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with Descendant Communities

STEPHEN W. SILLIMAN and T. J. FERGUSON

Archaeologists who belong to the Society for American Archaeology, as
well as other major professional organizations, have an ethical mandate
to consult with the descendants of the people who lived in the archaeologi-
cal sites we investigate. This mandate is articulated in the principle of
accountability in the Society’s “Principles of Archaeological Ethics”
(http://saa.org/ AbouttheSociety/ PrinciplesofArchaeological Echics/tabid/203
/Default.aspx). The principle commits us “to make every reasonable effort,
in good faith, to consult actively with affected group(s), with the g?al. of
establishing a working relationship that can be beneficial to the discipline
and to all parties involved” (Watkins et al. 1995:33). Several elements are
open for interpretation in this principle, including who counts as a descen-
dant, what constitutes reasonable effort, how consultation is defined, who
determines which groups are affected, and how benefit is evaluated.
Nonetheless, the principle stands as a guide for best practice, despite the
complex array of political, economic, social, and cultural milieus thart sur-
round archaeologists working in all areas of the world. In addition, many
who work in the United States also find themselves with a legal mandate to
conduct government-to-government consultation with Indigenous descen-
dant groups to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA), the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of
1990 (NAGPRA), and other federal legislation (sec Sebastian, this volume;
Wilcox, this volume).
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The synergy of these ethical and legal mandates sets the stage for a variety
of productive consultative and collaborative relationships between archaeol-
ogists and descendant communities of all varieties (and encourages individu-
als from these communities to become archaeologists in their own right).
While archacologists consult with communities because of legal and profes-
sional requirements, they collaborate because they want to. The voluntary
nature of collaborative work deepens consultation beyond what Watkins
(2000) calls “legislated ethics.” For Native Americans, the sovereignty explic-
itly recognized in government-to-government consultation may only be
implied in collaboration (Gonzalez et al. 2006:392), but the latter remains
important. However, members of these communities can often tell when
consultation is bureaucratic and formulaic rather than a practice that archae-
ologists enjoy, encourage, value, and benefit from doing. Either way, collab-
oration and consultation require more than “public outreach.” While out-
reach benefits various groups, particularly school children, disenfranchised
groups, local residents, and the general public, it tends to create a one-sided
delivery from archaeologists to others. This forecloses important “feedback”
from those recipients, particularly since the delivered product—knowledge,
artifact, and experience—exists already in a relatively final form before deliv-
ery to the public. In contrast, collaboration begins earlier and entails more
intellectual, practical, and personal interaction between archaeologists and
the communities with which they work.

In this chapter, we answer a number of questions about collaboration
between archaeologists and descendant communities, including how those
communities are defined, what collaboration entails, how collaboration can
be conducted in various ways, and how this work leads to multivocal narra-
tives and multicultural practices. We focus largely on North America and
Native Americans, but the implications extend far beyond that continent.
Looking back on 75 years of the Society for American Archaeology’s history,
we argue that effective consultation and productive collaboration with
descendant groups has improved and will continue to improve archaeology
by expanding the repertoire of questions we ask, developing new methods to
investigate those questions, opening the interpretation of results to include
Indigenous and other perspectives on theory and history, and making the
discipline accountable outside of itself. We admit that this position is both
reflective and directive.
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What are Descendant and Traditionally Associated Communities?

Conceptualizing descendant communities is complicated. They are more
than simply the biological progeny of the people who lived in the sites we
study (Borgstede 2002; Meskell and Van Damme 2008; Singleton and Orser
2003). Beyond genetics, these communities are defined by their historical,
cultural, and symbolic associations to places that they consider ancestral,
and these values and beliefs must be taken into account in addition to the
biological heritage of individual people. Descendant communities can be
local, residing in proximity to ancestral sites, or they may be distant or dias-
poric, having migrated hundreds or thousands of kilometers away from the
ancient or recent homes of their ancestors. The identification of descendant
communities is contingent on the interpretation of social and historical con-
texts, as well as the self-identification of social groups, and these can be hotly
contested issues (Chirikure and Pwiti 2008). Descendant communities in
the Americas, for instance, encompass many groups, including Indian tribes,
progeny of enslaved African-Americans, offspring of Hispanic colonizers,
sons and daughters of pilgrims and pioneers, more recent immigrants of the
last century, and the complex intermixtures of some or all of these. Deciding
which social groups form communities that are related to the past groups
that we study has political and intellectual consequences that warrant careful
consideration. In particular, anthropological concepts of descent must be
balanced with Indigenous and folk concepts of ancestry in order to establish
fair and equitable dialogue with people who are interested in and may be
affected by what we do.

