




























































































































































































































































































to what end(s), for whose benefit and at what cost to whom?" As Fuller hopes, use of the 

methods of STS may well provide the information and perspectives needed to help us 

answer these normative questions. 

An Aside on Trojan Horses 

I have suggested above that some sectors within STS and HPS are producing work which 

archaeologists could find useful. However, some reflection on cross-disciplinary 

borrowing is also needed here. 

One of the difficulties I encountered in my initial explorations of HPS and STS was the 

problem which many archaeologists have when attempting to work across disciplinary 

lines; that is, the mission of intellectual cartography, or locating the contours of another 

discipline's discourse, finding the work which is likely to be most useful, and appreciating 

its context. [How I wish that there had then been an introductory book providing an 

overview ofSTS. Luckily, there is one now, a nice accessible text by David Hess (1997).] 

[ have found Fuller's writings to be quite useful in this regard. For examples one might see 

Fuller 1996, and 1990; the latter gives a very nice account of some of the tensions and 

intertwinings of key issues in philosophy and sociology of science, and very clear and 

provocative analysis of current work and recent history in. these fields (e.g., the effects of 

Quine's underdetermination thesis on the discourse in sociology of science). 

What I am finding most interesting at the moment on this problem of background, 

however, is Fuller's critique of Thomas Kuhn. I am interested because Kuhn's name is 

cited by archaeologists very frequently in comparison. to other figures in HPS; his 

Structure of SCientific Revolutions has been highly influential not just in the intellectual 

community at large, but within archaeology in particular.3 Valerie Pinsky swnmed up the 

extent to which Kuhn's version of disciplinary history shaped not just the understanding of 

archaeology's history, but its actual development, especially in North America during the 

I 970s: 

Early optimism over the potential of the new archaeology to promote the 
development of a scientific anthropological discipline led a number of its 

J This is despite Kuhn's avowed ignorance of social science. Apparently, when asked to attend a 
conference on SlnJcfllre and the social sciences. Kuhn wrote back: "I know a great deal less than I 
should, and in any case virtually nothing at all, about social science." (cited in Fuller 1992:246) 

135 



proponents to claim that the new archaeology represented a revolutionary 
break with traditional archaeology. This claim was given authority by 
polemical appeal to Kuhn's popular but highly controversial model of 
scientific development in the physical sciences through a discontinuous 
process of incommensurable paradigm replacement .... Despite considerable 
disagreement over the precise degree of fit of Kuhn's model with actual 
archaeological developments ... appeal to this model has dictated and to a 
considerable extent constrained the nature of discourse about these 
developments. (Pinsky 1989a: 13) 

This reality takes on a particularly intriguing and quite dismaying aspect in light of Fuller's 

critique (1992, 1997a, 1997b, 1997c), which characterizes Kuhn as a "Trojan Horse." 

There is, of course, an abundant literature on Kuhn from a host of perspectives - with 

much disagreement - but Fuller's analysis interests me here because it highlights the 

context in which Kuhn produced Structure, and the ideas which, through it, became 

entrenched in Anglo-American social science. It is, I thin~ worth quoting at length here. 

The key to understanding the impact of Kuhn's work is the dedication of that 
classic work to Harvard President James Bryant Conant, an administrator of 
the US atomic bomb project, staunch Cold Warrior and Kuhn's early academic 
mentor. It was Conant who conceived of the courses "General Education in 
Science", in which Kuhn developed his famous conception of science as 
iterated cycles of paradigms and revolutions in the decade following World 
War II. The constituency for Conant's courses was returning soldiers whose 
education was funded by the U.S. government. They were expected to become 
managers who would be increasingly asked to decide on projects containing a 
strong scientific component. From Conant's standpoint, it was important that 
they remained friendly to science, despite public calls for greater regulation of 
scientific research in the wake of the US atomic bombing of Japan (which 
Conant strongly encouraged). Conant's pedagogical strategy was to show that 
the scientific mindset has remained constant from Galileo and Boyle to 
Einstein and Heisenberg, changes in the material conditions of research 
notwithstanding. Kuhn was among a number of Harvard graduates who had 
become disillusioned with their career prospects as scientists while serving in 
WW II. Nevertheless, they sympathised with Conant's attempt to perpetuate 
what was quickly becoming a nostalgic "little science" image of enquiry. 
Conant's courses - and Kuhn's book - downplayed the role of economics and 
technology in the conduct of enquiry, let alone the political pressures exerted 
on science from the larger society. Unwittingly, this selective vision of science 
obscured traditional differences between the study of the natural and social 
worlds, which emboldened social scientists in the 1970s to claim that they too 
were in hot pursuit of paradigmatic enquiry. Ultimately, this strategy enabled 
them to purchase academic respectability in return for muting their critical 
sensibility.. .. (Fuller 1997c: 1) 

At most, this can make one feel rather forlorn about at all the ink spilled, and good 

intentions misdirected, in writings about where archaeology should go next to achieve the 

goal of becoming a fully paradigmatic science. At the very least, this effectively reminds 

us of one of the central points of STS - that scholarly work is affected by the conditions of 

its production. And of course, this applies reflexively: work in HPS and STS is affected by 
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these variables as much as anyone else's is. As always, interdisciplinary borrowing brings 

with it risks of the accidental adoption of unrecognized agendas. 

In short, caveat emptor. 

Some final thou1!hts on SE 

I chose "Social Epistemology" as one of the Three Escapes for this chapter for several 

reasons: I hadn't seen anything written on it yet in archaeological circles, even though it 

seems promising; Fuller's mission is clearly relevant to some of my own research 

problems, in its focus on both the "ought" and the "is" of knowledge production (Fuller 

1988:xi); and Fuller's writings can offer some good overviews and useful direction for the 

new arrival in HPS and STS territory. I must, however, add two additional observations. 

First of all, of course, Fuller is not the only one in HPS and STS who is changing direction 

(e.g. see Stump 1996 for a brief synthesis), any more than he is the only one to provide 

useful background on STS, or social/political critique of Thomas Kuhn. There is much 

provocative work out there in these areas, which for the archaeologist may be as well 

worth exploring as traditional philosophical questions of how to see the world, time, space, 

other people, the nature of historiography, ethics, etc. I hope to read more about other 

archaeologists' explorations in STS as time goes on. 

Second, there is an increasing quantity of excellent work which addresses the 

particularities of the archaeological enterprise from an HPS/STS perspective, and it is 

probably wise for archaeologists to start there before backtracking into works in HPS/STS 

which are devoted to scrutinizing subjects other than archaeology. Alison Wylie's work 

(e.g., Wylie 1989a, 1989b, 1985, 1992, and 1997) is irreplaceable in this regard, not only 

for her discussions of archaeological reasoning and disciplinary structure, but also for her 

analyses of archaeology's previous entanglements with philosophy. 
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ON FEYERABEND'S 'DEMOCRATIC RELATIVISM' AND ARCHAEOLOGy4 

Feyerabend's influential challenge to the Popperian view of scientific progress is summed 

up in the preface to his book Against Method, originally published in 1975: 

'Anything goes' is not a 'principle' I hold - I do not think that 'principles' can 
be used and fiuitfully discussed outside the concrete research situation they are 
supposed to affect - but the terrified exclamation of a rationalist who takes a 
close look at history. (Feyerabend 1987a:vi) 

Feyerabend has been widely misunderstood. Parts of his work in the history and 

philosophy of science are extremely technical, while others are phrased in polemic which 

lends itself to selective quoting out of context, and hence misapprehension. In one sense, 

though, the entirety of the book which caused most of the difficulty was out of context, for 

Against Method was intended to have been published in tandem with a work arguing 'For 

Method' by Imre Lakatos, a plan thwarted by Lakatos' death. Would its reception have 

been different in this case? Probablys. Against Method's nature as polemic, a collage of 

ideas, a letter to a friend (Feyerabend's own descriptions) - not a ~ystemalic treatise or 

platform - might have been more clear, and the recent history of Western philosophy 

might read quite differently. But as it was, the book was published al~me, and Feyerabend's 

notoriety stemmed in part from not always saying precisely what he meant, as he 

cheerfully admitted to in his autobiography, Killing Time. Ultimately, this cost him a great 

deal, for in addition to the healthy debate that Against Method spawned, there was also 

much unhealthy debate. Feyerabend later wrote, "I often wished I had never written that 

fucking book" (1995: 147). In retrospect, he begrudged the time and effort he spent 

responding to the harsh criticism and clarifying his position: "Writing and rewriting 

tedious chapters about tedious things wasted precious time that I could have spent lying in 

the sun, watching televisio~ going to the movies. or possibly even producing a few plays" 

(1995: 148). 

4 Here, I am greatly indebted to Cornelius Holtorf, whose discussions ofFeyerabend, both in print 
(e.g., Holtorf forthcoming) and in personal conversations. prompted me to consider Feyerabend's 
work more carefully . 

.5 This is not the only death ofa philosopher which changed the course ofFeyerabend's career; he 
originalJy had meant to do postdoctoral study with Wittgenstein, but switched to Popper after the 
former's death (Feyerabend 1995:86). The mind boggles ... 
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Reading those works today is an intriguing exercise, especially given the benefit of their 

author's hindsight. For example, Feyerabend's .. ~'cience in a Free Society is a fascinating 

book, half essay and half spirited response to the critics of Against Method. The author 

mercilessly mocked those who a-e misunderstood him, and seemed profoundly amused 

by the fact that some people read Against Method as a consistently serious treatise and 

totally missed his ironic 'in-jokes' with Lakatos (e.g. 1978: 185). He aimed hilarious jibes 

at other philosophers of science, mocked them as "a small gang of autistic intellectuals", 

and pitied them, for they 

take their intellectual games seriously. So, poor things, they have the worst of 
all possible worlds. They are neither 'relevant' nor do they have any fun. Small 
wonder they are upset at somebody who does. (1978:209) 

This kind of snickering commentary makes Science in a Free Society a gaspingly funny 

read; it is easy to laugh along with Feyerbend the iconoclastic wise-cracking philosopher­

hero. But one ought not to forget, as Feyerabend himself passionately argued on better 

days (e.g. 1987a:3), that ideas are serious in their transformative potential. It is for this 

very reason that Feyerabend is worth the attention of any scholar, including archaeologists 

as they work through the consequences of a world without comfortable and easy rules. 

Feyerabend sums up this absence of boundaries in two statements which may look to be 

common sense on the surface, but are in fact radical beginnings: 

(A) the way in which scientific problems are attacked and solved depends on 
the circumstances in which they arise, the (formal, experimental, ideological) 
means available at the time and the wishes of those dealing with them. There 
are no lasting boundary conditions of scientific research. 
(8) the way in which problems of society and the interaction of cultures are 
attacked and solved also depends on the circumstances in which they arise, the 
means available at the time and the wishes of those dealing with them. There 
are no lasting boundary conditions of human action. 

(Feyerabend 1987b:304) 

Feyerabend drew out many implications of these propositions; I shall only highlight a few 

here. 

Fairness in Debate: the Underdog in Absentia, and Irrationality in Academia 

Feyerabend had much to say about the peculiarities of intellectual discourse that can serve 

as a healthy reminder to anyone engaged in academic pursuits. He was often aggravated by 
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the tone used by philosophers of science, and sometimes by scientists too. And so. one of 

his favourite activities seems to have been picking something against which some of them 

had argued vociferously, and using his considerable polemic talents to instead argue for it. 

His point? That· all views deserve a fair hearing, an audience listening in good faith and 

humility, then responding reasonably and without prejudice. A famous example comes 

from his Second Dialogue (Feyerabend's voice can be heard in the words of B): 

A: Nobody takes astrology seriously. 
B: I am sorry to contradict you - a lot of people take it seriously. 
A: Nobody who has an inkling of science takes it seriously. 
B: Of course not - science is now our favourite religion. 
A: Do you seriously want to defend astrology? 
B: Why not if the attacks are incompetent? 
A: Are there not more important things? 
B: Nothing is more important than to prevent people from being intimidated by 
ignorant bullies. Also astrology is an excellent example of the way in which 
the ignorant - i.e. scientists - joining hands with ignoramuses - philosophers 
of science, for example - have succeeded in deceiving everybody. 

(Feyerabend 
1991 [1976]:60) 

Feyerabend later commented that he had no particular fondness for astrology: "much that 

is written in this area bores me to tears" (1991[1976]:74). However, others' responses to it 

could tum his boredom with astrology to serious antipathy for its opponents. Using as his 

example the anti-astrology statement signed by 186 scientists, including Nobel Prize 

winners, and published in The Humanist in 19756
, he wrote: 

You see, I would not at all object if the opponents of astrology were to say: we 
do not like astrology, we despise it, we shall never read books about it and we 
certainly shall not support it. This is quite legitimate... But our scientists, our 
rational and objective scientists, do not just express. their likes and dislikes, 
they act as if they had arguments and they use their 'considerable authority to 
give their dislikes force. But the arguments they actually use only show their 
pitiful illiteracy ... (1991[1976]:66) 

And so Feyerabend considered that "astrology is an excellent example of the way scientists 

deal with phenomena outside their area of competence. They don't study them, they simply 

curse them, insinuating that their curses are based on strong and straightforward 

arguments" (1991 [1976]:74). 

