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The Society for American Archaeology has identified stewardship as the first priority of the professional archaeologist. This decision was based on the fact that although local and descendant communities may not always be in agreement with archaeologists about the need to excavate a site, they almost invariably agree on the need for site protection (Lynott and Wylie 1995). The result is that the focus is on the greater good, since even though some research may be curtailed; the resources themselves will continue to exist.

This priority has a number of ethical implications for field schools. In a pragmatic sense it means that not all sites are available for excavation and fewer may be appropriate for training, since professional archaeologists may regard deposits as too complex or local and descendant groups may feel student behavior and naiveté are incompatible with some culturally important contexts. Even in situations in which interested groups cannot prevent excavation or disallow the use of a site for training, the principle of stewardship makes it incumbent on the archaeologist to consider whether disregarding negative sentiments will lead to vandalism or the loss of access in the future. This principle also affects the teaching priorities of the field school, since students must be trained to place stewardship above their own personal priorities, and the instructor must place accomplishing it above the quality of the instruction, and teaching stewardship above teaching research technique. In other words, it is not acceptable to disturb ancient deposits simply because Janey needs to learn how to recognize and record stratigraphy. Janey’s training must be a subsidiary part of a broader research design that ensures both the importance of the research questions pursued and the preservation and stewardship of the data that are recovered, as well as the data that remain unrecovered. The main thing that students learn must be stewardship.

What Do Students Really Need to Learn?

Striking a balance between stewardship, academic freedom, and teaching responsibilities is a complex ethical puzzle with no simple remedial formula. The practice of using paying students to provide the physical labor for archaeological research is a time honored strategy for the chronically under funded discipline of archaeology. But since my first field school experience with an excavator who referred to students as “warm bodies” the world has changed. A few archaeologists still take students to provide labor and money without much intention of teaching them anything, but this is increasingly rare, and it is really the tip of a much bigger and more dangerous iceberg. At least as important as the methodological training we give field school students is the example we set of how social scientists behave and how science is done that will leave them with a sense of respect for the field and for the archaeological record. Gone are the days when I was told "what you do in the field doesn't count," meaning that my personal behavior was irrelevant. Teaching stewardship means teaching students, and showing them, that in the field, all their behavior counts.

Training students that stewardship comes first is not a trivial issue. In a recent SAA symposium on field schools several of my colleagues surprised me by suggesting that although field schools cannot do professional quality data recovery, this issue is alleviated if the sites chosen for excavation are endangered. Endangered sites are good for student excavations they argued, because the data that will be lost in the interest of providing students with a positive experience and complete training would be lost anyway. I disagree with this on several levels; let me address them one at a time.

Are Some Sites More Equal Than Others?
First and foremost, all archaeological sites are endangered. There are no sites at which archaeologists can afford to work without haste; there is not enough money or time anywhere to support such a luxury. No one should cut corners and sacrifice data for expediency, but to say that some sites are less valuable because they are in danger creates a problematic dichotomy. If it is acceptable to lose data because a site is in danger, then we are accepting the same argument made by looters and collectors, who claim to be rescuing the artifacts they recover. This is a variation on what has come to be known as the “Elgin Excuse” (Elkins 1999) in reference to the claim of the collector that under her care artifacts were protected that might otherwise have been lost. Most collectors make this sort of argument; if we employ it we reduce archaeology’s priority to collecting, and indulge in a sort of “we have to get it before they do” attitude that amounts to looting. This is the last sort of behavior we need to display to students.

To Teach Science, You Have To Do Science.
The second issue to be considered here is the issue of research design. Even in the postmodern climate, archaeologists recognize the importance of being open and frank about the goals of their work, and of inviting criticism and improvement to their methods and interpretations. The traditional way of doing this is with an hypothesis that clearly lays out the archaeologist’s intent and makes it available for discussion. The principle of stewardship seems to me to require archaeologists to be clear about their intentions, so the interested groups of both scientists and the public can consider whether the questions posed merit site destruction through excavation and promote the collection and stewardship of important data. Data are not the artifacts that appear in the screen, they are an intellectual construction that results from a research design that determines what information will be identified as relevant and therefore collected. Usually this will include what appears in the screen.  “The site is endangered” is not a research design; using this as a reason to excavate promotes the idea that the artifacts, rather than the generation of knowledge, are the focus. Again, this is not a lesson we want to teach students.