Traditionally associated communities, a concept fostered by the National
Park Service (1998), differ from descendant groups in that they do not nec-
essarily claim biological descent from the people who lived in the archaeo-
logical sites we investigate. Instead, these communities have traditional ties
to archaeological sites that occur in the area in which they live, perhaps for
many generations, and they often have deep emotional attachments to these
places. We should seck out and consult with traditionally associated commu-
nities much as we do with descendant groups, although some of the parame-
ters will vary, particularly when questions of “firstness” come into play. Still,
we need to consult these communities about research that impacts archaeo-
logical sites so their cultural values and beliefs can be taken into account as

we design and implement research.
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What is Collaboration?

Collaboration—working jointly on a project—has a long history in archae-
ology. In fact, we argue that archaeology has always been about collabora-
tion, but politics and disciplinary tradition structure who participates in that
collaboration, and only recently has community collaboration become more
common. Traditionally, one type of collaboration in archacology has grown
out of the enormous amount of information generated from archaeological
fieldwork—that is, data spanning a number of disciplines including soil sci-
ence, geology, zoology, botany, architecture, material culture studies, chem-
istry, ecology, and more. The ability to use multiple sources of information
to their fullest potential is frequently well beyond the expertise of a single
archacologist, so collaboration often takes the form of specialist-to-specialist
interactions (see Zeder et al., this volume) and has produced the interdisci-
plinary nature of archaeology today.

Another type of collaboration stems from the impossibility of doing field-
work alone. Digging complex stratigraphy, screening hundreds of kilograms
of sediments, recovering artifacts, mapping discoveries, completing paper-
work, and backfilling requires coordination among many team members.
This labor is regularly provided by undergraduate, graduate, and sometimes
secondary students who are taught and supervised by professional archaeolo-
gists in formal field schools; by skilled and semi-skilled field technicians
employed by cultural resource management firms; by volunteers of all ages
who seek archaeological experience; and by local populations hired as sea-
sonal workers by national and international archaeological teams. Until
recently, these “reservoirs of cheap labor” (Chirikure and Pwiti 2008:467;
Shepherd 2003) or workers at the trowel’s edge (Berggren and Hodder
2003) have not been considered as legitimate stakeholders of the pasts being
investigated.

Collaboration with descendant communities has become an increasingly
popular addition in the last 40 years spurred largely by the inclusion of
Native American tribes, First Nations, and other descendant communities in
the historic preservation program of the United States and other countries,
and by an ethical commitment on the part of archaeologists to implement
an inclusive theoretical program relevant to Indigenous peoples and local
stakeholders. Collaboration with descendant communities, particularly
Indigenous ones, has become a global project wherein archaeologists seek to
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work with local people who have a direct interest in and involvement with
the archaeology, history, and lands that we study (Meskell and Van Damme
2008; Smith and Jackson 2008).

As Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2008) point out, collaboration
occurs along a continuum of practice from resistance, to communicating
research plans, to full-fledged involvement of descendant groups in the
design, implementation, and interpretation of results. At one end of the
continuum is a mode of resistance in which the goals of archaeology develop
in opposition to descendant groups and traditionally associated communi-
ties. As a result, information about heritage resources is secreted by all par-
ties, and stakeholders have no voice in interpreting the past. Although resist-
ance seems like the antithesis of collaboration, this mode of interaction
happens when two or more groups are pitted against one another. This
opposition forms a basis for building communities nevertheless, be they
communities of Indigenous people opposing archacologists or communities
of archaeologists opposing Indigenous peoples or a blurring with archaeolo-
gists allied with and assisting Indigenous groups, all of which were evident in
the recent controversies surrounding the Ancient One, or Kennewick Man
(Burke et al. 2008; Chatters 2001). The communities created or empowered
by opposition sometimes produce a rapprochement between archaeologists
and Indigenous peoples that allows them to cooperate on future projects on
an equal basis.