6 Some scientists felt discomfort too. Carl Sagan, to his credit, refused to sign this statement - not 
because he believed in astrology, but because he felt its tone was too authoritarian (Sagan 
1996:285). 
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For me, this recalls some attitudes towards 'alternative' archaeology mentioned in Chapter 

2. It also resonates with personal experiences, particularly in informal contexts, with 

archaeologists who believe that in discussions of the ideas of people outside the academic 

arena - especially if those people are not present - ordinary conventions of good 

argumentation may simply be dispensed with. If the point is then made, even gently, that 

their argument (or diatribe) is sloppy or unfair, one is often assumed to support the 

opposing view, i.e. to believe in extraterrestrial interventions on earth, invisible lines of 

energy on the landscape, etc. The point, that a certain level of debate should always be 

upheld, is not always understood as such. 

Feyerabend, interestingly, also makes an explicit link with archaeology in the Second 

Dialogue, recalling the early resistance to archaeoastronomy within the British academy as 

an example of the irrational workings of disciplinary discourse in the sciences 

(1991[1976]:68-70)7. Feyerabend is a little unfair, quoting from R.J.C. Atkinson's 'Mea 

culpa d'un sceptique' in the Journal of the History of Astronomy (so-called by Daniel 

1975:82), to apparently extract and then gloat over the fact that irrational reasons of 

conservatism and unfamiliarity had affected archaeoastronomy's standing. This was, in 

fact, what Atkinson was admitting to; indeed, in reading papers of that time, one can 

sometimes imagine it as a golden age when archaeologists' reasons for believing what they 

believed were deliberately made quite transparent. However - especially given the 

intervening period in archaeology of the rhetoric of scientific substantiation -

Feyerabend's larger point here, that scientists are never justified in simply relying on their 

status as experts to win an argument, stands: 

/ 

B: ... Take scientists in a certain area of research. They have basic 
assumptions which they hardly ever question, they have ways of viewing the 
evidence which they regard as the only natural procedures, and research 
consists in using the basic assumptions and methods, not in examining them. It 
is true the assumptions were once introduced to solve problems, or to remove 
difficulties, and that one knew then how to see them in perspective. But this 
time has long gone by. Now one is not even aware of the assumptions made 
one defines research in their terms and regards research that proceeds in a 
different way as improper, unscientific and absurd. You say that scientists 
often make fools of themselves when pontificating outside the area of their 
competence but must be listened to when speaking about things they have 
studied in detail. Well, they never studied assumptions of the kind I just 

7 Some lively contemporary commentary can easily be found in most issues of Antiquity in the late 
19605 and early 1970s. 
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described and yet.their research .~uld not start without them. This means Ihal 
every part of sCIence lies at IS penpher.Y alld thaI expertise is Ilel'a all 

argument. (1991 [1976]:70-1) 

So what does this mean in practice, in the academy and society? 

Relativism and Space for Dissent 

One of the most influential philosophers of the twentieth century wrote of striving towards 

an open society which rejects the absolute authority of the merely established 
and merely traditional while trying to preserve, to develop, and to establish 
traditions, old or new, that measure up to its standards of freedom, of 
humaneness, and of rational criticism. 

Drop the last three words, and it might well be Paul Feyerabend speaking. However, it 

was actually his one-time mentor and later nemesis, Karl Popper, in the preface to his book 

The Open Society and liS Enemies (1950: viii) - which, notably, Feyerabend later 

translated. 

I mention this to highlight three points, which only seem fair to mention: that Feyerabend 

is best understood in the context of dialogue with his contemporaries; that the problems of 

knowledge and society are perennial questions in philosophy; and that a concern with 

freedom and antiauthoritarianism is not solely the domain of the methodological anarchist. 

Feyerabend fonned his main opinions, according to his autobiography (1995), fifty years 

ago. He began Against Method, and published some of its arguments, before I was born, 

finally retired when I was an undergraduate, and to the world's loss, died in 1994. I cannot 

imagine calling a philosopher's work irrelevant or obsolete - but it seems inevitable that I 

see the world differently than Feyerabend did. So I believe Feyerabend's work cannot be 

the place to look for comprehensive understandings of the role of science or archaeology in 

our society at the turn of the millennium. or guidance in creating actual programs for 

educational or social refonn - but, that said, he asked questions and made observations of 

lasting import. 

Feyerabend as a relativist social thinker 

John Preston wrote of Feyerabend's political philosophy that "it has received little 

attention from within the academic philosophical community, probably because of a 

142 



perceived failure to live up to the relevant standards of argwnent. Philosophical 

commentators tend to agree that his political theory was not well thought out" (Preston 

1997: 207). He also enumerates the generally accepted difficulties with Feyerabend's 

democratic relativism (Preston 1997:207-9). But considerable uncertainty and possibly the 

most radical criticism of Feyerabend's relativist stance came, in the end, from Feyerabend 

himself. 

Science in a Free Society is, in fact, extremely cagey on what good relativism would look 

like in practice, apparently because Feyerabend already realized that he was swinging a 

double-edged sword. To begin with, he decided in 1964 that in the case of the long-awaited 

admission of minorities into Berkeley, he and other professors there were still engaged in a 

suppression of sorts: 

Equality meant that the members of different races and cultures now had the 
wonderful chance to participate in the white man's manias, they had the 
chances to participate in his science, his technology, his medicine, his 
politics. ... [My] task - this now became clear to me - was that of a very 
refined, very sophisticated slave-driver. (1978: 119) 

But years later, he wrote "I now realise that these considerations are just another example 

of intellectual conceit and folly. It is conceited to assume that one has solutions for people 

whose lives ~ne does not share and whose problems one does not know". Feyerabend then 

asked of himself, "So what remains?" and answered thus: "Two things remain. 1 Could start 

participating in some tradition and try to reform it from the inside... another possibility is 

to start a career as an entertainer." (1978:121-122). This view closes his arguments about 

knowledge and education in Science in a Free Society, and is essentially recapitulated 

without development in the 1987 version of Against Method. However, Feyerabend's 

Farewell to Reason was much more comprehensive on relativism, effectively contradicting 
:1b 

Bell's dismissive assertion, in "Anarchy and Archaeology" (1991), that "contemporary 

relativism is much the same no matter where one finds it." 

Feyerabend made it clear that he hadn't worked out the details - and indeed, that there was 

no way to do it. His commitment to relativism was not straightforward, for example when 

he wrote that "none of my critics seem to have noticed that 1 introduce "anarchism' as a 

medicine, not a final philosophy and that 1 envisage periods in which rationalism is 

preferable" (1978: 186 fit). He wavered more in 1989's Third Dialogue: "I was a relativist, 

at least in one of the many meanings of this term, but 1 now regard relativism as a very 
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useful and, above all, humane approximation to a better view ... [which] I haven't found ... 

yet" (1991: 156-7). Finally, Feyerabend went much further in his autobiography and last 

work, Killing Time, concluding that "objectivism and relativism not only are untenable as 

philosophies, they are bad guides for fruitful cultural collaboration" (1995: 152, emphasis 

mine). Preston terms this a "general recantation of relativism" (1997:209), but this may be 

too absolute a reading of Feyerabend's intent. I think the relevant passage in the 

autobiography hints at a new understanding, but also at an unwillingness to spend time 

writing about it. 

Accommodating alterity in practice 

So, then, how might archaeologists best achieve a positive coexistence with diverse 

perspectives about the past? Feyerabend unquestionably had some relevant ideas: 

the necessary institutions already exist: almost all traditions are part of 
societies with a firmly entrenched protective machinery. The question is 
therefore not how to construct such a machinery, the question is how to loosen 
it up and to detach it from the traditions that are now using it exclusively for 
their purposes; for example, how to separate state and science. The answer to 
this question is that the methods employed cannot be discussed independently 
of the tradition that wants to achieve equality and the situation it finds itself in. 
The democratic relativism I have discussed will not be imposed 'from above " 
by a gang of radical intellectuals, it will be realized from within, by those who 
want to become independent, and in the manner they find most suitable .... 
What counts are not intellectual schemes, but the wishes of those who want 
change. (1981:33) 

So far so good. Indeed, what people actually want is rather pertinent. For example, some 

groups have no desire to be part of institutions whose legit;imacy they reject. (It is possible 

to overestimate the importance of formal education!) In my experience, a significant 

number of Earth Mystics would positively gag at the prospect of incorporation within a 

structured academic institution. Similarly, including a host of traditions within an 

essentially authoritarian structure might be a useful interim measure, but will not 

ultimately obviate the problem of authority - there will simply be more experts giving their 

views, and positions which were originally those of critique will develop orthodoxies of 

their own. 

But as should be expected, Feyerabend's views are not quite as applicable to archaeology 

in 1999 as they were to the American 'big science' of 1960s and 1970s, the context of his 
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critique's origination. Neither archaeology's influence nor its resource consumption are of 

the order of the scientific programs (space exploratio~ conventional medicine) which 

seemed to most concern Feyerabend when he wrote of the need to give alternative 

"ideologies, practices, theories, traditions... a fair chance to compete" (1978: 103) - a 

sentiment also evoked by Holtorf (forthcoming). Compete where? In the university? In the 

'outside world'? On school boards? In the marketplace? For government financial support? 

In the case of archaeology, by most criteria, it must be observed that many alternative 

traditions are already doing very well indeed. Surely Graham Hancock doesn't need a 

university chair in archaeology to influence a wide audience. Erich von Daniken probably 

doesn't need a research grant to subsidize his travel. Earth Mysteries journals and websites 

have circulations that surely trump those of most professional archaeology journals. The 

treasure-hunters of the world outnumber the archaeologists, and the dowsers outnwnber 

the users of ground-penetrating radar. There are more neopagans in the U.K. than 

professional archaeologists, and much of the time, their access to archaeological sites is not 

much more restricted. Creationists successfully make themselves heard on public school 

boards in the U.S.A. (And even university archaeology departments harbor, as they always 

have, pockets of unorthodoxy; as discussed earlier in this dissertation, a dichotomy of 

'archaeologists vs. others' doesn't hold, for some professional archaeologists are pagans, 

dowsers, psychics, etc .. ) 

In short, academic archaeologists are a minority, usually are not so very powerful, and our 

orthodoxies are limited in their reach. Yes, at times, archaeologists have privileged access 

to sites, to artifacts, to funds, to the power of legitimacy, to political influence, and to 

students' minds; however, other voices speak and are heard, other beliefs are held, and 
,. 

other practices are enjoyed. In part this is due to the past labours of fOlWard-thinking 

people to ensure socially responsible state policies regarding freedom of speech, to 

individual commitments from those in 'orthodox' positions, and in part it is due to popular 

will and the force of the market. 

That said, of course there are problems, and of course it is past time for our discipline to 

officially recognize the legitimacy of many other traditions which are, after all, here to 

stay. 

Disengaging from a doctrine of absolute scientific truths, as Feyerabend requires of us, 

means reengaging with the ethical. The power of Feyerabend's critique of science is not 
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only in the freedom from an obligation to choose which theory is the best. it is also in the 

freedom to make judgements on grounds other than the epistemological. Importantly, this 

applies in and out of the academy. Obviously, not all traditions (orthodox or alternative) 

are benign and mutually compatible. Some are distinctly hostile to democratic or pluralist 

ideals. Further, democracy is not necessarily stable; a democracy does not sustain itself 

simply by being democratic. This means ethical dilemmas sometimes, and we cannot avoid 

discussing them. Feyerabend made important observations on this process, however, 

criticizing two views: 

(C) that science and humanity must conform to conditions that can be 
determined independently of personal wishes and cultural circumstances ... 
(D) that it is possible to solve problems from afar, without participating in the 
activities of the people concerned. 

He continued: 

(C) and (D) are the core of what one might call the intellectualistic approach to 
(science and) social problems. They are a matter of course for academic 
Marxists, liberals, social scientists, businessmen, politicians eager to help 
'underdeveloped nations' and prophets of 'new ages'. Every writer who wants 
to improve knowledge and save humanity and who is dissatisfied with existing 
ideas (reductionism, for example) thinks that salvation can only come from a 
new theory and that all is that is needed to develop such a theory are the right 
books and a few clever ideas. (Feyerabend 1981b:304-5) 

And so, enough generalities. Good recommendations about how to move forward in 

accommodating alterity are much more easily and effectively made in specific 

circumstances, when we know who is there, what they want, what the contested issues are, 

what is ultimately at stake, and how the communities involved work. 

.. an abstract discussion of the lives of people I do not know and with whose 
situation I am not familiar is not only a waste of time, it is also inhumane and 
impertinent. " 

(Feyerabend 1981b:304, emphasis original) 
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RICHARD RORTY'S PRAGMATISM AND THE ARCHAEOLOGIST 1;\ SOCIETY 

Richard Rorty i~ both one of the most prominent intellectuals in the U.S.A. today_ and 

"probably the most influential critic of the epistemological enterprise in contemporary 

English-speaking philosophy" (Haack 1995:126). For this reason alone, he would be an 

interesting thinker to consider here, but in addition, some archaeologists have recentlv 
~ ~ 

begun to work with his ideas (see below). The corpus of his writings is extensive (see 

Bibliography in Saatkamp ed. 1995), and there has been a minor industry in . Responding 

to Rorty' over the last few years, so raw material is in abundant supply. This supply is 

enhanced by a century of philosophical history, for Rorty and similar thinkers have drawn 

on a long tradition of American pragmatism, from William James through F.e.S. Schiller, 

and John Dewey (Flew 1979/. It is important to note for the record that RoTty's 

pragmatism is regarded by many other pragmatists as "highly idiosyncratic" (Bernstein 

1995 :62), but this is of minor import here; it is a place to start. 

