	
	
	



Discussion on the nature and direction of archaeology and its relationship within the wider range of humanities.
[bookmark: _Int_PPRQdh0J][bookmark: _Int_UMYXGiUv]Collectively the humanities reflect the study of things which make us human, the human condition and our response to that, science is a systematic study of the natural world. The humanities and science approach knowledge and understanding from different perspectives, this can have the appearance of opposition however they should be considered complementary, as together they can provide a comprehensive interdisciplinary approach to problem solving. ‘Archaeology can be described as the study of the past from material remains...deal[ing] with the...ordinary and the exceptional, dependent simply on the survival of evidence’ (Scarre, 2018, p. 25). This essay will consider how archaeology sits within the humanities and its relationship to and competition with other humanities. Scarre (2018) discusses how chronographically and geographically archaeology has no limits, whereas history studies the past from limited written and oral tradition records and how that timing differs across cultures, for example there is no written record in Australia until the Europeans arrive.  Archaeology allows the study of human development and societal change over a long period, for example the expansion of settlement, the development of agriculture and urbanization. Further, archaeology documents all pasts and is not limited by empires or genders, although external factors such as culture or politics do create boundaries. The essay will consider aspects of the direction of archaeology including the increasingly interdisciplinary engagement with scientific specialists, the impact of climate change on the future of heritage and the impact of academic boundaries.
[bookmark: _Int_uEam9lad]Nayling (2024) discusses how archaeology is a humanity which is also a profession utilizing material evidence from molecules to landscapes with no temporal time limit boundary. A relatively young discipline it has its own methodologies, theories and increasingly uses science applications in examining material culture to interpret the past. Erikson (2001) considers how that material culture has no inherent meaning, and meaning given by humans varies both cross culturally and within cultural settings and how cultural discontinuity ie migration moving from agrarian to urban can change the meanings again. Ellis (2000) discusses how archeological methods (how research is conducted) and theory (how those research results are interpreted) operate governed by and within ethical considerations and legislative frameworks at local, national and international level. Those ethical and legal frameworks control where and how archaeologists may work and therefore control how data is obtained and interpreted. Archaeological theories change and adapt through time, aiming to not only explain the appearance and timing of material culture but to understand why it happened. Archeological theory involves interpreting fragmented material culture and other evidence to establish any assumptions to ‘build our models and explanations of people and change in the past’ (Scarre, 2018, p.35). Theories change over time affected by ethical and political considerations, archaeology having to react to external pressure from the age in which it is conducted.
[bookmark: _Int_pYmzRufz]From site formation through to conservation and preservation archaeologists adopt both noninvasive, and therefore nondestructive activities (for example field walking, LIDAR, Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR)) and invasive, and therefore destructive (for example excavation) methodologies. At each stage a range of recognized techniques and methods are employed, which have developed in part by utilizing and developing tools and concepts designed for other professions. For example, GPR was designed for identifying underground utilities and has been further adopted by archaeologists to work for example from a quad bike (designed for farmers) across challenging terrain.  Archaeology captures all human past and specialisms have developed to investigate, understand and interpret stratigraphical data and associated artefacts across, for example, diverse geographical ranges, and historical periods. Technological development is a cornerstone of evolving, adapting and refining archeological techniques, from the use of scientific dating (dendrochronology, radiocarbon etc) to computer imagery. In the quest for enhancing interpretation archaeologists actively push boundaries, seeking new or adopting techniques in a desire to increase understanding, for example use of X-ray fluorescence for trace element analysis. (Pilaar Birch and Szpak, 2022, p.1). 
[bookmark: _Int_agoC1lI3][bookmark: _Int_UFmbdY2T][bookmark: _Int_sfNVSRJC]Bod (2015) describes how the humanities, ‘the disciplines that investigate the expressions of the human mind’ (Bod, 2015, p. 1), lack a documented history and questions the extent to which the distinction with the sciences is real or artificial , and that the fragmentation and organic growth of disciplines over the centuries is probably due to there being no central humanistic subject (even though there are common patterns,  methodologies  and practices) whereas science has become more focused with physics at its center. Crudely humanities are about understanding and science about explaining. Problem solving in one area of the humanities has been lifted and dropped into other areas. Sauer (2004) summarizes the relationship between the humanities as all having the same common field of interest ‘all aspects of human life in the past, all its economic, social and spiritual components...whole environment in habitable regions’ (Sauer, 2004, p.25) where all of the disciplines contribute towards research into cultural history. Levels of overlap between the humanities differ but they are influenced by a ‘literature based knowledge of history’ (Sauer, 2004, p. 27).  Sauer discusses how archaeology and history principally have the same aims but questions differ based on material culture and written sources, importantly though the disciplines cement and justify both fossilized boundaries and a conventional view of relevance of their own source material.  Interdisciplinary cooperation and the adopting of research methods, however, allows elements of validation in checking results and the filling of gaps, but as all evidence requires interpretation it can be herded in any direction. Sauer believes academic isolationism with archaeology and history taught in competitively institutionalized different ways in university departments contributes to maintaining artificial boundaries, when in reality it is difficult to keep the disciplines apart. If history is removed from archaeology then there is no Roman or empire within archaeology. Importantly archeologists continue to be engaged when written texts appear in a culture, the development of some expertise by archeologist across related disciplines ensure they do not act as ‘monolithic blocks’ (Sauer, 2004, p. 21). There is greater connectivity and room for improved interpretation and understanding when material culture is reviewed alongside written texts where they exist. In a similar way ‘ethnologists do not produce separate descriptions of a culture...one...based on material evidence, the other on written...sources’ (Sauer, 2004, p. 8). 