In the participatory mode, archaeologists confer with descendant groups
and invite them to be involved in research activities, but they develop the
goals of research independently. By virtue of participation, descendant
groups gain a voice in the interpretation of research results. This voice is
strengthened when a project achieves full collaboration, with research goals
and methods developed and implemented jointly by archaeologists and
descendant group members. Collaborative research provides a means by
which to best meer the needs of all parties interested in archacological
research. To achieve mutual benefit does not necessarily mean that all parties
benefit equally or completely, but it does mean that participants have open
dialogue, make respectful compromises, and seek a useful process and final
product. Beyond collaboration, some tribes elect to exercise Indigenous con-
trol over archacology on their lands as part of self-determination. This
Indigenous control often entails hiring archaeologists to assist tribes in meet-
ing their goals, resulting in collaborative research. Some of the archaeologists
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Indigenous groups hire are community members, but others are not (e.g.,
Bendremer and Thomas 2008; Two Bears 2008).

The various modes of interaction along the collaborative continuum are
not mutually exclusive in that some projects start out in one mode and then
progress to another mode as research unfolds. Other projects have some
components that are participatory and others that are collaborative. Individ-
ual archaeologists often work sequentially in various modes as new projects
develop with new opportunities for engagement with descendant communi-
ties. True collaborative research is predicated on all parties developing a fun-
damental trust with one another, and this trust requires a long-term research
commitment on the part of archaeologists working with descendant groups.

When do Archaeologists Collaborate?

In North America—much like in Australia, South America, Central Amer-
ica, and Africa—archaeology developed in a colonial context where the pre-
eminent goal was to maximize scientific knowledge by extracting artifacts
from archaeological sites and removing them for study and curation in
museums, often far from their original place of origin. Little thought was
given to how the disturbance of ancestral places and the displacement of
material culture impacted descendant groups, particularly since most archae-
ological research in North America untl the mid-twentieth century focused
on studying Native American pasts whose descendants had a muted political
voice. Although descendant groups and traditionally associated peoples
often provided labor for archaeological excavations, these groups were rarely
involved in setting or implementing the scientific research agenda. In most
instances, their labor has long been forgotten. Decisions about which sites to
study and how those sites were investigated remained the purview of archae-
ologists who were primarily concerned with advancing scientific goals.

Over time in the United States, the unregulated removal of archacological
materials on federal and tribal land came to be viewed as a threat to the
integrity of the archaeological record, and thus an impediment to scientific
study. In response, Congress passed a series of laws to protect archaeological
sites, beginning with the Antiquities Act of 1906 and continuing through
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended in
1992 (King 2008; Sebastian 2004). The federal historic preservation pro-
gram defined by these laws initially conceived of places of past human occu-
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pation as scientific resources that could be managed much like natural
resources to conserve scientific values and maximize research potential. Only
after the amendment of the NHPA in 1992 did federally recognized tribes
gain the ability to participate fully in the national historic preservation pro-
gram by developing tribal historic preservation offices (THPO). THPOs
strengthen the control of tribes over cultural resources management and
archaeological research on their land (Ferguson 2000).

The field of cultural resource management (CRM) developed in the
United States after 1966, and an increasing number of archaeologists began
to work in the governmental and private sectors to provide the professional
services needed to implement the federal historic preservation program
(Snead and Sabloff, this volume). In the 1970s several tribes established
tribal archaeology programs to capture the economic benefits of CRM and
facilitate development of infrastructure on their lands by having archaeolo-
gists assist with historic preservation compliance activities. The archaeolo-
gists who worked for tribal programs applied research to meet tribal goals
and objectives, including developing tribally owned contract archaeology
businesses and historic preservation offices; assisting with repatriation of
human remains, funerary objects, and sacred artifacts; helping to develop
tribal museums; and conducting research for litigation of land and water
rights (Anyon et al. 2000; Downer 1997; Forsman 1997; Jones and McBride
2006; Stapp and Burney 2002). CRM work sponsored by tribes entails par-
ticipatory and collaborative modes of research, and the cultural experience of
archaeologists working directly for or with Indigenous peoples had a pro-
found influence that served to balance scientific and Indigenous beliefs and
values about how and why archaeology should be conducted. This experi-
ence shaped their professional ethics profoundly (Adams 1984). Some of
these archaeologists began to espouse a paradigm of covenantal archaeology
in which tribes and archaeologists worked under explicit agreements about
the goals and methods governing archaeology on tribal lands (Bendremer
and Thomas 2008; Powell et al. 1993; Zimmerman 2000).