In their book on varieties of relativism, Harre and Krausz (1996:189-206) profile three 

'strong' relativists or 'philosophical anarchists', i.e. thinkers who reject universalism, 

objectivism, and foundationalism. 9 KJ. Gergen is the frrst, Paul Feyerabend is the second, 

and Richard Rorty is the third. In the end, Harre and Krausz conclude that "The project of 

II The claim is frequently made that the formal logician C.S. Peirce was the father of pragmatism; 
however, Bernstein describes how "pragmatism is the movement that began with James's 
misunderstanding of Peirce" (1995:57). 

9 Harre and Krausz categorise forms of relativism in two ways: first, by topic (semantic relativism, 
ontological relativism, moral relativism, and aesthetic relativism); and second, by what the relativist 
negates. 
"(a) By denying the thesis ojuniversaJism: All people at all times and in all cultures could be 
brought to agree on the assessment of meaningfulness, existence, goodness (moral worth) and 
beauty (aesthetic value) of the relevant entities. Relativist denial: No such agreement is possible. 
(b) By denying the thesis ojobjectivism: assessment of meaningfulness, existence, goodness and 
beauty and the foundations on which they rest are capable of being presented from a point of view 
that is independent of the point of view of any human being in particular and of human kind in 
general. Relativist denial: No such point of view could exist. 
(c) By denying the thesis ojfoundatiollaJism: there is a given and permanent and only one given and 
permanent foundation for all assessments of meaningfulness. existence, goodness and beauty. 
Relativist denial: No such foundation could exist." (1996:23-4) 

Many relativisms deny only the thesis of universalism; others combine denials of two of the theses 
with the acceptance of the third. 'Strong' relativists, or those who deny all three theses, are rather 
less common. (1996:25) See Feyerabend's Farewell to Reason for another system of categorising 
relativisms. 
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defining and defending a relativism so radical that it rejects all three of the root ideas that 

define strong absolutism, at least as it is realized in the writings of our exemplars, 

Feyerabend, Gergen and Rorty must be adjudged a failure" (1996:206). 

Rorty probably doesn't mind this too much. The point of Rorty's program, after all. is in 

fact to be "post-Philosophical" (] 982). On a pragmatist theory of truth, he has this to say: 

truth is not the sort of thing that one should expect to have a philosophically 
interesting theory about. ... Pragmatists think that the history of attempts to 
isolate the True or the Good, or to define the words "true" or "good" supports 
their suspicion that there is no interesting work to be done in this area .... The 
history of attempts to do so, and of criticisms of such attempts, is roughly 
coextensive with the history of that literary genre we call 'philosophy' - a 
genre founded by Plato. So pragmatists see the Platonic tradition as having 
outlived its usefulness. This does not mean that they have a new, non-Platonic 
set of answers to Platonic questions to offer, but rather that they do not think 
we should ask those questions anymore .... They would simply like to change 
the subject. (Rorty 1982:xiii-xiv). 

This is not to say that Rorty does not believe in, or value truth. As Jenkins (1995:125) 

specifies, Rorty does give in to the need to defme the concept, and this is his fonnulation: 

"truth is 'the name of whatever proves itself to be good in the way of belief, and good, too, 

for definite, assignable reasons'." So where is Rorty's great challenge, then? I take it to be 

in his reiteration of James' antiessentiali sm, in his abandonment of the epistemological 

enterprise, in his belief in conversation as the basis for human solidarity, and his belief that 

fostering such conversation is the responsibility of both the philosopher and the citizen. I 

shall give Rorty the floor on each of these, in turn. 

First, antiessentialism, which Rorty characterizes as one fe~ure of pragmatism: 

truth is not the sort of thing which has an essence .... those who want truth to 
have an essence want knowledge, or rationality, or inquiry, or the relation 
between thought and object to have an essence. Further, they want to be able to 
use their knowledge of such essences to criticise views they take to be false, 
and to point the direction of progress toward the discovery of more truths. 
James thinks these hopes are vain. There are no essences anywhere in the area. 
(1982: 162). 
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And so there is no point In looking for them in the tradition of epistemoiOh'Y. Rorty 

contends. And no point in filling the void left by the abandoning of the search: rather. we 

should move on, past epistemology and past its absence, to what he terms hermeneutics. 10 

the desire for a theory of knowledge is a desire for constraint - a desire to find 
"foundations" to which one might cling, frameworks beyond which one must 
not stray, objects which impose themselves, representations which cannot be 
gainsaid .... the demise of foundational epistemology, however, is often felt to 
leave a vacuum which needs to be filled .... In the interpretation I shall be 
offering, "hermeneutics" is not the name for a discipline, nor for a method of 
achieving the sorts of results which epistemology failed to achieve, nor a 
program for research. On the contrary, hermeneutics is an expression of hope 
that the cultural space left by the demise of epistemology wi]] not be filled -
that our culture should become one in which the demand for constraint and 
confrontation is not longer felt .... epistemology proceeds on the assumption 
that all contributions to a given discourse are commensurable. Hermeneutics is 
largel y a struggle against this assumption. (1979: 3 15-6) 

Rorty then explains what this different starting point means for one's orientation towards 

others: 

Hermeneutics sees the relations between various discourses as those of strands 
in a possible conversation, a conversation which presupposes no disciplinary 
matrix which unites the speakers, but where the hope of agreement is never 
lost so long as the conversation lasts .... Epistemology views the participants as 
united in what Oakeshott calls an universitas - a group united by mutual 
interests in achieving a common end. Hermeneutics see them as united in what 
he calls a societas - persons whose paths through life have fallen together, 
united by civility rather than by a common goal, much less by a common 
ground. (1979:318). 

This position has sometimes been considered to implicate Rorty as a hyperrelativist (see 

Jenkins 1995), one who has relinquished the ability to discriminate between good ideas 

and bad ideas. But this is quite thoroughly missing his point. He doesn't suggest that there 

are no grounds left for judgement between views, merely that those grounds for judgement 

cannot and should not be reduced to formulae: 

Except for the occasional cooperative freshman, one cannot find anybody who 
says that two incompatible opinions on an important topic are equally good. 
The philosophers who get called 'relativists' are those who say that the 
grounds for choosing between such opinions are less algorithmic than had been 
thought ... the real issue is not between people who think one view as good as 
another and people who do not. It is between those who think our culture, or 

10 N.B. Rorty's use of the word "hermeneutic", while not unrelated to other uses in ~hilosophy.(and 
in archaeology), is a little unusual here, and so those definitions should not necessarily be read mto 
his statement. 
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purpose, or institutions cannot be supported except conversationally, and 
people who still hope for other sorts of support. (1982: 166-7) 

So, then, what might a society based on such conversation look like? In short, its humane 

principles would supersede the need for hard-and-fast rules about truth. In the Introduction 

to Consequences of Pragmatism, Rorty proceeds to outline a post-Philosophical culture. 

He returns to this theme hopefully, in C-'ontingency. Irony and Solidarity, as he sketches his 

utopia's ideal citizen, a character he calls the "liberal ironist": 

I borrow my definition of 'liberal' from Judith Shklar, who says that liberals 
are the people who think that cruelty is the worst thing we do. I use 'ironist' to 
name the sort of person who faces up to the contingency of his or her most 
central beliefs and desires - someone sufficiently historicist and nominalist to 
have abandoned the idea that those central beliefs and desires refer back to 
something beyond the reach of time and chance. Liberal ironists are people 
who include among these ungroundable desires their own hope that sutTering 
will be diminished, that the humiliation of human beings by other human 
beings may cease. 

(Rorty 1989:xv) 

This, then, is Rorty's dream for the future. He sees human solidarity as something which 

can be achieved "not by inquiry but by imagination, the imaginative ability to see strange 

people as fellow sufferers" and emphasizes that "Solidarity is not discovered by reflection 

but created" (1989:xvi). As to the role of philosophers in this endeavour, Rorty fmnly 

believes it should be one of fostering reconciliation, not revolution, of "serving as honest 

brokers between generations, between areas of cultural activity, and between traditions" 

(1995 :203). 

And so, while Rorty's beginning point - that of jettisoning of essentialist and 

correspondence theories of truth - is an important place in. its own right for archaeologists, 

his larger message of abandoning hopes for transcendence and instead living in the here 

and now, and maintaining conversations between people and between traditions, is one 

with which many archaeologists today can well identify. In a time when archaeologists 

have recognized and have begun to responsibly confront problems of contested heritage 

and histories, and are searching for humane acconunodations and inclusions among the 

jumbled fragments of past, present, and future, they can use the encouragement. 
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Archaeoloey and Pragmatism 

No doubt some ~chaeologists have always had pragmatic proclivities, in tenns of the way 

they make decisions about which research to pursue, and how to involve others in their 

discussions. However, they haven't usually explicitly expounded upon pragmatism - it 

probably hasn't been necessary. In contrast, in the last three or four years, several 

archaeologists have begun to work explicitly with the concepts of pragmatism (Rortyan 

and others), suggesting that they offer an escape from the debates about the nature of 

archaeological knowledge which have preoccupied archaeological theorists for quite some 

time, and that they can help us to find a new conversation. Dean Saitta (1999) argues that 

although post-processualism's brief flirtation with radical relativism is essentially over, 

and although effectively in archaeology, "we are all realists now", we should not merely 

drop the discussion about knowledge and how we make it. II Rather, Saitta says, it should 

begin anew: we should follow Dewey's 1917 exhortation to tum our attention from the 

problems of philosophy, or those concerned with how we know, to the problems of men -

that is, to how we should live. 12 

Such a position resonates at least in part with some articulated by prominent British 

postprocessualists. For example, Parker Pearson (1998) addresses the same general points, 

discussing the consequences of a Rortyan stance for archaeological practice; his 

conclusions recommend a focus on "what archaeology can do for society". Hodder 

(1998:216) contends that it is "dangerous to trust in the separation of ethics and 

epistemology", and argues that "the need to listen to other voices has taken on a particular 

urgency at the end of the 20th century" (214). Barrett concurs that archaeology "informs us 

II Actually, even if archaeologists are all realists of some sort, I am not convinced that dropping 
even this part of the discussion is wise, given the vocality of the 'hard science' contingent still so 
evident in processualism, apparently comfortable ignoring most of the gains in understanding about 
the nature of archaeological reasoning and the dangers of misrepresenting scientific inquiry, gains 
hard-won by scholars like Alison Wylie (e.g. 1989a, 1989b, 1999). 

12 Although I like the sentiment being expressed, I cannot say I am fond of Dewey's wording, "the 
problems of men". I appreciate its original context, and its profoundly egalitarian intended meaning 
when adopted by Saitta (1999), but it is not phrasing that I should particularly like to see 
perpetuated, for try as I might in the spirit of Philosophy, I just cannot manage to feel included in 
the plural word "men", though I can with "mankind". Conversely, I might note that as a reader, I 
was pleasantly surprised with Rorty's (1989) use of feminine pronouns in his discussion of the 
liberal ironist. I don't mean to harp on linguistic conventions, merely to point out to other authors 
that as a female reader, I had surprisingly specific feelings of exclusion and inclusion, respectively, 
in encountering these texts. 

15] 



of humanity in a way which is essential in our coping with a world polarised by wealth and 

poverty and divided by ideology. It will not solve the problems of the modem world. but it 

should allow us to think about how we live with humanity as difference" (1995:3). 

Thus the general climate within at least some archaeological arenas would appear 

favourable to the growth of an explicitly pragmatic discourse. And certainly. the Rortyan 

distinction between foundationalist epistemology and henneneutics is relevant to the 

specific questions of this dissertation (Denning I 997b). But what would a pragmatic 

approach to archaeological practice 'in the world' look like? 

Emma Blake's discussion of local perceptions of Sardinia's Bronze Age monwnents (in 

press) is an excellent illustration. Blake points out that seeing a Bronze Age tower, today 

incorporated within a farm, as a structure which "is a shed, and a dog house, and a lookout 

point, and a source of curiosity" is much more useful than treating its modem significances 

as merely "background noise", as archaeologists are often wont to do. She describes 

pragmatism's power to "supervene the problem of cultural relativism without sacrificing 

openmindedness and tolerance", a power which then pennits an actual engagement with 

local traditions rather than a simple disengaged, uninfonned respect for them. This is a 

different approach to pluralism, and the rewards of such an engagement are potentially 

many. Local approaches can include an emphasis on the individuality of a structure rather 

than categories of monuments: as Blake puts it, "While we must make a conscious effort to 

talk of 'context', and introduce a phenomenological element into descriptions of a site, 

[those who live nearby] manage to blend individual sites and their landscapes seamlessly." 

Modem local understandings can also· underline the fact that objects, as well as sites, are 

usually experienced differently from the way that an archaeologist insists on seeing them. 

Origins can be obscured, meanings are not always cumulative, and at times, "Collective 

forgetting may be as significant as collective memory." This in turn can remind the 

archaeologist that receptions of monuments in prehistory could have been as haphazard 

and creative as they are today. 

