman-
ism views the distribution of agency across a
diverse assemblage of technologies, institu-
tions, and individuals, and parallels recent
work in archaeology. Rodney Harrison, for
example, has suggested that in archaeology
the linear processes of excavation as the
discipline’s dominant metaphor could be
replaced by the perspective offered by the
surface assemblages of survey archaeology
(Harrison, 2011, 2013). Rather than sys-
tematically revealing an occluded but
materially present past, the work of con-
structing meaning from a surface assem-
blage may better represent the relationships
between people, objects, tools, and techni-
ques necessary to produce archaeologi-
cal knowledge. Similar approaches have
informed the recent work of Shannon Lee
Dawdy, who recognized the key role of
the relationship between fieldwork, local
knowledge, ritual activities, and various
pre- and anti-modern ways of locating,
narrating, and producing social value for
artefacts (Dawdy, 2016). For Olivier
(2011), this speaks to the chaotic nature of
time and memory from which the discip-
line of archaeology seeks to produce a
useful, or meaningful arrangement of the
past. In this context, the rather linear
practice of stratigraphic excavation with its
institutional, disciplinary, and performative
underpinnings (for a useful critique, see
Gnecco, 2013) gives way to a raucous,
radical, and, perhaps even punk, perform-
ance of archaeology which often eschews
expertise, barriers to access, and specialist
knowledge. The growing interest in ontol-
ogy among archaeologists has tended
to support more dynamic, inclusive, and
provisional approaches to archaeological
knowledge, making it question the integ-
rity of traditional archaeological categories
and methods (see Caraher, 2016a, for an
overview). In short, transhuman practice,
whether built on the metaphor of surface
survey or an entangled universe of early
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twentieth-century ontology, guides us
towards an ‘archaeology of care’ that
extends throughout the relationship
between individuals, methods, and technol-
ogy in archaeological work.
A transhuman perspective on the

entanglement of the body and machines in
archaeology creates new ways of under-
standing the pervasive influence of mod-
ernity and especially the assembly line in
the organizational logic of archaeological
work. The linearity of the assembly line,
for example, shared with archaeology the
modern conception of progress. Work
flows from one station to the next in a
structure replicated in archaeological peri-
odisation schemes or in the orderly
arrangement of boxes in a Harris matrix.
The relationship between the individual
and work on the assembly line is likewise
organized into managed movements
frequently following the tenets of
Frederick Taylor’s scientific management
(Alexander, 2008: 11-14; Kansa, 2016).
The transhuman archaeologist becomes
another moving part in the industrial
machine that multiplies and expands the
individual’s labour while simultaneously
disconnecting it from a clear sense of the
work’s goals and products. In contrast, the
project director supervises the work and
authors the final publication, which stands
as a traditional product of archaeological
work. While the physical and embodied
process of archaeological work often echoes
the embodied knowledge acquired through
craft production, a century of archaeo-
logical workers has experienced the same
anomie and alienation that characterizes
the routine of industrial labour (Everill,
2012, especially chapter 2).
This distillation of the archaeological

process, however, may be too pat and
austere. The experience of archaeological
work on site, the informal opportunities
for analysis and interpretation, and
moments of discovery undermine too

literal a comparison between archaeo-
logical practice and industrial work
(Edgeworth, 2006). As Edgeworth has
shown, the connection between embodied
and material knowledge, the traditional
ways in which field techniques are passed
from one excavator to the next, and the
dynamic character of excavation reinforced
the prevalence of craft in archaeology.
Craft practice also grounds excavation in
the distinctive materiality of the site and
organizes work and knowledge with a
commitment to space and place. A com-
mitment to vertical and horizontal space,
provenance, and local, regional, and
national contexts has long shaped archaeo-
logical practice and the goals of the discip-
line. The coincidence between the linear
and spatially localized character of craft-
inflected practice, the assembly line, and
modernity exerted a significant influence
over field archaeology and the nature of
transhuman engagements that functioned
within the tools, methods, and practices
present in archaeological work. Mary
Leighton’s recent studies of the organiza-
tion of archaeological labour demonstrate
that the production of archaeological data
often overwrites the contribution of skilled
workers and obscures the organization of
archaeological labour (Leighton, 2016).
These workers become, in Paul Everill’s
phrase, ‘invisible diggers’ (Everill, 2012).