Participation of tribes in the historic preservation program is legally man-
dated, with consultation required at specific points in the compliance
“process (Ferguson 2009). Archaeologists are required to confer with federally
recognized tribes about the management and investigation of archaeological
sites impacted by federal undertakings. In the course of discussing manage-
rial decisions, many tribes, including those that do not employ their own
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archaeologists, decide to become directly involved in research, moving the
process from participation in the historic preservation program into collabo-
ration in archaeological research (Kerber 2006). Tribal members help
develop research designs, determine appropriate methods, participate in
fieldwork, and share authorship in report preparation (Dowdall and Parrish
2002; Ferguson et al. 2004; Swidler et al. 2000).

Outside of CRM, some archaeologists occasionally applied their work
and collaborated with descendant groups to meet goals defined by Indige-
nous communities. The most notable of these were the archaeologists
employed as expert witnesses during the Indian Claims Commission estab-
lished in 1946 to quiet title to lands taken from tribes without payment dur-
ing the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Ellis 1974; Ross 1973). The
research goals and methods of these archaeologists were informed by their
collaborative work, and in some instances archaeologists were granted per-
mission to excavate archaeological sites on tribal land that were theretofore
off-limits to scientific study (Ellis and Brody 1964).

The passage of NAGPRA in 1990, with its provisions mandating consul-
tation with tribes and traditional religious leaders during the process of repa-
triating human remains and sacred objects, led to a tremendous increase in
the number of archacologists directly interacting with descendant groups.
One of the unintended consequences of NAGPRA has been an increase in
collaborative research as the social and political ties forged in consultation
carry forward into new research projects of interest to both archaeologists
and descendant groups (Killion 2008). Collaboration arising out of NAG-
PRA has infused archaeology with new methods, theory, and epistemologi-
cal viewpoines. A similar process to the CRM context occurs in museum set-
tings, where consultation pursuant to NAGPRA requires that archaeologists
and other museum employees engage in sustained dialogue with federally
recognized tribes concerning culturally affiliated human remains, funerary
objects, objects of cultural patrimony, and sacred objects in museum collec-
tions. This dialogue leads to new collaborative engagements in which tribes
participate in the documentation of collections, design of new exhibits, and
other museum activities (Kreps 2003; Lippert 2008).

Collaborative approaches forged in the area of Americanist CRM and
NAGPRA have been embraced by university-based archaeologists, who have
conceptualized and articulated the goals of collaborative research as a critical
means of making archaeology socially relevant and democratic (Colwell-
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Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Dongoske et al. 2000; Hodder 2002;
Silliman, ed. 2008; Zimmerman 2008a). The historical trajectory of the
development of collaborative archacology in Canada mirrors much of what
transpired in the United States (Lilley 2000; Nicholas and Andrews 19975
Peck et al. 2003). Especially notable in Canada was the early adoption of
archaeological training in formal educational programs as a form of Indige-
nous empowerment (Nicholas 1997). Bound by ethical rather than legal
requirements to consult with descendant groups, archaeologists based in the
academy follow the same general process as described for CRM. The goals
and outcomes of archaeological research are negotiated with descendant
groups to create projects that are both culturally relevant and conducted in a
manner to enhance Indigenous and local community goals and objectives
(Dillehay 2008; Heckenberger 2004, 2008; McDavid 2002). Academic
archaeologists have also embraced collaborative approaches in training stu-
dents at field schools in the social and intellectual skills they need to pracrice
archaeology in the twenty-first century (Bendremer and Thomas 2008;
Bruseth et al. 2000; Herle 1994; Mills 2000; Mills et al. 2008; Preucel et al.
2005; Pyburn 2003; Rossen 2008; Silliman and Sebastian Dring 2008; see
also Altschul and Patterson, this volume). These skills include innovative
research design, low-impact archaeological methods, incorporation of
Indigenous oral narratives into archaeological interpretation, and integration
of multiple sources of information in archaeological research (Lightfoot

2008).

Why Collaborate?