As a comparative with historical written sources, archeological dating evidence can provide ‘absolute chronology of many historical developments...[where]...modern research techniques push frontiers of our knowledge’ (Sauer, 2004, p.38), providing foundations for progress where working with historians and natural scientists provide ‘pieces of the same jigsaw’ (Sauer, 2004, p.40). Whilst there is no right way to approach the past, or set boundaries within the humanities, isolationism is clearly not appropriate. Interdisciplinary approaches can allow the testing of hypotheses across material culture, written tests and oral histories. 
As to the direction of archaeology, Sauer considers how archeological evidence is in dynamic growth where each new excavation increases the number, type and significance etc of artefacts, with the potential for confirming or advancing current knowledge. Conversely for historians' textual evidence has relatively limited availability and consequently is more static in nature (ironically, new evidence frequently comes from archaeological excavation). Preservation of knowledge versus adding new knowledge.
[bookmark: _Int_a8JxqK5p]Sauer (2004) discusses how all evidence requires interpretation and that can be pushed in any direction not least though ‘implicit assumptions and political agendas which underlie ideologies’ (Sauer, 2004, p.9), he is additionally concerned ‘studying the same past in...institutionalized different ways’ (Sauer, 2004, p.10) which maintain divisive arbitrary lines between the humanities disciplines. Archaeology and history ask the same fundamental questions and reflect the ‘past tense of cultural anthropology’ (Sauer, 2004, p.8) and can be utilized to test against very specific hypotheses. There is no pattern for subdivision and interdisciplinary cooperation is essential for understanding. Sauer links the maintenance of artificial boundaries to academic institutions and change within the higher education delivery of related humanities (history, archaeology and anthropology) would be required however underfunding for the humanities by successive governments has exacerbated the problem of competitiveness between humanities departments in universities across the UK. A review of the intrinsic value of the humanities to society needs to be funding matched. Sauer’s call for a different academic approach links into Holtorf (2024)’s climate heritage paradox. 
Holtorf (2024) discusses how successful heritage futures involve a profound change in both the utilization of resources and ways of life asserting a need for ‘re-conceptualization...[of] cultural heritage and how we manage it’ (Holtorf, 2024, p. 2).  He considers how the current cultural heritage of archaeology looks backwards to emphasize continuities within nation states, under localized governance frameworks which re-emphasize ethnic groups and local culture, and that this is potentially problematic for heritage futures. Relocation due to temperature patterns would not equate to current national boundaries and thinking of ‘specific cultural groups' belonging to particular spatial areas’ (Holtorf, 2024, p.3) perpetuates place attachment which has potential to undermine trust and social cohesion in new territories, worryingly safeguarding physical heritage has the potential to incite conflict. Holtorf discusses future heritage routes including intangible heritage, decoupling cultural heritage management from existing material, social and spatial continuities in order to protect and preserve them. Some sites already face challenge from rising sea levels and extreme weather and conservation ethics for non-renewable cultural heritage requires further research, the risk of specific heritage loss though may drive courts to make governments to act regarding climate change. Policy will be required to adapt to not only loss of cultural heritage but how it is dealt with by communities, tangible but intangible loss ie wellbeing from interacting with heritage sites and projects, drawing on anthropology and ethnography, would need to be addressed. There is an assumption that preservation of material culture would be preferred, human legacy versus wellbeing of humanity. Holtorf asserts the answer is to make heritage meaningful on a global level by questioning what it means to be human, what do we value about human experience on earth where the past and the future is not a continuous story. As climate events become more frequent it will no longer be possible to ignore the impact on existing heritage sites, opportunities for accessing archaeology, resource cost to maintain. Archaeology though has long studied human adaptive responses to crises, ‘past crises provide lessons...[and]...contribute to human resilience’ (Holtorf, 2024, p.5) placing archaeology firmly in the design of climate change management.  
Analyzing the potential for archaeological advancement in the fields of trace element analysis, stable isotope, proteins/proteomics and dating, Pilaar Birch and Szpak consider how current reporting standards and variable vocabulary present real challenge for scientists, ‘data management...data-sharing standards, quality assurance, and reproducibility—are essential...there is an ethical responsibility that data produced from destructive sampling of irreplaceable, archaeological material are disseminated in an accessible format’  (Pilaar Birch and Szpak, 2022, p. 1). Additionally, there is potential for bias where ‘increasingly sophisticated analytical techniques...require substantial economic investment, decreasing the likelihood...[of]...availability outside the wealthiest nations and institutions’ (Pilaar Birch and Szpak, 2022, p. 1).
Archaeology evolved alongside the other humanities, with similar methodologies emphasizing critical thinking, creativity and interpretation. Science is complementary to the humanities, systematically studying the natural world, where empirical evidence, objectivity and experimentation are key. A complete understanding of the world around us is only possible where not only the humanities and science collaborate but where the individual humanities disciplines engage in meaningful ways. Archaeology is a growth discipline constantly evolving, adopting methods, processes, skills and equipment from other disciplines, acquiring new material culture as well as increasingly engaging with the world of science to obtain more precise information from stratigraphical deposits. Across the humanities and science, through time, the social, political and cultural factors influence methods, practice and reporting, so it is important to understand not only the context of the period, where prevailing theories affected research, in accessing any data or information but the ethics in existence at that time. Only together will interdisciplinary studies address complex questions and issues now and, in the future, as seen in Holtorf and Pilaar Birch and Szpak’s work, but there is some narrowing where future advancements and funding may see a reduction in archaeological excavation or it becoming the discipline of the rich. Humanities disciplines operate within artificial boundaries must be broken academically to foster an environment which prevent material culture and written sources being considered in isolation, with a route to each discipline independently analyzing its own sources but a requirement embedded for open-mindedly synthesizing across the humanities to maximize the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the output.
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