DISCIPLINARY TRANSHUMANISM

Viewing the historical practices of archae-
ology through a transhuman lens, then,
offers a reminder that archaeology is both
craft and industrial work despite the trad-
itional emphasis on the product of arch-
aeological labour. These approaches shared
an emphasis of archaeological work on site
and stressed the physical, embodied rela-
tionship between workers, the site, and
the place. In his critique of Foucault’s
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vision of modernity, Gilles Deleuze recog-
nizes the assembly line as a space of
enclosure and understands the localization
of human and material capital as being
vital to maintaining control in the discip-
linary society of the nineteenth and early
twentieth century (Deleuze, 1992). During
the second half of the twentieth century,
changes in technology and the increased
emphasis on speed divorced capital from
enclosed spaces (Harvey, 1989). As
Deborah Cowen has observed, the
growing interest in speed and time shifted
attention to an understanding of logistics
which has come to supplant the logic of
the assembly line in our understanding of
production (Cowen, 2014). The ability to
move products, processes, and capital
around the globe undermined the priority
of the enclosure and ushered in an era of
organization dominated less by the ability
to discipline the body to the time and
space of work and more by the capacity to
track and control the flow of objects. For
Deleuze, this inaugurated an era of frag-
mented ‘dividuals’. Unlike the unitary and
singular individual, the dividual is a collec-
tion of social relations whose characteris-
tics, abilities, identities, and features can
be coded, tracked, sold, and streamlined
across global systems. Applied to archaeo-
logical work, this shift both delocalizes
practice and expands it beyond the limits
of our bodies, distributing it reciprocally
through technology, techniques, and social
organization.
The concept of distributed production

in logistics emphasizes the interdepend-
ence of tools, techniques, methods, and
individuals that are characteristic of
twenty-first-century archaeology and
acknowledges the need to reduce the fric-
tion present within assemblages. The
attention to logistics is transforming the
social organization of archaeological prac-
tice. Digital technology, for example,
whatever its integrative potential,

continues the industrialist and Taylorist
approach of dividing complex tasks into
simpler ones (Alexander, 2008; Caraher,
2015, 2016b). This non-linear fragmenta-
tion, however, makes the products of
digital tools more interchangeable and
allows them to be aggregated and com-
bined in different ways. As such, digital
practices replace the linearity of the assem-
bly line for the ‘web’ of the digitally net-
worked world in which dynamism and
adaptability serve to overcome barriers
between sites, levels of expertise, and the
distinctive character of archaeological
knowledge. This approach to producing
archaeological data facilitates new combi-
nations of archaeological information, but
also allows for the disaggregation of arch-
aeological information previously embed-
ded in archival contexts, catalogues, or
other forms of more rigidly structured
relationships.
Nowhere is this logistics-oriented

approach to archaeological knowledge-
making more apparent than in the linked
open data (LOD) movement in archae-
ology (Seifried, 2014; Geser, 2016). The
Open Context initiative of the Alexandria
Archive Institute in California provides a
model application of linked data standards
through a platform that enables the highly
granular publication of archaeological data
(see https://opencontext.org/). Open Context
differs from conventional data archives like
the Archaeological Data Service (ADS) in
the UK or the European ZENODO in
that each archaeological object in this
online database has a unique identifier.
This allows for artefacts, archaeological
contexts, strata, types, or survey units to
be shared, linked, combined, and remixed
in different ways. The potential of linked
open data standards is clear. While Open
Context strives to preserve each project’s
way of organizing data, the structure of
their platform and the granular character
of the data encourages archaeologists to
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create new assemblages of archaeological
knowledge that extend far beyond the
borders of the site, region, method, or
context.
The ability to integrate granular digital