Collaborative archaeology employs a variety of research and participatory
techniques because a multiplicity of peoples have a stake in how heritage
sites and objects are defined, managed, studied, and interpreted (Colwell-
Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008:7; Watkins 2003). Common to the vari-
ous practices of collaborative archacology is a research model that balances
ethics, methods, and archaeological theory with the concerns of descendant
groups and traditionally associated communities. Because the legal arena of
consultation is complicated and historically focused on Native American
concerns, we discuss collaboration more broadly within and outside of con-
sultation. Since we define collaboration as a function of wants, we must ask
the following question: What makes archacologists want to collaborate,
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given the highly variable and exclusionary ways they have handled various
communirty, public, and scholarly constituents over the last century?

We consider theoretical interests and political commitments separately
even though they frequently intertwine in the practices of individual archae-
ologists. Ethics play an unquestionably critical role in guiding current and
future ideas and practices about collaboration and deserve attention in their
own right (e.g., Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2004; Zimmerman
2006; Zimmerman et al. 2003), but we concern ourselves here with what
makes ethics of community work and cooperation desirable and workable.
An impetus for increased collaboration between professional and academic
archaeologists and a variety of descendant communities comes from devel-
opments in theory and politics inside and outside of archaeology. Elements
shared across these perspectives include political awareness, social justice,
reflexivity, and multivocality.

Post-processual theory has contributed to community archaeology, as
demonstrated by lan Hodder’s work at Catalhéyiik in Turkey. Hodder devel-
oped important elements of practice as he navigated a variety of communi-
ties, including local residents, politicians, New Age Goddess followers, and
artists (Hodder 2002, 2003). This multicommunity, multistakeholder
responsiveness has not garnered a significant following in North America,
where archaeologists focus their attention primarily on descendant commu-
nities. Hodder’s collaborative model employing the metaphor of “at the
trowel’s edge” (Berggren and Hodder 2003) has had more appeal, however,
acknowledging the need to incorporate community members and other col-
laborators at all levels of the archaeological process. A recent book, Collzbo-
rating at the Trowel’s Fdge (Silliman, ed. 2008), has used this model to frame
the ways that North American archaeologists work with Native communi-
ties, develop research designs, excavate in the field, narrate histories, and
teach students. This particular goal is actually more postcolonial than post-
processual per se, and such terminologies and approaches are increasing as
this decade draws to a close (see Preucel and Cipolla 2008). Moreover, fol-
lowing more pragmatist philosophical and critical race studies, Carol
McDavid (1997, 2002) developed a community-based approach in Brazoria,
Texas, that uses web technology and critical dialogue to incorporate descen-
dant groups in her research on an eighteenth-century plantarion. Although
the collaborative elements developed later in McDavid’s (2007) research, the
goal has been to recognize and encourage the project as a “historically situ-
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ated conversation” involving the local community, both descendant and
non-descendant, African-American and White, historically enslaved and
enslaving (see also Franklin and Paynter, this volume).

Alongside the general theoretical parameters established by the post-
processual agenda are the contributions of feminist and Marxist archaeolo-
gists to thinking about and doing collaborative archaeology. Spector’s (1993)
pivotal early work reveals how a feminist agenda encourages collaborative
research with Native American communities, including knowledge sharing,
self-reflexivity, and multivocality. Recently, Conkey’s (2005) assessment of
feminist and Indigenous archaeologies reveals additional commonalities.
Marxist archaeologists also developed approaches to communities, fre-
quently framed by class rather than ethnicity, which encourage sharing
power and asserting a political goal in archaeological practice. The Colorado
Coal Field War Project, centered on the early twentieth-century workers’
strike and subsequent massacre in southern Colorado, used this approach
(Ludlow Collective 2001; McGuire 2008; Saitta 2005), demonstrating the
value of thinking about archaeology as a craft coproduced with and for com-
munities (Shanks and McGuire 1996). In this project, archaeologists consid-
ered the mining community as a descendant group based on a shared class
position as unionized laborers rather than on biological or cultural heritage
(McGuire 2008:10; Franklin and Payneer, this volume).