A South African colleague once told me that in contract work it was not possible to have the luxury of a research design. ”All we have time to ask is “What is there?” I think this is exactly wrong. In places where a great deal of contract research has been carried out from the perspective that data identify themselves to the archaeologist, companies required to pay for the research are beginning to ask why so many sites require investigation for exactly the same reasons. “This is the largest best preserved example that is known” is not a good research design, and implies that smaller less well-preserved sites cannot be as important and that reconnaissance at similarly well-preserved sites will be obviated by this particular project. And of course it equates data with artifacts.

A research design is not a luxury; but it is not necessary to fetishize research design as some great theoretical mystery. Any archaeologist with reasonable competence in a relevant culture area can come up with a decent research design for an endangered site. The truth is that we know so little in most cases that valid questions grow on trees. And it is not true that each piece of investigation must be justified by revolutionary ideas. Normal science is important, too. That still requires a research design, which is, in itself, an indispensable pedagogical tool. It is the research design and the analysis fitted together through a well planned methodology, not the excavation methodology alone or the number of artifacts collected that make archaeology a science and distinguish it from looting.

It is easy to make this clear by taking apart the deceptively simple question ‘What is there?’ First, define the term "what": pollen, C14, pedology, soil chemistry, ecofacts, fire cracked rock, dirt floors, soil stains from decayed metal objects, and poorly preserved bone are just a few of the sources of data that will not be collected if these sources are not anticipated by the research design. In order to define what, it is necessary to know the literature of the area under investigation and to know not only what sorts of data are possible, but also what sorts of data are particularly needed for understanding. Now define the verb "is": it is necessary to have an idea or (better) a testable proposition about the relationship between what was at the site and what is at the site. This brings up the question of chronology; which period or periods are being investigated? A British colleague who was excavating a medieval structure for reconstruction argued that simple discovery required no research design, but the question implicit in his work was ”Which occupation of a structure that was inhabited and modified over several hundred years would be reconstructed?" In all archaeological sites, what is there is an accumulation of things that were not all there at any particular time. How and how much of this will be discovered, recorded and presented to the public and to science are aspects of a research design that both scholars and lay people need access to to be able to evaluate the work. And finally, define "there": this requires a definition of the site, no small task, since site boundaries are often unknown and are invariably determined by the questions posed by the excavator. It also introduces issues of sample design, sample fraction, and sample size. Clearly we are now deeply involved in the construction of a research design. The important point here is that the idea that it is possible to excavate without a research design is a pretense, and amounts to excavating with a poorly conceived implicit research design likely to be fraught with unexamined assumptions that would shrivel in the light of day. It is, in fact, looting.

Who Are We Kidding?
Regarding the ineptitude of students, I think the case for this is dramatically overstated. Of course students do not start out knowing what they came to learn, but after all, this is not rocket science. If we mix inches with centimeters, the project will not come crashing down around our ears. Is it really going to alter what we know about Greek city states if a student maps a piece of tumble ten centimeters off? Is it really going to spoil the reconstruction of the building if the student map gets the north arrow backward? I have made some pretty awful blunders in the field myself since I became a professional, and as often as not it was green and inexperienced students who reminded me "Uh, Dr. Pyburn, shouldn't we draw that before you pick it up?" I suspect if we made an accurate assessment we would find that field school students pay more attention to routine tasks than many 20-year veterans. Students need to be trained and monitored carefully, they need to be put on tasks that increase in the degree of competence they demand as the student displays more proficiency, and they need to be reminded that what they are doing is contributing to something interesting and important. We also need to be honest about how imperfectly even the most seasoned professionals take measurements and keep records, so that we do not use “scientism” to impress the public and terrorize students, or set standards that are unnecessarily stringent and waste time. Precise measurements do not substitute for knowing when to measure what.

Here I want to make a plea for the integration of method and theory in the field training of students, because I believe this addresses the major complaint about the inadequacy of academic training as preparation for non-academic careers. The vast majority of employment opportunities in archaeology are now outside academia, in contract firms and in government agencies (Zeder 1997). As this situation has arisen over the past ten years few academic programs have been able to readjust from training future professors to training future government agents and entrepreneurs. But it is now clear that the few students who take up academic positions will themselves be training private sector and government archaeologists.
There is general agreement that academic programs are not providing the needed skills, and there are plenty of suggestions about what new material needs to be taught. Some employers have argued that more pragmatic training is needed, such as hands on equipment training and statistical extrapolation or even budget and research cost estimation. Others have argued for improved "people skills" such as public speaking and popular writing. The problem for academics is that besides amounting to too many courses for an undergraduate curriculum and requiring expertise beyond what their own training provided, there is little agreement about exactly which of the many possible skills need to be taught. Firms and agencies differ greatly in reconnaissance techniques, machines, budgeting and management styles, so no specific set of additional skills will prepare students for all possible or even all likely employment. I think the answer is not in training people in more specific skills but in how to make the intellectual connection between stewardship and reconnaissance, and specific skills.