Carol McDavid's work also provides a rich example of pragmatism in practice, touching 

on matters of contested histories, political sensitivity, and the use of new media in the 

conversation of archaeology (1997, 1998, in press). At the Levi Jordan Plantation in Texas, 
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where excavation of nineteenth-century slave and tenant quarters has been ongoing for 

fifteen years, McDavid has been coordinating a public interpretation project, using the 

Web to 

provide a way for contemporary actors to conduct critical dialogues with 
archaeologists, with each other, and with 'the past'. This work attempts to see 
the borderlands between archaeologists and 'publics' as flexible and permeable 
- to see archaeologists as audiences, and 'publics' as mediators and 
interpreters of archaeological data. It strives to deny the dualisms between 
these groups, in order to create a new discursive space from which a more 
democratic, socially engaged archaeology may emerge. (1998: 1) 

The project is remarkable archaeologically in part because McDavid is working directly 

with descendants of the people who actually owned or worked as slaves on the plantation -

the inhabitants' names are known, there is abundant oral and documented history to draw 

upon, and the descendants are known to each other and embroiled in an ongoing 

negotiation of social and political roles. As McDavid puts it, 

I frequently find myself sitting around someone's dining room table with 
people whose ancestors owned, or were owned by, each other. The notion that 
truth-finding is a result of our continuing experience with each other is 
something that, on one level, is taken for granted in interactions between these 
individuals. Indeed, they are very matter-of-fact about the notion ... that 'what 
happened' for a slave was obviously very different from 'what happened' for 
an enslaver. 

(in press: 5) 

McDavid (in press) relates that for her, the value of the pragmatic approach has been 

threefold. First, it enabled her to interact with members of the community as one 

participant in a conversation, rather than an authority, with the result that actually, she has 

gained, rather than lost, credibility within the community. Consequently, people have 

come forward with "more family stories, more documents, more pictures" than they had 

previously. Secon~ rewriting archaeological texts on the Jordan site in a deliberately 

"conversational voice" not only enhanced their accessibility, but actually gave her, as an 

archaeologist, a fresh, more reflexive understanding of the data. Third. a pragmatic 

approach has helped McDavid to see that there are no easy answers "when we must open 

the conversation to people with whom we disagree" - for example, the potential for 

conflict with white supremacists certainly exists - but that there is in such cases an 

opportunity for debate, and opportunity to make relevant and clear her own stance. 

My personal experiences as a researcher, though very different from McDavid'~ have led 

me to concur with her position. I agree wholeheartedly with the project of subverting the 

simple archaeologist-public dichotomy (Winters. McEleamey and Denning 1997), with the 
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potential of hypertext in allowing a new kind of conversation (Denning 1996, 1997a), and 

with McDavid's experience - described on the Levi Jordan Plantation project page at 

http://www.webarchaeology.com!htmllabout.htm - that at the beginning, one hardly knows 

what the issues .even are, and that an opening up of the conversation has to take place 

carefully and gently if mutual cooperation is to result. 

As a final example, Duke and Saitta's paper, "An Emancipatory Archaeology for the 

Working Class" (1998:4), proposes "an epistemological reorientation around the 

pragmatist programme" in order to permit a new engagement between archaeology and 

contemporary society. The exemplar here is their community-based historical archaeology 

project at the Ludlow Memorial in Colorado, the site of a National Guard massacre of 

striking coal miners 85 years ago, and their mission is to collaboratively produce a history 

relevant to miners and others in the area today. Their position is this: 

We believe that an emancipatory archaeology for the working class should be 
(1) less concerned with accumulating knowledge than with expanding 
social/organisational possibilities; (2) less concerned with 'getting things right' 
than with 'making things new'; and (3) less concerned with achieving 
hegemony for a particular theoretical position (or some new, eclectic synthesis 
of 'the best' of existing paradigms) than with 'keeping the conversation going' 
among the diverse sets of clients and constituencies served by archaeology. All 
of these interests are at home in a pragmatist epistemology. To the extent that 
what matters in pragmatism is our loyalty to other human beings struggling to 
cope rather than to the scientific hope of getting things right, it is an 
epistemology that better serves our activist agenda. 

(1998:4) 

In response, Frazer (1998: 6) notes that some "archaeological adoptions of pragmatism 

seem more like justifications for faux populism, in tenns of public outreach .... for some 

so-called archaeological 'pragmatists', it's business as ,usual, as far as archaeology's 

relationship to non-archaeologists goes, and it's business as usual as far as entrenched 

views of positivist, processual archaeological practice go." 

Frazer has a good point; archaeologists have a habit of diluting radical discourses as they 

combine them with the rigors of practicing archaeology and relating to the outside world. 

Similarly, Saitta (1999:6) points to Reid and Whittlesey's (1999) version of pragmatism in 

archaeology as a curious one, essentially a strand of empiricism with its primary emphasis 

on challenging processualism, which is, emphatically, alive and kicking, especially in the 

U.S.A .. But equally, not everyone will concur with Duke and Saitta's interpretation of 
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pragmatis~ or their dedication to an archaeological discourse of class (perhaps not even 

Rorty, who seems to have no love for Marxism13 ). 

Where, then, is .all this going? I think we should expect to see, and welcome, a steady 

increase in discussion about pragmatism in archaeology. Unfortunately, a cynical reading 

of the history of archaeological theory would suggest that 'Archaeology and Pragmatism' 

might take the familiar and predictable path of becoming an archaeological discourse in its 

own right - wherein archaeologists learn of pragmatism primarily through other 

archaeologists, occasionally mine the abundant primary literature on the topic for 

applicable quotations, probably ignore the basic philosophical issues at the core of the 

programme, and spend a good deal of time in insular debate arguing with each other about 

what pragmatism 'really is', not necessarily productively. (And thus profoundly missing 

the point.) Those who wish to argue against pragmatism's aims will probably do so fi-om 

the positions articulated by Rorty's critics (e.g. in Saatkamp ed. 1995), that is, either the 

technical critiques, or the political critiques based upon the fact that he is a liberal 

American, and writes like one. Perhaps the discussions will at times degenerate into muddy 

replays of arguments about knowledge which essentially date back to the ancient Greeks. 

Such seems to be the fate of most interesting propositions in archaeological theory today. 

Perhaps this is as it should be; I don't know. 

[ hope, however, and am inclined to believe, that there will be many bright spots as well. 

So far in the pragmatist agenda we have some promising beginnings and rallying points for 

a shift in archaeologists' relations with the world; those committed to conversation about 

the past with others will in all likelihood seize the space afforded by pragmatism to begin 

some wonderful and constructive projects. I only hope that their endeavours do not end up 

marginalized within the 'archaeology and public education' ghetto - too often viewed as 

somehow secondary in importance to 'real archaeology' - but remain in full view within 

the theoretical debates which can influence the discipline's course and goals as a whole. 

13 E.g. Rorty commented, ''there seems no particular reason why. after dumping Marx, we have to 
keep on repeating all the nasty things about bourgeois liberalism which he taught us to say .... 
Bourgeois liberalism seems to me the best example of [human] solidarity we have yet achieved, and 
Deweyan pragmatism the best articulation of it." (1982:207). • 
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Chapter 8 

Conclusions 

In the absence of tremendous confidence that there is a single truth, and a singh~ wa~ to it. 

and that one is in sole possession of both, the idea that archaeologists' responsibility to the 

public is to rehabilitate the deviants, educate the idiots, and blacklist the heretics, IS 

untenable. I believe we can do better. 

We might begin with remembering that Plato's portrait of Atlantis is two millennia our 

senior, that dowsers have wielded twigs for over five centuries, that people have dreamed 

of aliens for as long as humanity has looked to the stars, and that 'Western society has sti)) 

somehow survived long enough to produce archaeology departments. \Ve might continue 

by refusing to think or speak in easy dichotomies based upon wishful thinking about 

archaeology's privileged access to knowledge of the past. We might maintain standards of 

scholarly conduct, resisting casual generalisation, unfair labels, or flippant dismissal of 

others' ideas based on hearsay and dogma alone. We might appreciate that archaeological 

practice is socially situated and that whether or not we like it, we are in the world, and the 

world is in us. 

There is no tidy resolution here; that is the point. Archaeologists' negotiations with 

contesting views are necessarily ongoing, context-specific and difficult and the ground 

will continue to shift underneath our feet. Sometimes we will handle this well - as some 

archaeologists always have - and sometimes we won't. But I think the best approach is to 

keep discussion alive, not to shut it down. On this, I have more to say. 

Aeainst silence 

I am concerned that this dissertation can be taken to mean that I do not believe we can 

today know anything of what happened in the past or that all interpretations are equi\alent 

in their merit. 

1'1",\ /s ahs()llIll!~\, not my mll!l1f. 
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My point is that I do not believe the converse to be true. I do not believe we can know 

everything of what happened in the past, and I do not believe that it is simple and 

straightforward or necessarily desirable to rank interpretations according to their merit. I 

believe that certain knowledge is elusive, and that archaeologists do not work with 

methods or data which can provide it. And I believe that they should not act or write as 

though they do, for this has consequences outside of insular academic discourse. 

I do not believe that it is unimportant what, for example, the dynastic Egyptians or the 

c1assic Maya or the prehistoric inhabitants of Wessex thought, or how they lived. I do not 

believe that it is ideal for their lives to merely be a playground upon which people writing 

from a cultural and temporal distance project their desires. But I am quite certain that 

people cannot be prevented from engaging in such projections and reinterpretations, and I 

believe the activities of archaeologists in this regard are not inherently separate from those 

of anyone else and should not be regarded as such. 

My quarrel, then, is with unthinking privileging of academic discourse, confidence in final 

truths, and the idea that the professional generation of historical narratives somehow 

guarantees their validity and virtue. It is with notions that any other discourse is 

automatically inferior and should be ignored or challenged merely because of its source or 

the means used in its generation. This is of enormous importance to me because· I believe 

that through the histories which some people create, and the choices others make to accept, 

tolerate, or reject those histories, our present and future are changed. 

Let me explain. I described, in the initial pages of this dissertation, the usual near-
,. 

invisibility of the past in southwestern Ontario, where I grew up and from where I now 

write. This invisibility is pervasive and culturally significant. As must be the norm in most 

places with historically high immigration rates, it is common to be a frrst-generation 

Canadian, and thus common for children to grow up hearing little about the histories of 

their parents' homelands or about Canada's past. People have often moved to Canada 

looking for a future, trying to escape the weight of their own pasts as individuals and 

groups. Perhaps this is as it should be, but it has resulted in a gap in our society, a tendency 

to look forward and rarely back. 

It is not surprising that the general education system has rarely done much to compensate 

for this. The history I was taught before university consisted of caricatur~s of the European 
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explorers who mapped out the landscape, fur traders and voyageurs, pioneers. sketches of 

the fight for supremacy between the English and the French, and lectures on Confederation 

and early Canadian government which few students had the political consciousness to 

decode. The other picture of Canada's emergence as a nation, a tableau of violence and 

bloodshed, has not only been neglected, but deliberately painted over, and the noble 

watercolour version internalised and made real. Genocide, slavery, apartheid. forced 

resettlement, prison camps, martial law, and political executions are not included. 

Last summer I read Stolen Continents by Ronald Wright (1992) - a book recommended to 

anyone with a desire to know about the bloody birth of the nations of the Americas, and 

what was lost in the process - in the reference room of the library in Thunder Bay, Ontario. 

After I read the passage in Chapter 15 about Canada's Indian Act, which for many years 

stated that "The tenn 'person' means an individual other than an Indian", 1 had to stop. 

This matter of words was a small thing compared to the many atrocities Wright described, 

but the literal enshrinement in law, in my home country, of this stance had a magnitude all 

its own, and I was ashamed that I had not known of it Then through my tears 1 saw that a 

few feet away on the wall was a large shiny poster advertising The Dictionary of Canadian 

Biography. At the top, in large print, it read "Who is Canada?" The answer, wrapped 

around the picture of a clever-looking European man, was this text: 

Canada is the early traders, the explorers, the army officers, politicians, clergy, 
businessmen, artists, builders and teachers. Their precise and informative 
biographies, set against the background of the period in which each lived, form 
the Dictionary of Canadian Biography, published by the University of Toronto 
Press and Les Presses de l'Universite Laval with support from the Social 
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. 
DICTIONARY OF CANADIAN BIOGRAPHY: A -NATION IS THE SUM 
OF ITS PEOPLE. 

This colonial view of history, of who counts in a nation's equation, of who belongs in 

Canada, has meant that people are still dying over First Nations land disputes. And until 

history teaches us to see differently, it is hard to believe that this will change. 

This dissertation has not been about issues of contested histories or aboriginal people in 

Canada. Indeed, it has been primarily, ostensibly, about other people, ideas, and pasts, 

some of them thousands of miles away. But in their convolutions, these subjects touc~ and 

these intersections must surely compel us to be humble in what we claim to know about 

the past. and what we think that knowledge is worth. • 
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This is why, as an archaeologist, I cling to the hope of knowing what really happened, but 

accept that understanding is ever imperfect, insist that there are different views depending 

on where one stands, and reassert that archaeology and history are everything but neutral in 

this imperfect world. And this is why, no matter the context, I abhor exhortations to the 

systematic silencing of voices expressing dissent with generally accepted pasts. It is never 

good enough to assume without listening that there is nothing worthwhile to be heard. And 

it is never good enough to define other people in ways that normalise such refusals to hear. 

On being Skeptical 

Well you know 
We all want to change the world ... 

(John Lennon, Revolution 1) 

Earlier, I mentioned the influence of the Science Wars and the Skeptics' movement upon 

archaeologists seeking a model for coping with different views of the past. This is worth 

returning to because I believe, with Wylie (1999), that archaeologists might learn from the 

consequences of battles of ideology and rhetoric over science. 