Politics have also helped to shape collaborative archacologies. The politics
of “public archacology” have led some archaeologists to account for how
archaeology can and should serve a variety of publics (Little and Zimmer-
man, this volume). Some versions of this political approach promote the rel-
evance of archaeology to public interests, in part to ensure that the various
publics continue to support the enterprise of archacology. In these formula-
tions, archaeology is already seen to be a part of certain communities, usu-
ally framed as generalized, if not national, communities (e.g., McManamon
2000, 2003). In a more radical way, archaeologists like McGuire (2008)
anchor their community archaeology in Marxist theory to argue for praxis,
the use of archaeology to intervene in the world. Similarly, others from criti-
cal archaeological traditions use community archaeology projects to develop
a more democratic archaeology and a more democratic society (McDavid
2002:312). This comprises part of an effort to situate archaeological practice
within a wide spectrum of community interests and civic engagement (Lictle

and Shackel 2007).
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The activist politics of particular communities, mainly Indigenous and
minority, have ushered in new forms of cooperative archaeological projects.
Some communities have requested, if not demanded, more accountability
from archaeologists and more openness in the archaeological process that
permits their participation as researchers, consultants, stakeholders, and his-
torical or political authoricies. This is exemplified in the African Burial
Ground controversy that erupted in New York City in the early 1990s. Min-
imal consultation and mismanagment of the African Burial Ground project
metamorphosed through community insistence into collaboration (Franklin
and Paynter, this volume; LaRoche and Blakey 1997; Perry 1997). Ottter
collaborations between archaeologists and African-American communities
have developed in a more positive context (Cuddy and Leone 2008; Shackel
and Gadsby 2008). Marthews (2008), for instance, has revisited the nature
of collaboration and community work with African-American communities
in New Orleans, Louisiana, by emphasizing critical anthropological under-
standings of the politics of difference rather than relying on “rigid identity
markers” to define communities and collaborations. Similarly, Mullins
(2007) has approached the “color line” in Indianapolis to unpack assump-
tions and to encourage community participation and development in multi-
cultural urban contexts.

The most noticeable impact of activist politics in American archaeology
appears in the form of Indigenous archaeology, a term widely used now to
refer to archaeologies with, for, and by Native people (Nicholas 1997, 2008;
Silliman 2008; Smith and Wobst 2005; contra McGhee 2008). Community
politics at national and at local levels spurred many archaeologists in the
1980s and 1990s to form productive working relationships with Indigenous
communities. The struggles behind the passage of NAGPRA reveal these
early antagonisms as communities foughr to have their voices heard and
their repatriation claims recognized (Sebastian, this volume; Wilcox, this
volume). The development of Indigenous archaeology after 2000 has been
grounded more in an ethic of cooperation and a recognition of the value and
legitimacy of Indigenous claims and knowledge, due in large part to
Watkins (2000) seminal contribution. The increasing interest in archaeol-
ogy by Native American and First Nations communities has transformed
archaeological practice. Several volumes dedicated entirely to the practical,
theoretical, and methodological dimensions of Indigenous archaeology have
appeared in the last decade (Dongoske et al. 2000; Ferguson and Colwell-
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Chanthaphonh 2006; Kerber 2006; Silliman 2008; Smith and Wobst, eds.
2005), along with other edited volumes (Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Fergu-
son 2008; Shackel and Chambers 2004) and journal issues (Atalay 2006)
that have made notable contributions to Native American community

archaeology.

Archaeology as Multivocal and Multicultural Practices

Far from compromising the standards of archaeological practice as a few
detractors seem to argue (McGhee 2008), collaborations with a variety of
communities, including descendant and traditionally associated groups,
have expanded the questions asked, the methods used to answer them, and
the interpretation of subsequent results (Zimmerman 2008a). Based on the
contexts of history, theory, and practice discussed earlier, we suggest that
working closely with descendant communities adds a valuable dimension to
our multidisciplinary partnering. It can provide historical information, local
environmental and geographical information, sharing of power and
resources, participatory historical narration, political and symbolic capital,
reflexive insight into the archacological process, and progress toward social
justice and restitution for disenfranchised groups. Therefore, why the collab-
orative approach has taken so long to develop in Americanist archaeology is
puzzling given the long history of archaeology’s connection to anthropology
in the United States. How can archaeologists proceed without recognizing
that they are entering communities and landscapes with different cultural,
religious, historical, and practical orientations? The very fact of needing per-
mission to access land demonstrates that the acquisition of archaeological
data grounded therein comes with political and social consequences. Archae-
ologists should not assume that their research does not “do work” in the
political and cultural world, and that they are powerless to silence or sum-
mon important histories and objects. Doing archaeology as anthropology
necessitates paying careful attention to the Lving people who descend from
the past and not just to the past.