data is also manifest in various crowd-
sourced research projects that have likewise
shown how digital tools make it possible
for fragmented bits of knowledge to be
marshalled to address complex archaeo-
logical problems (e.g. Bonacchi et al.,
2014; McCoy, 2017; Parcak et al., 2017).
Digital mediation in these contexts
provide the means to collect archaeological
information from a relatively unstructured
cluster of participants. Obviously, the use
of crowd-sourcing, where a large commu-
nity acts as a distributed workforce, is not
ideal for all forms of archaeological knowl-
edge-making, but it has clear applicability
for managing our growing access to ‘Big
Data’ (e.g. Bevan et al., 2014). At the
same time, it presents a distinct form of
digital deskilling or re-skilling of the work
of archaeological analysis (Roosevelt et al.,
2015). The complex anonymity provided
by ‘the crowd’ similarly risks obscuring the
range of users willing to contribute to
crowd-funding projects and the real limits
to the promise of digital democratization
(Richardson, 2014). The social impact on
the disciple that the increasing mobility of
archaeological information, the ease of inte-
grating collaborators, and the granularity of
specialization may have, remains unclear.
The concept of slow archaeology offered

a preliminary critique of the use of remote,
structured, or simplified digital recording
interfaces, the ease of point-and-click data
manipulation, or the use of software to
synthesize unstructured data as generated
by digital photography into 3D Structure
from Motion images (Caraher, 2016b;
Morgan & Wright, 2018). The adoption
of digital tools and the understanding of
digital technologies at both a conceptual
and applied level is not merely exchanging

one set of skills for another (pace
Roosevelt et al., 2015) or another way of
communicating and publishing the same
archaeological knowledge. The fragmenta-
tion of information through the use of
digital tools and techniques parallels the
transformation of certain ontological
assumptions of archaeological work. The
recombinant character of the digital
assemblage and the attention to moving
data from one context and relationship to
another reflect the intellectual and prac-
tical consequences of the logistics revolu-
tion. Many of the barriers that the
mobility and modularity of digital data
seek to overcome have long defined the
complex nature of archaeological contexts,
experience, and practices. In Deleuzian
terms, the spaces of enclosure that have
defined archaeological practice are giving
way to ‘dividuated’ archaeological data.
The use of digital tools to produce more
efficient data collection has anticipated the
recent fascination with ‘Big Data’ well in
advance of the consistent demonstration of
its results (Bevan, 2015; Kansa, 2016).
While it remains to be seen whether ‘Big
Data’ will lead to important breakthroughs
in our field, there is plenty to suggest that
the efficiency possible in digital data col-
lection, analysis, and dissemination has
outpaced our ability to formulate ques-
tions. As Roosevelt and team cleverly
quipped in the title of their article
(Roosevelt et al., 2015), digitization is an
alternative to destruction in the context of
field practice, but it is not the same as the
creation of meaningful pasts.

CONCLUSIONS

Ellul and Illich saw the technological revo-
lution of the twentieth century as funda-
mentally disruptive to the creative instincts
and autonomy of individuals because it
falsely privileged speed and efficiency as
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the foundations for a better world. The
development of archaeology largely fol-
lowed the trajectory of technological devel-
opments in industry which continues to
shape archaeological practice in the digital
era. Transhuman practices in archaeology
reflect both long-standing modes of organ-
izing archaeological work according to
progressive technological and industrial
principles. The posthuman critique of
transhumanism unpacks how we under-
stand the transition from the enclosed
space of craft and industrial practices to the
more fluid and viscous space of logistics. In
short, it expands the mid-twentieth-century
humanism of Ellul and Illich and offers a
cautionary perspective for twenty-first
century archaeology as it comes to terms
with the growing influence of logistics as
the dominant paradigm for organizing
behaviour, capital, and knowledge.
An ‘archaeology of care’ takes cues from