The real problem for employers is not that new employees do not know how to use the company's particular transit, of which there are several types with innumerable computer applications, but that the employee does not know exactly what a transit can do, when it needs to be used, and why it might or might not be a better choice than a dumpy level, a plane table, a tape and compass, or an EDM. The question is not which buttons to press, but what sort of map is needed at what resolution and at what cost. This is the knowledge that needs to be acquired in the classroom -- or the field school. If an employee can make this determination, she can familiarize herself with the most appropriate equipment on the job. She can also decide the best course of action when the optimal equipment is not available. I do not mean to argue that students do not need experience in using mapping machines, but only that learning why and when are as important as learning exactly how, since the absolute specifics cannot be covered for all situations. Similarly, the specifics of double entry book keeping or the details of proposal writing for a specific agency need not be the goal of academic training. But the ability to translate an idea about the past into a concrete set of procedures that can be used to estimate cost is a skill that needs to be taught and that can fit into a field school experience.

Science is not technique. Although part of field training is teaching students to use instruments and take measurements, field school programs sometimes elevate measurement and mechanical recording past the point of significance. The idea is to err on the side of caution but this has some negative results. First of all it wastes time.

Practicing is good, but students can learn to use a transit or a tape measure with a plum bob before they go into the field. In some cases, where field time is expensive and complex, it may be worth while to put some time into technical training before the actual field season starts. Second, I have seen students knock un-photographed artifacts out of place because they were concentrating on reading the millimeter lines on the tape. What this means is that the methodology, rather than the data, has become the focus. No, I am not equating data with artifacts; it is the relationship between the artifact and the tape measure that is creating the data. Knowledge of the nature of this relationship almost invariably excludes the need to record millimeters.

Students easily forget that the priority is the data, especially when the purpose of the measurements and record keeping is not clear to them. I know from personal experience that field directors often emphasize perfect measurements rather than attempt to teach students to evaluate the requirements of a particular test. But this attitude backfires, since students cannot be accurate if they do not really understand what they are measuring. Measuring the distance from a stone tool to a wall is done to make a particular cultural inference or to test an idea about site formation, not just because all distances must be measured. In fact, I would propose that students need to learn that some measurements are necessary in some contexts, unnecessary in others, to drive home the point that science is not the same as methodology, though it cannot be divorced from it. This returns us to the pedagogical importance of the research design.

What are they paying for?

The majority of American field school students are inexperienced undergraduates who will not become professional archaeologists. In the field, these students often feel that they have a right to expect food and housing comparable to their home setting and a guarantee of research experience comparable to what they would get in a classroom. They often consider themselves, with some justification, to be paying customers.

Fiscal cutbacks at American universities encourage pandering to student desires and expectations, but this is a bad idea, both for the students and for the research. If we knew exactly what we would find we could be sure each student got an equal share of experience, but if we knew that much we would not need to dig. I tell every tentative participant in my projects that the goals of stewardship and of the scientific research design come first and that this may mean they do not all get equally trained in all aspects of the work. I do not dig up burials so everybody can get a chance to dig a burial, I do not dig test pits in the settlement so each student can dig his/her own test pit. If I am digging burials and test pits for good scientific reasons (that relevant parties accept), then I will see that students get as much exposure and experience as is possible and appropriate. I find that students are usually very receptive to being told that field conditions are strenuous and unpredictable, and that they are ready to participate in an adventure. In fact, this aspect of fieldwork is often the part they like the most, and I think it may also be the most important for the future of archaeology.

What I find lacking in my students when they begin working in archaeology is an ability to see that some projects are more important than their individual comfort and experience. But when they do see this, when they perceive that they are sacrificing something (comfort, familiar food, daily phone calls home) to an important goal, such as scientific discovery or preservation or economic development, they actually bloom under adversity and come away with a new respect for both research and for people who live outside their cocoon of American wealth. They also develop a new sort of self-confidence that I associate with joining a group committed to a higher purpose.

When we over-determine the field experience so each Jane and John gets exactly the same experience protected from surprises and discomfort, we encourage them to feel entitled to do archaeology because they paid for it, and we deprive them of triumphing over adversity and of the real experience of discovery that is at the heart of science. This is the experience that is almost always transformational for young people. This is why I run field schools. Modern archaeology needs a diverse, creative, and resilient constituency and a supportive public who know that neither money nor background entitles anyone to do archaeology. Our research is a privilege that we undertake with commitment, with sensitivity, and with awe. 

