What distinguishes Archaeoastronomy from Cultural Astronomy? Is there a difference?

What distinguishes Archaeoastronomy from Cultural Astronomy as an academical term, seems to have been an issue of debate. From the literature, there seems to be a difference, and telling by the words, I guess there should be? 

[bookmark: _GoBack]So what is Cultural Astronomy  and what is Archaeastronomy? 
Cultural astronomy is defined as “the use of astronomical knowledge, beliefs or theories to inspire, inform or influence social forms and ideologies, or any aspect of human behavior. Cultural astronomy also includes the modern disciplines of ethnoastronomy and archaeoastronomy”[footnoteRef:1]. From this definition, Cultural Astronomy is MORE than Archaeoastronomy, since CA encompasses AA. So if we follow this definition, there must be a difference between the two terms. [1:  Nicholas CAMPION, in ‘Skyscapes – the Role and importance of the Sky in Archaeology’, Oxbow books (2015), p.11-12] 

But when I read the definition of archaeoastronomy by the Centre for Archaeoastronomy as “astronomical practices, celestial lore, mythologies, religions and world-views of all ancient cultures” and Ruggles as “the field concerned with the disposition of monumental constructions and landscapes, with artefacts, iconography, inscriptions, historical documentation, written accounts – in short every conceivable form of data that might provide insights into thoughts and practices relating to astronomy in the past”[footnoteRef:2], it seems to me that the definitions of CA and AA at least partly, seem to overlap. That is, that AA by these definitions seem to cover the same disciplines and methodologies as CA, or that AA in its own right is (at least) as extensive as CA when it comes to methodology. This makes the question of whether there is a distinguishable difference between the two terms, or the two fields of study, more difficult. Are these one, or two fields of study? [2:  Ibid., p.10] 

For Archaeoastronomy there seems to have been a gradual development of the content of the subject matter, and today there seems to be two main branches, Green Archaeoastronomy and Brown Archaeoastronomy. It is a bit unclear to me, though, what the two contain. On the Oxford International Conference on Archaeoastronomy in 1981 only 1/3 of the New World papers included alignments at the prehistoric sites in question[footnoteRef:3] and further they referred to historical and ethnographic material in order to discuss the cultural context of the monuments. Within the discipline of Green Aa, on the other hand, the alignments had a central place, and archaeological records were usually consulted during the work in determining or rejecting a relationship between the monument and the astronomical events[footnoteRef:4]. If I understand Aveni correctly, only Green Aa consulted or conducted archaeological research in their work up until the 1980’s. Aveni underlines Brown Aa’s use of broader questions based on experience with ethnohistorical material. From my viewpoint as an archaeologist, I have a difficulty in seeing how such a method can be carried out without the archaeological record to support or dismiss the results. When I read Campion[footnoteRef:5], though, it seems that brown Aa includes the archaeological record in their considerations.  [3:  Anthony AVENI, ‘Foundations of New World Cultural Astronomy’, University Press of Colorado (2008), pp. 8-9]  [4:  Ibid.]  [5:  Nicholas CAMPION, in ‘Skyscapes – the Role and importance of the Sky in Archaeology’, Oxbow books (2015), p.15] 

Reading Ruggles[footnoteRef:6], it seems to me that the cross-disciplinary approach between Archaeology (and history e.g. p.86-87), Astronomy, thorough archaeoastronomical measurements of orientation and statistical control is academically trustworthy and sound. The results are also quite easily (relatively) controllable. In Ruggles there is maybe a lesser focus on ethnography and religious/mythological concerns, that is interpretations including material from these branches, but then again, that seems to be because of the lack of material supporting such interpretations. Ruggles definition of Archaeoastronomy certainly encourages the consideration of and insight into thoughts and practices of the past. Ideally, I think, Archaeoastronomy should follow the green approach and include the brown experience with the use of anthropological and ethnographical research and results. History, religion and mythology should also have a large part in this subject matter.  [6:  Clive RUGGLES, ‘Astronomy in Prehistoric Britain and Ireland’, Yale University Press (1999)] 

It seems to me that the question depends on more definitions, and whether they are commonly accepted by scholars in the field. For example it partly depends on the definition of Archaeology. The discipline of Archaeology has also undergone a big development towards a cross-disciplinary practice in the last 30-40 years. Archaeology now draws on history, religion, mythology, landscape architecture and the natural sciences in order to understand the cultural context of the finds. The finds in themselves of course have no academic value without such a context. So, if Archaeology contains a wider context of culture, I think Archaeoastronomy defines and covers ‘our’ work field precisely. 
Campion’s definition of Cultural Astronomy[footnoteRef:7] encompasses all the necessary disciplines, and implies a constructive combination of the different disciplinary approaches. The problem seems to be that equally valid definitions of Archaeoastronomy cover more of less the same disciplines and the same methodology. At least the similarities are sufficient enough as to create confusion between the two terms.  [7:  Nicholas CAMPION, in ‘Skyscapes – the Role and importance of the Sky in Archaeology’, Oxbow books (2015), p.11-12] 

From reading Ruggles, archaeology has a central place in this field of study, and personally I thus find it natural that the word Archaeo should enter into a combination with astronomy. Then again I clearly may be biased by my background as an archaeologist. To some extent it still remains, then, if I understand the discussion correctly, to settle on a common understanding of what precisely archaeoloastronomy encompasses. Is it only part of Cultural Astronomy, or is it more or less the same as Cultural Astronomy, but with a different denomination? Equally valid definitions may have to melt together into a common understanding.
How about Archaeoastronomy in Culture, could that cover the academic field practice as a whole? 