The Committee for the Scientific investigation of Claims of the Paranormal (CSICOP) was 

founded in 1976, is based in New York, and is now "the world media's leading source for 

critical and scientific infonnation on the paranormal and the pseudoscientific". I CSICOP 

includes in its list of Fellows archaeologists John R. Cole and Kenneth Feder, physical 

anthropologist Eugenie Scott, anthropologist Thomas Sebeok, and some of the giants of 

modem science writing, including Richard Dawkins and Stephen Jay Gould. Others 

include Francis Crick, L. Sprague de Camp, Martin Gardner, Murray Gell-Mann, Susan 

Haack, Douglas Hofstadter, Ray Hyman, W. V. Quine, Stephen Toulmin, and Steven 

Weinberg. All in all, the list includes several Nobel laureates in science, science writers, a 

good number of philosophers of science, and several famous magicians. The Scientific 

I CSICOP 1998 annual summary report, April 23/99, from list CSICOP­
ANNOUNCE@listserv.aol.com 
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and Technical consultants listed include several more anthropologists, including Robert 

Funk, Laurie Godfrey, George Agogino, and Carla Selby. Most but not all are based in the 

U.S.A. There is, however, a substantial and growing network of affiliated organisations 

internationally, including the recently formed Association for Skeptical Enquiry (ASKE) in 

the U.K. 

CSICOP's official organ, Skeptical Inquirer: The Magazine for Science and Reason, 

appears bimonthly on newsstands and is in its twenty-third volume, with an international 

distribution of 40 000 copies.2 Their website (http://www.csicop.org) is professional and 

streamlined, with many links for buying books, joining mailing lists, or becoming a paid 

member, and their electronic mailing list is very active. The Jan/Feb 1999 SI includes 

information on a CSICOP Ph.D. research scholarship, solicitation of charitable bequests, a 

donation campaign for funding their Center for Inquiry's educational program and library, 

and details on its Ten-Year Plan for expansion. Email updates on the CSICOP mailing list 

indicate a detennined campaign to gain influence over the mass media through the 

acquisition of shares in major media conglomerates, including News Corp, Disney and 

CBS. In short, CSICOP's Skeptics movement is a major and growing force. 

Figureheads within the movement include Richard Dawkins, evolutionist extraordinaire 

and, since 1995, the first Professor of the Public Understanding of Science at Oxford, a 

chair endowed by Charles Simonyi of Microsoft. Some fellow scientists display an almost 

worshipful solidarity with Dawkins. Dust jackets of his books are covered with comments 

from scientific luminaries such as Francis Crick, who wrote of The Blind Watchmaker: "I 

2 It is important to note here that the CSICOP use of the word "skeptic" is idiosyncratic, reflecting 
a simplistic distinction between 'people inclined to believe in things we have designated 
'paranormal' and 'people not inclined to believe in those things', "Skeptics", of course, being the 
latter. Judging from the overall tenor of CSICOP publications, such Skeptics seem to believe that 
definitive knowledge of the world is possible, and that the most appropriate means to achieving it is 
'the scientific method' (by which is meant the traditional caricature of the hypothetico-deductive 
model). This is in dramatic contrast to the usual use of the word "skeptic" within philosophy, for the 
skeptical tradition which began with the preSocratics and continued through Hume into the present 
day has as its central contention the idea that "sure knowledge of how things really are may be 
sought, but cannot be found" (Flew 1979:314; for much more detail, see also the remarkable 
Williams 1996). Hence, when I use "Skeptic" as a capitalised term, I intend the CSICOP-related 
movement rather than the more usual philosophical meaning. This is important, because I am quite 
solidly in favour of 'skepticism' - which was after all originally the opposite of 'dogmatism' - but 
have reservations about CSICOP-type 'Skepticism'. 
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urge you, to save your soul, to read Dawkins's book.,,3 This is a strange endorsement. 

considering Dawkins' atheism, but it is revealing. 

Unsurprisingly, ·1 agree with Dawkins that science education should be better, and I agree 

with him that science is full of wonder. These are ideas I too hold dear. But I contest his 

presumption that those who do not agree are clearly deluded. Dawkins's position on 

matters of the public and science can be inferred from a few choice selections from his 

most recent book, Unweaving the Rainbow: Science, Delusion, and the Appetite jor 

Wonder (1998): astrology is "meaningless pap" and we need an antidote to the 

"paranonnal disease" (115); his views on our place in the world and on the gradual 

evolution of complex adaptations are self-evident to any "sane" person: (ix, 199). Dawkins 

is gravely affronted by those who disagree with, challenge, or ignore science. He 

genuinely cannot understand why someone might actually like their non-scientific beliefs, 

and is astonished at one who is not "grateful for having the wool pulled off her eyes" (xi). 

He takes someone's question of the utility of science education to be "so idiosyncratic I 

shall pass on it" (37). His "ideal intelligent layman" is a British Lord (xiv). His idea of 

"trying to gently amuse a six-year-old child at Christmas time" involves calculations 

proving the impossibility of Father Christmas delivering presents around the world in one 

night (141). 

Dawkins's position on dissenting colleagues in the Science Wars is similarly untroubled by 

ambiguity. Gross and Levitt were completely right in their "splendid" 1994 book, Higher 

Superstition, and those who still disagree with them are but "vocal fifth-columnists" who 

"waste the time of the rest of us" (Dawkins 1998:20). He comes down solidly on the 

Freeman side in the Margaret Mead - Derek Freeman controversy (1998:211), 

unconcerned with damning critiques of Freeman's work since.4 

3 This blurb was on the back cover of Dawkins (1998). 

4 This is an interesting episode in Skeptical history. Margaret Mead has long been a favoured target 
of the movement, ever since her successful lobbying at the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science for the inclusion of the Parapsychological Association as a member 
organisation in 1969. Derek Freeman's critique of Mead's Samoan research fed nicely into 
Skeptical biases. and has received regular mention within that literature. However, amusingly, there 
has recently been a reversal of opinion in the pages of the Slreptico/ /Ilquirer. due to emerging 
critiques of Freeman. (See the Letters to the Editor page (63) in the March/April 1999 issue.) See 
also Holmes (1987). • 
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Konner's (1999) review gives a succint response: 

Lighten up. People believed in God, ghosts, imps and fairy tales before you 
arrived and will do so after you're gone ... As for people who believe things 
for which there is no evidence, they too adapt, survive and reproduce. If a 
spider'~ web is beautiful, why not a cathedral? If a butterfly's wing, why not 
faith? 

I am inclined to agree. Certainly, I find Dawkins to be a strange choice for the only chair 

of the Public Understanding of Science in Britain; his role seems to be more that of the 

Public Proselytiser of Science, only concerned with the public's understanding of the 

world insofar as it does not confonn to his own. This theme, of treating divergent views as 

deviant inconveniences to be eliminated, should be a familiar one by now in this 

dissertation. 

To take another key figure in the Skeptical movement: The founder and Chainnan of 

CSICOP, Paul Kurtz (Professor Emeritus in Philosophy at SUNY Buffalo), is also founder 

of the Council for Secular Humanism and publisher of Prometheus Books, one of the 

primary sources of Skeptical literature today. Kurtz, like Dawkins, is explicitly anti­

religion. 5 The home pages of the Council for Secular Humanism finnly place the blame 

for the world's most significant problems upon religion and other paranonnal belief, and 

link them to totalitarian and fascist episodes in twentieth century history.6 Hope for the 

future of humankind, these pages claim, is to be found in reason, democracy, free inquiry, 

the right to private property, an unfettered free market, a naturalistic concept of the world, 

belief in evolution, and objective science. 

So, then, Kurtz, Dawkins, and some CSICOP and CSH members would have it that the 

very future of the world depends on the overthrow of the irrational. There is little doubt 

that their mission is motivated by a desire to see the world as less troubled. This seems to 

~ Secular Humanist Humor: 
" As the storm raged, the captain realized his ship was sinking fast. He called out, 'Anyone here 
know how to pray?' 
One man stepped forward. 'Aye, Captain, I know how to pray.' 
'Good.' said the captain, 'you pray while the rest of us put on our life jackets - we're one short.' " 
http://www.secularhumanism.orWlibrarylwww/sinking 10 98.html, April 1999. 

6 (See especially Kurtz's A Seclilar Humanist Declaratioll, with its prominent signatories, at 
http;//www.secularhumanism.orglintro/declaration.html. ) 
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be the source of their carefully orchestrated, aggressive. and well-supported campaign to 

obtain converts and spread their words. 

All of this is of interest here. of course, because of the link with anthropology and 

archaeology. Articles on archaeological matters have appeared quite regularly in the 

Skeptical Inquirer, for example (most recently Van Leusen 1999). And as 1 mentioned in 

Chapter 2 and Appendix A, only a few archaeologists have specifically addressed the issue 

of 'alternative' views of the past in any sustained fashion, prominent among them CSICOP 

members Kenneth Feder and John R. Cole. In particular, Feder's Fraud,', Myths, and 

Mysteries, just released in a third edition, is a dominant resource for archaeologists and 

archaeology students wanting to know about 'alternative' archaeology. 

It is not my purpose here to condemn CSICOP or those with associations to it, for no doubt 

the opinions of CSICOP fellows, and Skeptical Inquirer readers, etc., are diverse. 7 

Furthennore, I have often found good reading within the pages of ~1. Rather, I wish to 

point out that the CSICOP organisation has arisen in a very specific historical and social 

context to fill quite particular needs, and that its mode of discourse and mission may not be 

appropriate for exportation to other topics or other places. That context is the late twentieth 

century United States: one of the needs has been to deal with mass media which are of 

truly extraordinary dimensions and influence; another need has been to combat creationist 

lobbying within the educational system. 

And the latter is specific indeed. Stephen Jay Gould writes that "The saga of attempts by 

creationists to ban the teaching of evolution, or to force their own fundamentalist version 
.. 

of life's history into science curricula of public schools, represents one of the most 

interesting, distinctive, and persistent episodes in the cultural history of twentieth-century 

America" (1999: 126). He recounts the puzzlement of French and Italian clergy over 

'scientific creationism', but also notes that most American religious leaders do not support 

the creationist agenda. 

7 I would expect, for example. that at least some Skeptical archaeologists disagree with Dawkins, 
who feels comfortable passing judgement on such delicate issues as the appropriate treatment of 
'Kennewick Man', the 9000 year-old skeleton found in the U.S.A. in 1996. Clearly. in his opinion, 
there should be no barriers to archaeological study of the skeleton, and certainly no question 
regarding appropriate custody. Indeed. he finds this attempt to mediate between different cultural 
groups and scientists to be "laughable" (1998: 18). 
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The legal battle began with the passing of statutes that forbade teaching evolution in some 

southern states, and progressed through the Scopes trial of 1925, to the eventual ruling of 

the statutes' unconstitutionality in 1968. Then came the creationist '"equal time" laws in the 

late 1970s, reversed with a U.S. Supreme Court decision in 1987, which ruled by a seven­

to-two majority that the creationist "equal time" law was unconstitutional. But although the 

legal chapter is over, the fight has certainly not ended, for committed creationists have a 

great deal of political clout, and continue to vigorously pressure textbook publishers and 

school boards (Gould 1999: 133-147). Thus, American scientists generally perceive a 

strong need to maintain their bulwark against creationism, especially given its associated 

political positions in the present day. R 

And so, at least some of the archaeology-related fellows of CSICOP have been part of an 

anti-anti-evolutionism (or simply 'anti-creationism') attack force. For example, Eugenie 

Scott and John Cole are key personnel at the National Centre for Science Education, which 

in its own words is "a nonprofit, tax-exempt membership organization working to defend 

the teaching of evolution against sectarian attack. We are a nationally-recognized 

clearinghouse for infonnation and advice to keep evolution in the science classroom and 

'scientific creationism' OUt.,,9. The NCSE's list of supporters reads like a 'who's who' of 

evolution research in North America. 

The aggressive stance does seem called for in that context. However, it is unreasonable to 

expect that it would stay contained to creationis~ and indeed, some publications such as 

Harrold and Eve (1987) display a distressing conflation of U.S. creationism and other 

alternative pasts. I strongly question the necessity of such an intensive mobilisation against 

all other 'fringe' beliefs about archaeology - and this is a risk that the generalisation of an 

intolerant Skeptical agenda carries with it. And it may not respect national borders, either. 

Bourdieu and Wacquant reflect that the successful exportation of American thought is 

reaching an all-time high, and note that "the neutralization of the historical context 

resulting from the international circulation of texts and from the correlative forgetting of 

8 [n fairness, [ should mention Gould's caveat, that William Jennings Bryan, the prosecutor on 
behalf of creationism at the Scopes trial. acted in the belief that Neo-Darwinism influenced German 
military aggression in WWI, and had correctly identified a very serious problem with evolutionary 
doctrine at that time. one which definitely needed challenging: that is, a strong bias towards 
eugenics (Gould 1999: 155. 166). 

I} From the NCSE homepage at http://www,natcenscied,org/. 
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their originating historical conditions produces an apparent universalization'" (1999:41). 

This can have the unexpected effect, Bourdieu and Wacquant argue, of essentially 

replicating distinctively American problems elsewhere. This is why I think it necessary for 

British archaeologists to be alert as new Skeptics' groups begin to fonn in Britain. 