Gender

One issue implicit in a field school but usually not discussed is gender. Gender roles and expectations color the student's experience, the perception of local groups who invariably are curiously watching the archaeologists, and the collection of data, which is often done through implicitly gendered tasks. Gender also affects the interpretation of data with consequences that must be made explicit, because when we train students, we define the future. In a very real sense educators determine what questions the next generation of archaeologists will ask and who will ask them.

Local customs

Field schools create social contexts that have repercussions for both the participants and local communities. These contexts also affect the collection and interpretation of data. Commitment to stewardship requires that archaeologists take into account how the behavior of their students and staff affects the community’s attitude toward archaeology. If drinking in camp or wearing halter tops in town is going to inspire the local villagers to try to prevent archaeologists (and anyone who claims to be an archaeologist) from coming back, then it is probably important to talk to students about the priorities of field work. Students are often shocked to be asked to curtail their personal freedom to be respectful of local customs; they need to learn that this is also a part of being a professional archaeologist.

Stereotyping students

Gero recounts (1996) a story about two students excavating features in a field school. Both features were relatively undistinguished and contained similar data. The female student uncovered her feature carefully and neatly and the project director looked at it and took a quick photo and went away. The male student pedestalled his feature so that it stuck up out of his excavation by almost a foot. The project director was delighted with this feature and took innumerable photos of it, lavishing praise on the student excavator. Clearly the students’ behavior played into the unconscious bias of the project director. Other less obvious situations of gender bias occur constantly in field situations: women somehow do more washing and labeling of artifacts, more lab work. Men do more mapping and more survey. Students fall easily into gender stereotypes, but if we want a more inclusive discipline with a broader constituency, we need to think carefully about letting these roles appear in our field schools. Thinking carefully about these situations, it is easy to see how such stereotyping affects what archaeologists find out about the past.

Studies of classroom interaction have shown how teachers in American public schools socialize students into gendered behavior without ever being conscious of their impact (Sadker and Sadker 1994). Students pick up cues of encouragement and discouragement from teachers who unintentionally foster the idea that women do not like some tasks that men usually like. Situations that are threatening, challenging and new, as are most field contexts, and in which people do not know each other well, but are subject to absolute authority, are situations most likely to call forth stereotypic behaviors. As social scientists it is incumbent on field school directors to not only be aware of these social processes but to attempt to mitigate them. My own tactic is simply to talk openly about the issues with students and point out that we are all susceptible to such behavior.

In an important way, our interpretations of archaeological data affect our students. If we have already decided which activity areas were female, which tasks were male, if we already are convinced that the division of labor in the past that we investigate was a mirror of our own, then we may need to rethink whether we really need to dig. Are we

finding out anything new? Whatever the conclusion, it is time we stopped “digging for the good of mankind.”

This returns me to one final point about the pedagogical importance of research design. Researchers who treat their excavations as simple recovery that involves no decision making and no hypotheses or assumptions about the past contribute to a pre-existing vision of the past that they may not actually want to promote. For example, when project directors discover only the phase of occupation of importance to a funding agency in the present day, without regard for the recognition or stewardship of other phases of occupation, they contribute to a vision of the past as somehow timeless and unchanging. So if that occupation happens to be one in which warfare was common or women were oppressed, they add one more support for the premise that war and oppression are normal or natural or human. Such constructions need to be made explicit not only because they suggest improved research designs are needed, but also so that students and volunteers can know what vision of the past they are contributing to with their tuition and their labor. Archaeology is not a technology or an industry with a single goal; it is a science that involves the selection of some questions, some data, and some research designs over others. As has been pointed out, archaeological data tell many stories about the past, but not all the stories are equally accurate, or equally good. It is incumbent upon professional archaeologists to make clear to the public and to themselves what it is that their research will try to find out, and to be aware of the repercussions that may result. 

Backfilling

To summarize, I have proposed that the priority of stewardship creates an ethical context and a set of standards and considerations that apply to field schools. I have focused on the implications of the ethics of stewardship for teaching students, local communities, and descendent people through field schools; I have also considered some things that should not be taught. I have discussed the way in which research design, personal behavior, and archaeological interpretation have ethical repercussions for the future of our discipline and our success as stewards of the archaeological record. I chose gender to exemplify ethical aspects of identity in the field and in archaeological interpretation, since I can speak to those issues from personal experience. Nevertheless, I suspect that most of my observations about gender apply to other facets of identity, including race, class, and age distinctions.
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