If we are to emphasize the “public” in public archaeology (Little 2002),
we need to share—and this does not mean give up entirely, since archaeolo-
gists have valuable skills and knowledges—the interpretive authority and
physical products of archaeology. This means that coauthorship with com-
munity members and peer review by descendant communities may be criti-
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cal elements for collaborative projects. Sometimes we find that community
members want to cowrite scholarly publications (e.g., Bendremer and
Thomas 2008; Silliman and Sebastian Dring 2008). At other times, a com-
munity person involved in directing the research may wish to be listed as an
author much in the same way that the directors of scientific laboratories will
be listed on publications written by postdoctoral researchers working on
their research team. With authorship comes responsibility for the contents
of a publication, so Indigenous people and other descendant communities
approach this opportunity as part of their serious commitment to a project.

An interesting development in collaborative archaeologies is the creation
of knowledge in the context of application, as what many might term
“applied anthropology.” Archaeological problem definition, methods, and
findings all improve when the communities involved with archaeologists use
the research. We find that archaeology can give back to descendant commu-
nities in profound ways, including sharing knowledge produced during the
archaeological process. Such knowledge can be used as a resource for cultural
preservation, resource management, site protection, alternative histories,
repatriation efforts, economic incentives, political capital, education, and
more. When crafted in collaborative contexts, knowledge resonates strongly
with community needs (Shanks and McGuire 1996).

An important component of equity and reciprocation involves sharing
the financial benefits of archacology. Paying a fair wage for the work of
Indigenous consultants, when appropriate, and seeking funds to pay for
tribal research, participation, and travel of community members to profes-
sional meetings so they can participate in the dissemination of knowledge
and interact with the wider archacological community require dedicated
effort on the part of collaborating archaeologists. Peers who review grant
proposals need to be aware thar these are essential to the collaborative
process, and are thus a legitimate part of project budgets, even if expensive.
Conducting archaeological rescarch in collaborative contexts also permits
the practice, not just the results, of archaeology to serve a greater good. The
process of working with communities is as important as the products of that
work (Silliman 2008:9-11). Many communities use archacological field and
laboratory training to build capacity for its members who may then seek
education and careers in archaeology or any number of other fields. Com-
munity volunteers or interns on projects with strong educational compo-
nents, such as field schools, offer low-cost training options for economically
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disenfranchised communities (Silliman and Sebastian Dring 2998). Encc?ur-
aging community members to be conversant in archaeologysgarcg;n'g;?fsz
them the opportunity to join or to contest those lang.u?ges. The discipli .
can only benefit, even if that means undergo harsh critique, when more o
“the public” knows about what we do. . )
When archacology takes place in a community context, we come (o rea
ize that we need to mitigate the effects of archaeologic.al Worl(t on peoPle P;St
and present. Alchough archaeologists concelve of their practice as.scxezll.tflfw,
nonharmful, and ethical, communities may evaluate o work using di fer-
ent values. Beyond the obvious concerns with disturbmg human rerilalr;j,
Indigenous communities often have to take steps to ame.hor.ate thel c:u'turh ,
political, and spiritual impacts of fieldwork, such as c.hggmg holes in e
earth (Dowdall and Parrish 2002; Million 2905? Sdhman' and Se}lzastllan
Dring 2008). Respecting power, even when s.c1em1.ﬁc‘ally trained arcﬂaeo. o-
gists may not recognize its cultural dimensions, is 1mP9rtant. Re CCUl;lg
about collaboration with archaeologists, Leigh Kuwanwisiwma (2008), the
director of the Hopi Cultural Preservation Office, notes tbat t'hLS e?:ilelzavc;r
requires equality, respect, and reciprocity. Tr'ust, the underpinning . cok
laborative relationships, can only be established when archaeologists wor.
with Indigenous people over many years. Members of de?cendant commu}r}u
ties need to see how archaeologists react to the myriad challenges1 that
inevitably arise in collaborative work so that they kno'w the archaeologist
will honor the commitments entailed in ethical and equitable research.