Of up-and-coming interest is the Association for Skeptical Enquiry (ASKE), one of 

CSICOP's international network members, and the first national Skeptics organisation in 

the UK with open membership. This fledgling Skeptics group was founded in June )997 

with the desire "to promote the critical scrutiny of paranonnal and pseudoscientific claims 

with the United Kingdom", and as of April 1999, has held two conferences, the first on 

"Paranonnal and Superstitious Beliefs" and the second, notably, on "Cult Archaeology: 

Sensational but Questionable Claims About the Past." The latter was held in the University 

of Sheffield's Psychology Department in March, and was co-sponsored by the British 

Association for the Advancement of Science as part of Science and Technology Week 

1999.10 To my regret, I missed the meeting and cannot report fully~ however, there are 

features of interest which I could observe from a distance electronically. First. there is the 

replication of originally American terms of discussion regarding alternative archaeology -

that is, the conference's title using Cole's (1980) and Harrold and Eve's (1987) term "cult 

archaeology". Second, there is the mirroring of the terms of engagement - that is, seeing 

the situation as essentially dichotomous, with good 'real' and bad 'pseudo' archaeology. 

Third, the impetus behind the conference was very much the standard Skeptical rationale 

for action, the desire to protect the public from fake archaeology. And fourth, the 

conference was not initiated by professional archaeologists - ASKE has no professional 

archaeologists in its membership, only amateurs - but did feature their participation. II 

These are characteristics which ASKE's treatment of archaeology so far has in common 

with the American Skeptics' approach. 

One hopes that British archaeology is not headed for another period of unproductive 

conflict with and about 'alternative' sectors, but multiple lines of division and alliance 

make this prospect thinkable. These include: rifts within archaeology itself; the easy 

adaptation of persuasive high-level theory from the Science Wars to bolster both pro- and 

10 See the ASKE homepage, http://linus.mcc.ac.uk!-moleary/ASKEI for details. 

II I am indebted to Wayne Spencer, founder of ASKE. for sharing this information with me in a 
personal communication, May 2199. • 
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anti- Skeptical positions; the traditional enmity of Fortean and Skeptical groups: the 

historic solidarity of Earth Mysteries and Forteanism; and the links between explicitly 

nonscientific, Goddess-oriented prehistories, new feminisms, and neopaganism. This is a 

powerful mix, and if the debate heats up, initial good intentions may be of little import. A 

little caution now in these early days of archaeology's partnership with new British 

Skepticism might prevent a quagmire of personal and ideological battles later. 

This, then, is the current influence of Skepticism, apparently growing steadily in its extent. 

It is not my purpose here to argue that Dawkins, Kurtz, CS1COP or the CSH are wrong on 

every count; assessing their premises is another dissertation. Nor would I suppose that 

archaeologists like Cole or Feder or Van Leusen, for example, agree with everything 

contained in the publications of these groups. Nor can it be suggested that ASKE mirrors 

CSICOP exactly. However, it does seem that archaeology, both in North America and in 

Britain, is in steady and increasing contact with influences which promote the Skeptical 

agenda. Certainly, given the tendency of some archaeologists to engage in the kind of 

ideological debate about science which characterises the Science Wars, and given the 

linkages of the Science Wars to Skepticism, there would seem ample opportunity for the 

Skeptical agenda to slip into disciplinary thinking, just as a certain view of scientific 

progress slipped into the AngloAmerican intellectual mainstream via Thomas Kuhn's 

Structure of SCientific Revolutions, and as soldiers glided through the gates of Troy within 

their wooden horse (see Fuller on Kuhn, Ch. 7). 

[s this bad? Is the Skeptical agenda clearly wrong? That depends upon the archaeologist 

and the context. Personally, I find parts of this agenda, as articulated by key figures like 

Dawkins and Kurtz, to be arrogant, philosophically problematic, socially unrealistic, and of 

limited applicability, but I do not think anyone should take my word for it. Rather, [ think 

that archaeologists need to be aware of the constellation of beliefs within which the most 

prominent assessments of 'fringe' archaeology are located, and should make a habit of 

asking themselves if they share those beliefs, and share the larger agenda, before accepting 

the assessments at face value. I say this because it is endlessly surprising how generally 

clear-thinking, tolerant, moderately relativist, and even religious scholars can jump without 

caution onto a Skeptical bandwagon whenever the security of their own discipline's 

borders seems compromised. The polarising consequences of such moves can be 

unfortunate. 
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Irenicon 

Stephen Jay Gould, another prominent advocate of science and reason, though no ally of 

Dawkins', has taken a different approach to clashes of world views in his latest work, and I 

have been captivated by his resurrection of a lovely and usually-forgotten word. We often 

hear the term 'polemic' - originally a theological term, but now a more general word 

meaning 'the art of controversial discussion', derived ultimately from the Greek po/emos, 

or 'war'. But Gould (1999: 208-222) reminds us of its counterpart. The Greek eirene, or 

'peace', has given us 'irenic', meaning 'aiming or aimed at peace" and 'irenicon', or 'a 

proposal made as a means of achieving peace' (OED). 

Gould's proposal for irenics is specifically about religion and science but, I think, is 

applicable to some of the general challenges of archaeology and alterity as well. He rejects 

two means of peacemaking: first, the attempt at false unifications of theories from different 

realms; and second, avoidance of conflict between groups through rigid separation and 

avoidance of all communication. Rather, Gould encourages a coexistence, based on 

contact, dialogue, mutual respect for different forms of logic and their proponents, and 

openness to reciprocal enlightenment (1999:211). 

It's not a bad idea. 

On Candles 
/ 

Have I ever heard a sceptic wax superior and contemptuous? Certainly .... the 
chief deficiency I see in the sceptical movement is in its polarization: Us v. 
Them - the sense that we have a monopoly on the truth~ that those other people 
who believe in all these stupid doctrines are morons~ that if you're sensible, 
you'll listen to us; and if not, you're beyond redemption. This is 
unconstructive. 
(Sagan 1996:280-282) 

I shall close this work at the general level on which it began, through reference to one 

more icon of popular science writing, the late Carl Sagan - a scientist beloved by Skeptics 

and the reading public alike - for I think reflection on Sagan's words might benefit those 

who worry about the proliferation of alternative archaeologies. His final book. The Demon-
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Haunted World: Science as a Candle in the Dark, begins with Plato's ancient grumblings 

about scientific illiteracy, and makes an argument for better science education and more 

responsible media in the U.S.A. and beyond. Though he used the science \'s. pseudoscience 

distinction, he generally did so with care, and addressed alternative beliefs in historical 

context, realising that many are "not doctrines for nitwits" (1996:23). 

He took his title from A Candle in the Dark, a seventeenth-century work by Thomas Ady, 

an attack upon the irrational barbarities of witch-hunting. Like Ady, Sagan feared for the 

consequences of pervasive irrationalism for our society: 

The candle flame gutters. Its little pool of light trembles. Darkness gathers. 
The demons begin to stir. 

( 1996:29) 

I respect Sagan's intentions but am concerned for the interpretation of his oft-quoted 

words. CSICOP has just inaugurated "Candle in the Dark" and "Snuffed Candle" awards 

for services for and against science, respectively. If Sagan's words are understood as 

benevolent, humane, and hopeful, then perhaps all will be well. But if his words become 

coopted by an aggressive fundamentalist science lobby ~ who sometimes identify candles, 

light, darkness, and demons with human institutions and individuals rather than 

transcendent principles - we may all be the poorer and in the end, more lost. It would be a 

bitter irony indeed if Sagan's plea for reason was used as a rallying call in a new witch 

hunt, with Science, rather than the Church, as prosecutor. And it would be a grave error to 

forget that irrationalism alone did not denouncers and burners of witches make; 

intolerance, prescribed by ideology, rewarded by material incentive, and encouraged under 

law, was the other key ingredient (Crowley 1989:38). 

My fears are these: that the science-pseudoscience distinction will continue to be made on 

harsh and questionable bases which actually betray rational principles; and that those who 

lionise science, ignore its human context, proclaim its unerring path to truth, assume its 

guarantee of social progress, and deem all other views inferior and in need of eradicatio~ 

may forget that candle flames can also b~ and may never know that some of their 

'demons' are other people, their visages twisted in the shadows of ignorance and prejudice . 
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Appendix A - TAG and .\Ioot Surveys 

A strictly literature-based approach to the relationship of 'alternative-and 'orthodox' 

archaeolog.y is inherently limiting in many respects - partly because of the selective nature of 

what gets published about the ideas, interactions and behaviour of these groups_ and partly 

because detailed infonnation about the individuals involved is rarely revealed - and so it can be 

beneficial to supplement literature searches with other means of obtaining infonnation about 

people's beliefs and interactions. One means of doing this is of course through direct 

participation in the communities in question, and personal interactions~ see main text especially 

Chapter 5, for discussion of my experiences in this regard. Another means of supplementing the 

literature is through surveys. Accordingly, this research did include some survey work (see also 

Appendix B). The main survey was designed from the outset to be strictly supplementary_ not 

to be analysed with any degree of statistical sophistication, but to enhance the opportunity for 

conversation, as well as to pennit some anonymous written commentary. I consider the survey 

work a success from these subjective perspectives, although the limited sample sizes 

compromise the objective usefulness of the results. Those results will be discussed at the end of 

this Appendix. There is, however, other relevant ground to cover first. 

'111is is not entirely virgin territory, for some researchers have previously conducted surveys on 

related topics. Their subjects, orientations, goals_ and interpretative frameworks have not 

necessmily been consistent with my own - in general_ they have focused on students with a 

view to explaining, and learning to combat, 'deviant' beliefs - but a review of their work seems 

appropriate nonetheless, for two reasons. In part, these previous surveys are relevant as parallels 

to my current work because of their methodology, and in part, they are relevant as subjects 

because the comments of their authors provide vivid exrunples of Olthodox opinions about the 

fringe, 

Re\iew: Previous sun'eys on related subjects 

Questionnaires have been administered to anthropologists often enough in the past: for 

exampk. \\'ienker and Bennett (1992) sun'eyed the members of the American Association of 
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Physical Anthropologists to detennine the areas which they considered to be most important for 

training. No doubt many other similar reports on general professional opinions exist. Citation 

analyses have also been done to elucidate opinions and trends in anthropology and archaeology 

(e.g., Sterud 1978~ Zubrow 1980). and these disciplines have, of course, come under scrutiny 

from within in nwnerous other ways. 

However, I am aware of only one survey of professional archaeologists' opinions on the subject 

of alternative archaeology (see discussion of Feder 1984 below). Cole (1980: 16-7) created a 

typology of (American) professional reactions to what he terms "cult archaeology," but this was 

derived from the perusal of the few publications on the subject, and personal observation, 

conversations and correspondence, rather than responses to an actual questionnaire. Typically, 

orthodox archaeologists' writings about fringe subjects focus on debunking or criticising the 

claims made (e.g., Aitken 1959; Atkinson 1966; Atkinson et al. 1981; Burl and Michell 1983; 

Feder 1983; Fowler 1990; Greenwell 1980; McKusick and Shinn 1980; Pringle 1995; Raikes 

1984; Ridpath 1978). On occasion, such works have advocated more effective public responses 

from archaeologists to fringe claims (Cole 1978; Daniel 1992; Feder 1980; Harrold and Eve, 

eds. 1987; McKusick 1982, 1984; Story 1977; Williamson and Bellamy 1983). Only rarely do 

they examine the existing responses of archaeologists to the fringe in any detail (Cole 1980, 

Feder 1984). However, surveys have been conducted on a fairly large scale in order to study the 

response of American college students to alternative archaeology, as well as to other fringe 

topics.' 

Bainbridge's Survey of Students / 

Bainbridge (1978), a sociologist, conducted the first major survey of American college students 

involving fringe archaeology, with the aim of ascet1aining the correlates and causes of belief in 

von Daniken' s theory of ancient astronauts. In particular, he was examining the applicability of 

1 Similar swveys have included that done by Morris (1980), who tested the effect of an ESP 
'demonstration' and subsequent 'dehoaxing' on the ESP belief of American university students, 
and Greenwell (1981), who compared rates of U.S. college student belief in paranormal 
phenomena with rates reported for the general population. 
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selected theories used in sociology to explain "deviant behaviour" (1978:34). Two hundred and 

thirty-five students taking an introductOlY sociology course at the University of Washington 

were surveyed. 

Bainbridge observed that general wthappiness and social strain did not explain acceptance of 

von Daniken's theory (1978:36), and that, contrmy to his expectations, "enthusiasm for 

conventional science and a positive attitude toward technological progress" did not prevent 

students from believing von Daniken's theory (1978:37). Interestingly, students' program level 

and subject major also did not affect their belief; i.e., "[s]tudents who were seniors and about to 

graduate from college were not more likely than freshman students to reject the theory. It did 

not matter whether students had taken courses in astronomy, anthropology, ancient history, 

social science, or physical science" (1978:37). On the other hand, a correlation did exist 

between beliefin von Daniken's theory and a low grade-point average (1978:44). 

On the basis of these results, Bainbridge charged the American educational system with 

responsibility for students' "gullibility," for "[a]pparently our university does not give students 

the knowledge to protect them from intellectual fraud" (1978:39). In particular, Bainbridge 

asserted that "it is rare for a college professor to mention von Daniken" or refute his claims, 

implying that this is a serious failing (1978:39). However, some of the blame was placed finnly 

on (or in) the students' heads, for Bainbridge also concluded that a low GPA indicated lower 

intellectual ability, and suggested that "[l]ess intelligent students are more likely to believe in 

ancient astronauts" (1978:44). 