Illich and Ellul by considering how inter-
action between tools, individuals, practices,
and methods shaped our discipline in both
intentional and unintentional ways. If the
industrial logic of the assembly line repre-
sented the ghost in the machine of twenti-
eth-century archaeological practices, then
logistics may well haunt archaeology in the
digital age. ‘Dividuated’ specialists frag-
ment data so that it can be rearranged and
redeployed globally for an increasingly
seamless system designed to allow for the
construction of new diachronic, transre-
gional, and multifunctional assemblages.
Each generation of digital tools makes it
possible to shatter the integrity of the site,
the link between the individual, work, and
knowledge, and to redefine the organiza-
tion of archaeological knowledge-making.
These critiques, of course, are not
restricted to archaeological work. Gary
Hall (2016) has recognized a similar trend
in higher education, which he called
‘Uberfication’. In Hall’s dystopian view of
the near future of the university, data

would map the most efficient connections
between the skills of individual instructors
and the needs of individual students at
scale (Hall, 2016). As in archaeology, the
analysis of this data, on the one hand,
allows us to find efficient relationships
across complex systems. On the other
hand, ‘Uberfication’ produces a granular
network of needs and services that splin-
ters the holistic experience of the univer-
sity, the integrity of departments and
disciplines, and college campuses as dis-
tinctive places. This organization of prac-
tice influences the behaviour of agents to
satisfy the various needs across the entire
network. The data, in this arrangement,
are not passive, but actively participate in
producing a viable assemblage.
Punk archaeology looked to improvised,

performative, do-it-yourself, and ad hoc
practices in archaeological fieldwork as a
space of resistance against methodologies
shaped by the formal affordance of tools.
Slow archaeology, despite its grounding in
privilege, challenges the expectations of
technological efficiency and the tendency
of tools not only to shape the knowledge
that we make, but also the organization of
work and our discipline. The awareness
that tools shape the organization of work,
the limits to the local, and the place of the
individual in our disciple is fundamental
for the establishment of an ‘archaeology of
care’ that recognizes the human conse-
quences of our technology, our methods,
and the pasts that they create.
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L’archéologie lente, l’archéologie punk et « l’archéologie concernée »

Dans cet article l’auteur examine l’impact des pratiques transhumaines historiques et numériques en
archéologie en prenant compte des conversations récentes relatives à l’archéologie lente, l’archéologie punk
et l’archéologie « concernée ». En s’appuyant sur les travaux d’Ivan Illich, Jacques Ellul et Gilles
Deleuze, l’auteur soutient que les tendances actuelles en pratiques numériques risquent d’aliéner et de
déterritorialiser le travail des archéologues. Translation by Madeleine Hummler

Mots-clés: transhumanisme, méthodes archéologiques, archéologie numérique, Jacques Ellul, Ivan
Illich

Langsame Archäologie, Punk Archäologie und „beteiligte Archäologie“

Die Auswirkungen von historischen und digitalen transhumanen Verfahren in der Archäologie vor dem
Hintergrund der jüngsten Diskussionen über die sogenannte langsame Archäologie, Punk Archäologie
und „beteiligte Archäologie“ werden hier untersucht. In diesem Beitrag, der von den Arbeiten von Ivan
Illich, Jacques Ellul und Gilles Deleuze inspiriert ist, wird darauf hingedeutet, dass die aktuellen
Entwicklungen in der digitalen Praxis das Risiko eingehen, die Archäologen zu entfremden und die
archäologische Arbeit zu deterritorialisieren. Translation by Madeleine Hummler

Stichworte: Transhumanismus, archäologische Methoden, Digitalarchäologie, Jacques Ellul, Ivan
Illich
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