Conclusion

We conclude this chapter with optimism and caution. We are op’tmmstlcc1
that archaeology will continue to improve with‘rTlore colla.bora.?on ar;
community involvement, becoming beteer in empirical and' scientific app 1;{
cations, as well as cultural and human practices. To accomplish this, we nee
more theoretical treatment of what collaborations are and what they can
produce, and more methodological guidance for how o d.o commun}ity
archacology in the many diverse contexts, some of whllch mvol\lf\fI rath/elrl
internally heterogeneous communities, that archaeologlsts’ﬁﬁace ( arsha
2002; Watkins and Ferguson 2005). We also need more explicit attent‘lon tz
what has been termed “ethnographic archacologies” or the systematic and
critical approach to the ways that archaeological knowledges, results, an
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practices take form in the world of politics, emotions, values, heritage, and
science (Castafieda and Martthews 2008; Mortenson and Hollowell 2009).
In addition, we should not lose sight of the possibility, too, that archaeology
does not just work in communities, but also creates them (Zimmerman
2008b). Archacology should become a practice that does more than take
away objects, bodies, history, rights, and power from communities, a charac-
terization of the field that still resonates strongly with Indigenous and
minority groups, as Tuscarora singer/songwriter Pura Fé passionately cap-
tured in her song “You Still Take.” Archaeology should give back to commu-
nities in responsible and helpful ways. Giving back to communities means
many things, and we leave it to readers to continue exploring those possibili-
ties and expanding its horizons.

We must approach this future cautiously as well. By working to integrate
the varying perspectives of groups from diverse professional and cultural
backgrounds, collaborative archaeology creates opportunities that sometimes
lead to unique tensions outside the realm of most academic research or
expertise (Adler and Bruning 2008). We need to recognize that collaboration
will not always lead to unitary approaches or complete consensus (Brown
and Robinson 2006; Kuwanwisiwma 2008; McGuire 2003), and that
archacologists may find themselves at the limits of what interpretations that
they, in good faith, can support. Therefore, we need to approach these mat-
ters through explicit protocols, open discussions, flexibility, and, most
importantly, respect. While our chapter focuses on Indigenous groups, the
basic approach we espouse is also effective in working with other communi-
ties whose beliefs run counter to standard archaeological interpretation. As
Zimmerman (2008¢:77) remarks in an essay about interaction with non-
Indian “fringe” groups, archaeology has powerful tools that should be used
with respect and humility to produce work that communities can use to cre-
ate their own pasts and meanings for it. The difficult but workable challenge
is to do this in a manner that simultaneously respects the scientific basis of
our discipline.

As David Hurst Thomas (2008:xii) observes, collaborative archacology
can be transformative, accompanied by significant changes in ethics,
methodologies, and actual interpretive results. Thomas counsels, however,
that we should not assume that the shift of our profession toward a more
inclusive and reciprocal archacology is either universal or permanent. All
archaeologists concerned with the broad range of social and intellectual val-
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. . h
aes inherent in collaborative archaeology need to share these principles wit

their colleagues and students in order to carry the paradigm forward in the

future development of our discipline.
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Crossing Boundaries and Academic Fair Trade

JOSE LUIS LANATA #nd ROBERT D. DRENNAN

The political configuration of the modern world molds human activities
in practically every sphere of endeavor, certainly including the practice
of archaeology. The dynamics of modern national boundaries impede
archaeological research and communication in numerous ways, and create
multiple inequities in the opportunities available to archaeologists situated
in different places. In the spirit of attempting to overcome or at least amelio-
rate these impediments and inequities, the editors of this volume proposed a
chapter on “erasing boundaries.” We have adjusted this title a bit for two
reasons. First, the boundaries are so intimately involved in the practice of
archaeology—and not always in entirely negative ways—that they require
particular actention. And second, as archaeologists, we obviously cannot
really erase all the boundaries anyway. We can, however, reduce the damage
boundaries do to the archacological endeavor by making them easier to
Cross.

Boundaries and Archaeology

Boundaries—in all their forms—and the difficulty of crossing them,
impede the practice of archacology most fundamentally by restricting com-
munication. [t is a commonplace that the free and open communication of
information and ideas fosters progress in science, and boundaries represent
impediments to this flow of information and ideas. Both “science” and
“progress” are, of course, concepts regarded with deep suspicion by some
archaeologists—the discipline does include the most remarkable diversity of