Bainbridge maintained that there are additional extra-curriculm:.factors in play - specifically, he 

argued that belief in von Daniken's theory "is part of a generalized occult and pseudoscientific 

subculture" (1978:41) because of associations with belief in ESP, UFOs as products of 

intelligent life on other planets, astrology, Eastern religious practices (Zen, Yoga, TM) and 

biorhythm theory. He also found correlations with endorsement of premarital sex, and fondness 

of science fiction, although the results made it clear that ''neither the culture of modem science 

nor the culture of traditional religion" (1978:40), nor "left-wing politics, drug use, severe 

criticism of the government, and opposition to police surveillance of dissidents" (1978:42) 

affected acceptance of von Daniken' s theory. 
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These conclusions are certainly thought-provoking, and my questionnaire was designed to 

address some of the same issues, such as correlations with belief in nonarchaeologicaJ fiinge 

theories. Further, I would agree with some of Bainbridge'S interpretations - for example. it 

seems self-evident that proceeding through the tmiversity system does not guarantee a student's 

ability to discern fraudulent from sound claims. Yet, some of Bainbridge's assertions are 

obviously questionable. For example, further exploration to clarify the meaning of a low Grade 

Point Average is surely warranted; lower intelligence - whatever that means - was certainly not 

the only possible cause. 

More to the point, there is a marked ideological bent implicit in Bainbridge'S treatment of belief 

in these areas, for he defines such belief from the beginning as "deviant" and this shapes his 

explanatory framework. (The surveys discussed below follow this orientation.) In addition, a 

certain conservatism is revealed by his classification of yoga as an "exotic spiritual practice" 

(1978:41), and his suggestion that approval of premarital sex is characteristic of membership in 

a "counterculture" (1978:43). This is also an effective reminder of the difficulty of taking such 

survey results, and their analyses, out of their cultural and temporal context. 

Feder's Survey of Archaeologists 

Kenneth Feder is an archaeologist who has often written very critically on fringe archaeological 

claims (e.g., 1980, 1983, 1996). His 1984 contribution to American Antiquity reported on a 

prototype for the Harrold et al. student survey discussed below, and also described a survey of 

professional teaching archaeologists in the U.S.A. Picking ul> the gauntlet thrown down by 

Bainbridge, Feder wrote a questionnaire asking the lecturers whether in their introductory 

archaeology/prehistory courses, they covered various fringe topics - specifically, ancient 

astronauts, creationism, Barry Fell's theory of 'Bronze Age America,' Atlantis, Bigfoot, Noah's 

Ark, King Tut's curse, New World genesis ofhwnans, psychic archaeology, dowsing, and the 

Loch Ness monster - and asking whether these topics were taught in a positive or negative light. 

Six hundred and ten questionnaires were sent out, and three hundred and forty-nine were 

returned (1984:532). Feder's goal was to determine what archaeologists were teaching their 

students, and how effective they were as educators. 
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As it turned out, about 60% of the respondents did give coverage in their classes to subjects 

such as creationism, hyperdiffusionism, and von Daniken's ancient astronauts. Atlantis, New 

World genesis, and Bigfoot received attention from about 30 - 40% of the responding lecturers, 

while the other subjects were covered in class by 10 - 25% of the respondents. Thus, Feder 

wrote that "we can conclude from these results that teaching archaeologists, as a general rule, do 

in fact take up many of the extreme claims of an archaeological nature presented in the popular 

media" (1984:534)? The results also indicated that overwhelmingly, fringe topics are treated in 

a negative manner, although creationism, Bigfoot, Noah's Ark, psychic archaeology, dowsing, 

and the Loch Ness Monster were dealt with neutrally by around 10 - 200/0 of respondents, and 

dowsing was presented in a positive light by a significantly high 13.5% of the lecturers. 

Feder's agenda is exposed when he writes in support of the negative treatment of fringe 

subjects, obviously pleased that, by most lecturers, "untestable 'theories', unsupportable claims, 

invalidated hypotheses, unverified statements, and outright lies about the past and its study are 

presented as such" (1984:533). Without delving too deeply into concerns about the simplistic 

scientism that such phrasing implies, I would argue that this is at the very least elevating 

orthodox archaeology to an epistemologically privileged position, which is inappropriate. Feder 

seems primarily concerned with exonerating archaeologists for what he perceives as the 

appalling proliferation of nonsense among their students. Thus, he writes that "[m]ost [teaching 

archaeologists] live up to what is here seen as a crucial responsibility: providing students with 

the necesS8l)' intellectual tools, both in terms of scientific method and specific archaeological 

data, to assess archaeological claims intelligently" (1984:534). TIris may, of course, be true; 

however, the general data collected from Feder's survey can hardly have provided him with the 

infonnation neceSS8l)' to make this judgement. Rather, it seems that he is simply eager to 

contradict Bainbridge's statement, above, that university lecturers are failing their students in 

this regard (Feder 1984:526,533). 

2 One is inclined to wonder, however, whether the other 261 lecturers who did not return their 
questionnaires taught their classes about these subjects. If they did not - which might in itself be a 
reason for not returning the form - then Feder's statement may be rather optimistic . 
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Gray's Survey of Students 

Thomas Gray (1987), a specialist in social psychology, further addressed the issue of 

paranormal belief and education. Starting from the assumption "that people, at least in part, 

believe in what we know to be scientifically unsubstantiated claims because they are ignorant of 

what constitutes good versus bad evidence" (1987:22), Gray designed a survey to test the effect 

of higher education on belief in paranormal phenomena, including ESP, UFOs, astrology, 

reincarnation, and von Daniken's theory. Four hundred and nineteen students from a variety of 

courses at Concordia University in Montreal were given questionnaires. The results were 

"disconcerting to those who, like mysel£: expected to see dramatic differences in the level of 

belief in the paranonnal as a function of university experience" (1987:22). In general, reported 

belief in these theories was quite high: around 80% believed in ESP, 60% in UFOs, 60% in 

reincarnation, 50% in astrology, and 40% in von Daniken's ancient astronauts (1987:25). There 

were some minor gender differences (females were more likely than males to believe in ESP, 

astrology, and reincarnation, as likely to believe in ancient astronauts, and less likely to believe 

in UFOs), but far more striking was the fact that, as in Bainbridge's survey, the differences 

between belief levels of junior and senior students were not generally statistically significant. 

More worrisome still was the fact that for psychology students, belief in von Daniken' s theory 

climbed from around 30% to around 50% between the introductory and advanced level 

(1987:26). To top it off, 1 in 5 advanced psychology students indicated that they believed in a 

theory which did not even exist, but was invented by Gray as a control variable (1987 :28). 
3 

Deciding to pw"Sue the clue that university education was not helping these students to be 

critical thinkers, Gray took his research one step further. He handed out a questionnaire asking 

about students' beliefs at the beginning of a critical course called "The Science and 

] Of course, this raises a whole host of new questions about what exactly the figures produced 
by these surveys mean. The students are clearly responding, at least in part, to something other than 
the actual theory specified. There is therefore a difference between saying that "40% of students 
believe in von Dmriken's theory of ancient astronauts" and saying that "40% of students checked 
'yes' when asked if they believe in von Daniken's theory of ancient astronau~" but this distinction 
is rarely made in these survey reports. 
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Pseudoscience of Paranonnal Phenomena," gave them the same fonn at the end of the course. 

and also did a follow-up check on their answers to the same questions one year later. Gray 

found that: 

[t]here were statistically significant decreases in [belief] at the end of the 
semester, but clearly the immediate gains 4 dissipated (except in the case of 
UFOs) over the course of the year the students spent back in the generally 
proparanonnal environment... The finding that a course specifically dealing 
with evidence for the paranonnal has only modest and not very durable effects 
on beliefs makes it less surprising that a more general university education has 
virtually no effect. It does not, however, make me more comfortable with what 
appears to be a failing in our attempts to improve students' critical abilities. 
(1987:32) 

And so, it could be said, the plot thickens. Gray's results suggest that in the long run, it does not 

matter much what students are taught - rendering Bainbridge's (1978) accusation of inadequate 

teaching, and Feder's (1984) gainsaying, irrelevant. It is Gray's opinion that neither training in 

how to assess evidence, nor specific debunking of particular claims, produces lasting decreases 

in belief in paranormal phenomena, and that the reason for this is the weight carried in people's 

minds by single instances of confmnation of paranormal belief (1987:33)5. This "cognitive 

bias" is implicated again below as a cause of belief in the paranormal. 

Harrold, Eve, Hudson, and Feder's Survey of Students 

Finally, more extensive surveys among American college students have been reported in 

Harrold and Eve's edited volume, Cult Archaeology and Creationism (1987), in papers by 

Feder (1987), Harrold and Eve (1987b, 1987c), and Hudson (1987). This volume's stated 

pwpose is to contribute to the understanding of ''pseudoscientific'' beliefs about human history, 

and propose ways of dealing with them.6 The editors ask: 

4 Here, Gray means "gains" in rationality, i. e., decreases in belief in the paranonnal. 

S For example, if a person's horoscope is incredibly accurate one day, but very inaccurate the 
next, they may be more inclined to remember the instance of accuracy, and consider that it 
confinns astrology's worth. 

6 Harrold and Eve comment on their terms; they say ''pseudoscientific'' means "beliefs which are 
unjustifiably claimed by their advocates to have solid scientific support" and leave it at that 
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Just how popular are such pseudoscientific beliefs, especially among coJlege 
students; that is, those who will eventually be among the most influential 
members of our society? In a relatively well-educated, scientifically 
sophisti~ed nation, why are these beliefs so popular? What do they say abo~t 
our educational system and cultural values? Finally, what can and should be 
done in the areas of science education, mass communications, and future 
research to deal with such claims? (Harrold and Eve 1987a:x) 

The authors' orientation and agenda are in keeping with those of the other surveys outlined 

above. That the theories in question are worthless and hannful is accepted as given, belief in 

them is asswned to be deviant, and it is considered that the only valid reason for studying them 

is to learn how best to effect their eradication. (For the record, I accept none of these premises.) 

With the above questions in mind, a project was carried out by three archaeologists and a 

sociologist, in which nearly one thousand students from universities in Texas, California, and 

Connecticut were surveyed on their beliefs relating to creationism, evolutionism, 

"pseudoscience," and "pseudoarchaeology" (Harrold and Eve 1987a). The most interesting 

results pertaining to the latter were as follows: 

• ContraI)' to expectations, there was little regional variation in the prevalence of "cult 
beliefs" in UFOs, Bigfoot, the Bennuda Triangle, Atlantis, ghosts, astrology, the 
Shroud of Turin, pre-Viking Europeans in the Americas, and similar topics (Hudson 
1987:54) 

• About 10% indicated acceptance of the theory that "aliens from other worlds are 
responsible for ancient monuments like the pyramids, which primitive people could not 
have built"; about 25% accepted that "aliens from other worlds visited Earth in the 
past"; and aroWld 30% agreed that "the lost continent of Atlantis was the home of a 
great civilization" (Hudson 1987:55-57). 

• Creationist and "cult" beliefs tended to be "somewhat mutually exclusive" (Hudson 
1987:56). 

• Exposure to sensational media and exposure to scientific media both correlated weakly 
with "cult" beliefs (Hudson 1987:64). 

• Unlike belief in creationism, belief in "cult" theories did not correlate significantly with 

(l987a:x), while "cult archaeology" or "pseudoarchaeology" are a subdivision of this category, 
including theories like those about Atlantis or Phoenician visitors to the New World . 
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sociocultural factors like age, sex, or religion (Hudson 1987:64). 

These last two points in particular challenge Harrold and Eve, because of the explanatory 

framework they adopted for interpreting the survey's results. Drawing from Singer and 

Benassi's (198 I) typology of factors which are possible contributors to the acceptance of 

pseudoscientific theories, Harrold and Eve considered four possible explanations for the beliefs 

seen in their survey: 

I. ··Cognitive biases, or natural errors in human reasoning. These include the 
perception of patterns in random data or the failure to consider alternative 
hypotheses to explain an occurrence when an emotionally attractive one is 
already available." 

2. "Heavy and WlCritiCal media coverage of pseudoscientific claims which 
lends a spurious respectability to them." 

3. "Inadequate science education, which leaves many people unable to 
evaluate the validity of such notions as scientific creationism, or ignorant of 
possible natural explanations for UFOs." 

4. "Sociocultural factors affecting the availability and attractiveness of such 
beliefs. Some people hold pseudoscientific beliefs because they find them 
more satisfYing than alternatives." 

(Harrold and Eve 1987b:68-9) 

Since the available data (see above) did not indicate that #2 and #4 were responsible for beliefs 

in "cult archaeology" theories, we are returned once more to the theory that the prevalence of 

such beliefs is due either to the failure of higher education, or to habits of thought which are 

difficult to correct through such education. Gray's results, above, suggest that the latter is most 

likely the culprit. 

So, then, what about the Harrold and Eve book's main purpose, recommendations for action? 

Despite the combined evidence of the Harrold el al. survey and the Gray survey, which together 

suggest that cognitive biases are the ultimate cause of belief in pseudoscience, other contributors 

to the Harrold and Eve (1987) volwne persist in simply recommending aggressive anti­

pseudoscience education (Engler 1987; Williams 1987). 
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So: what use are these past surveys? 

The fact that these surveys are part of the corpus of orthodox work on the subject of fiinge 

archaeolob'Y is sufficient reason for their examination as backb1found to this dissertation. More 

than this, however, they are especially relevant because they are rare attempts by orthodox 

scholars to study the patterning of beliefs in fiinge archaeology, instead of efforts to show that 

those beliefs are wrong. Thus, these surveys are important to contemplate for two reasons: first 

because they reveal attitudes of orthodox scholars towards fringe material; and second because 

they offered possible models for emulation in my own survey research into patterning and 

prevalence of'fiinge' beliefs in the U.K. 

With respect to the latter, I should note that I modified aspects of the Harrold et al. (1987) 

survey for incorporation into my own questionnaire. In particular, the answer scale for Part 3 of 

my questionnaire, giving the respondent the options of "Undecided/evidence is inconclusive" 

and "Never heard of it" in addition to agreeing and disagreeing, is an innovation of the Harrold 

el (11. survey which I adopted. I also learned from some other aspects of their methodology, for 

example periodically switching the phrasing for statements in Part 3 from positive to negative, 

to ensure that the reader is forced to think through each statement a little more carefully. 

However, methodology aside, it seems clear that many of these previous surveys' results cannot 

contribute much to a specific understanding of fringe archaeology in Britain. To begin with, the 

topics covered are rather different; understandably, the American questionnaires devoted more 

space to creationism and hyperdiffusionist theories than would be appropriate in a British 

survey, and conversely, include nothing about primmily British concems such as leys, Neolithic 

astronomy, druids, or earth zodiacs. Moreover, the populations being surveyed are different; 

most of the North American surveys dealt exclusively with college students, whereas my focus 

here is upon professional and avocational specialists in both 'orthodox' and 'fringe' fields. 

Feder. it is true, surveyed archaeological specialists, but was vel)' specifically concerned with 

their teaching practices. rather than their own beliefs. 

However, some of the characteristics which made the approaches of the previous authors 
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inappropriate for use in my survey make them all the more interesting from the perspective of 

examining orthodox reactions to the fringe. For example, these authors' overwhelming 

orientation towards indiscriminately stamping out fringe beliefs, while thoroughly incompatible 

with my own approach, is very revealing. In one way, it is typical of orthodox scholarly 

attitudes towards the fringe - indeed it is mirrored by the attacks of some British archaeologists 

on ley hunters - but on the other hand, it is indicative of some powerful underlying fears which 

are fairly specific to North America. Fringe archaeology in North America is associated with 

creationism (hence the dual focus of Harrold and Eve, eds. (1987», the prevalence of 

creationism is seen as an index of the strength of Christian fundamentalism., and the political 

correlates of Christian fundamentalism are deeply worrisome to the American academic 

establishment. Thus, fringe archaeology is representative, in these academics' minds, of 

something far more insidious and frightening than troubles in the education system., or pockets 

of quirkiness in the population. And not only is it associated with the fundamentalist threat, but 

it is associated with a general assault on a reasonable way of life. Thus, Hudson (1987:65) 

writes, "[a]s long as a psychic can sue a doctor for taking away her psychic powers and win the 

suit, then we must always be combative," while Stiebing fears that if orthodox archaeologists 

don't fight pseudoarchaeology, they may "risk having supporters of one or more of these views 

become politically potent enough to use the state to promote their cause .... a situation which we 

must resist at all costs" (1987:8-9). This perception of fringe archaeology as part of a distinctly 

menacing wave goes some way towards explaining the attitude of these orthodox North 

American scholars towards the fringe; where British archaeologists are primarily sarcastic and 

drolly denigrating to fringe camps, the North Americans are academic evangelists and 

crusaders. (This may, however, be shifting; new developments in the intellectual scene in the 

West, i.e. the Science Wars, could well cause an increase in aggressive Skepticism in the U.K.­

see Chapter 8.) 

A correlate (or cause?) of this crusading mentality is a world view untroubled by ambiguity. 

The scholars who conducted the surveys above are, by and large, convinced that they know the 

difference between science and pseudoscience - without examining the issue closely - and are 

even more convinced that they are on the right side of this distinction. Harrold and Eve, for 

example, are clearly not burdened by any angst over this demarcation problem., which has often 

troubled philosophers. Nor do they think it worthwhile to spend time fussing over distinctions 
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between different sorts of unconventional theories (1987a:x). In the same volume. Stiebing 

(1987) is similarly blessed with a clear notion of the simply scientific nature of archaeo\obJy 

and its relentless march towards truth. 

It will be clear by now that this attitude troubles me. The reasons for this are several. but in p3I1 

I'm bothered by it because this kind of moral certainty encourages discourse with the aim of 

winning rather than learning; in short. it encourages sophistry. Resultant eX3Inples of unfair 

characterisations and critiques of the fringe abound. Furthennore, this attitude does not 

encourage introspection, or even exploration of other academics' work; hence, Harrold and 

Eve, for example, seem unaware of research in the socio\Ob'Y of science (1987c: 150). 

These issues will be returned to elsewhere in the dissertation; here, suffice it to say that there is 

much to be learned from these surveys, one way or another. Now, on to my own survey work. 

This survey's purJ)ose 

This survey was not intended to be the basis for a major part of my analysis, but simply to 

provide me with a better sense of people' s awareness and sensibilities. I designed the 

questionnaire with the intent that the responses would not be exhaustively quantitatively 

analysed. (I do not believe that fretting over statistical significance and quantitative methods 

would add anything meaningful to this endeavour, given the inherent fuzziness of people's 

responses to questions about their beliefs. F urthennore, I did not want to end up in the trap of 

the novice survey-analyst, making egregious generalisations like some of those 1 encountered in 

the reports discussed above.) In general, I was as interested in looking at the profiles revealed by 

each individual questionnaire as in quantitatively comparing answers across questionnaires. 

As will probably be evident fi-om the questions, [ sought information about the following: 

• degrees of belief in, and knowledge of, mainstream archaeology and science, and 
• fringe' claims regarding the past and other areas. In general, 1 hoped this would help 
me to assess how credulous and well-infonned the respondents are . 
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the relationship of age, sex., level and type of education. occupation. religion. and 
political affihation to the above patterns of belief 

how mu~h each group knows about the other. in tenns of methods. theories. and 
fami1iarity with each other's literature 

how people's interest in the past was first generated, the degree and type of their 
cunent involvement in research about the past, and their opinions about heritage issues 

how people classify themselves, and their opinion of the relationship of orthodox and 
heterodox archaeolob'Y 

I was especially interested to see if the respondents fell into clear 'camps', and to compare the 

knowledge and be1iefs of the different groups sampled. 

I had originally considered sending out surveys to quite large samples, for example Antiquity 

subscribers, Fortean UnConvention attendees, etc., but revised this plan after obtaining results 

from two samples, the attendees at the Theoretical Archaeology Group conference in Reading 

(December 1995) and attendees at the Ley HWlter Core Moot in London (November 1995). 

Plans for more extensive surveys were abandoned for two reasons. First, I had an excellent set 

of responses from the Moot sample, wonderfully helpful especially in their written 

commentary, and in invitations for further discussion - this, plus my attendance at the Moot 

(my first Earth Mysteries meeting) led me to conclude that discussion and correspondence with 

individuals in Earth Mysteries, and participation in more EM meetings and events, could help 

me towards a much more sophisticated Wlderstanding of their beliefs and reasons for interest in 

the past, than a crude tool such as a survey could. (The survey had, however, served its purpose 

of allowing me to introduce myself to the community and begin dialogue.) The second reason 

was the very low response rate from the TAG sample, which suggested to me that further 

efforts in this direction might be wasted. There may indeed be useful information to be gleaned 

from more surveys of a larger scale, but this is a project for another day. 

Following are the questionnaires distributed at the TAG conference and at the Moot. They are 

identical in the questions asked, different only in the introductory paragraph at the top. I spoke 

briefly at the Moot and distributed the questionnaires in person during the session; they were 

either returned to me later that evening in the pub where attendees had gathered, or mailed in 
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envelopes I had provided. In contrast the TAG questionnaires were disnibuted \\ ithin the 

conference packages given to registered participants, and returned to a box at the conference 

reception desk. 

Discussion of the Survey Desi2n 

Part 1: Personal Background 

The questions regarding age, sex, education, religion, occupation, and political affiliation were 

intended to allow for observation of rough correlations between these factors and constellations 

of beliefs. The question regarding self-classification was designed to help me learn about 

people's self-identifications. 

Part 2: Reading Habits 

The journal titles were chosen after a year of library research which indicated the journals most 

active in Earth Mysteries, 'orthodox' archaeology jownals covering topics of interest to both 

EM researchers and academic archaeologists, as well as the most popular general science 

journals. I wanted to see if people in each sample were aware of or read . orthodox' 

archaeological publications, Earth Mysteries publications, popular science journals, popular 

archaeology journals, popular Fortean publications (historically strongly linked to EM), and 

American journals as well as British and European ones. 

Part 3: What Do You Believe? 

Agree - Disagree questions were chosen to examine degrees of awareness and belief regarding: 

- common 'fringe' archaeological ideas 

- mainstream archaeological discoveries then recent 

- mainstream scienti fic knowledge 

- common 'alternative' ideas in science 

- common 'paranonnal' subjects 

- common F ortean subjects then receiving coverage in journals 

- the trustworthiness of science and higher education 

- modernity in general 
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Multiple choice questions were chosen to more carefully examine knowledge and beliefs about 

specific topics. 

Part 4: Familiarity with various authors 

This list of authors was, like the journal selection, based upon a year of library research il1to 

authors commonly cited within British academic archaeology and within EM (some CUITent as 

of 1995, and some more prominent in the previous decades), as well as a few North Amelican 

archaeologists and commentators on a1temative belief 

Part 5 and Part 6 were designed to let people comment in more detail upon issues of interest 

to them, and to permit discussion bound somewhat less by my design than the structured 

questions. 

Responses 

There were a total of 41 respondents from TAG, and 27 from the Moot, representing return 

rates of approximately 16% and 60%, respectively, of questionnaires distributed at each event. 

Given the small nwnbers and survey design, and the differences in the samples and contexts of 

their completion - e.g., TAG questionnaires were filled in actually during the conference, some 

quite probably in the pub, and returned there, whereas most Moot questionnaires were primarily 

filled in at home at greater leisure and with more care, and returned by post - it seemed most 

unwise to undertake any exhaustive statistical analysis. I do not wish to contribute to the mass of 

statistics discussed above without better survey design and control over the process. (These 

preliminary results might help in the design of later questionnaires, however. The actual 

completed questionnaires are available from the author, should anyone wish to see them for 

future research purposes.) 

I include here, therefore, only some brief general observations, the figures for a few key 

questions, and some of the written commentary produced by respondents. 
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5'U~tlE¥'ra ArOUR ASSISTANCE IS REQUESTED! 

I am engaged in Ph.D. research on the relationship. past and present. between 'onhodcx' arcnaeolcgls:s ar.c ar.erna:.e 'esea'r~.H< 
also conc2med with human history. I'm seeking information. through this questionnaire. about scme oi :r.e oellefs. ::::::,;""ons ar.: .~;~.-~; 
habits of I .A.G. participants. Comparing these results with those obtained from attendees at 'arternatlve arcnaeol09Y ':::r.:erences N" 

help me ~o understand the. groups' similarrties and differences. and learn how mucn they know about ~ac:l other'S Ncr\( fiCl.: car. .3SS;S: 

me by filling out this questionnaire. It would be greatly appreciated. This form may be returnee to the, A.G. regls:ralion cesk.. ::;r 'naill',: 
to me at the address below. I Intend to report upon the results at next year's T.AG. conference. -

Thank you! 
Kathryn Denning, Research School of Archaeology and ArChaeOlogical SCiences. University of Sheffiele . .: Mappln St 

Sheffield S1 4DT. Email: <K.E.Denning@Sheffield;ac.uk> 

PART 1: PERSONAL BACKGROUND (To be used ONLY for Interpreting survey results) 

1. Age group (Please circle): < 21 22-25 26-29 30-39 40-4So 50-59 60+ 

2. Sex (Please circle): Male Female 

3. Please summarize youreducation (e.g., O-/evels, university), espeCially noting the education you've had 
about human history (e.g .. self-taught, field school, university (where?). local archaeology SOCIeties). 

4. How would you classify yourself with respect to your interest in the past? (e.g .. ley hunter. professional 
academicl field archaeologist, Earth Mysteries researcher, archaeology student. archaeological dowser. 
amateur archaeologist) 

5. Religion (if practising): _________ _ 6. Political a ffiliation: __________ _ 

7.0ccupation: ______________ ___ 

PART 2: READING HABITS 

1. Which newspapers do you read? 

2. How often do you read the'following jouma/s? Please check the appropriate column. 

....... :::-
:Jc:: 

7l 
!lJ (Z) ~ 

$ ~ 0 ':::' !lJ C1J c:: ~ CD 

~ ·52 
o 0:0- .c: 

.':::' CD c:: ... :J ~ 
l) i~ ~.,:::, g- IJ C1J C1J CD .... 

~ 0 /E C1J..c:: c::0 

The American Dowser Caerdroia 

Archaeoastronorny Archaeoloav 

Current Anthroooloav Mevn Mamvro 

Proc. Prehistoric Society Fortean Times 

Norweaian Arch. Review The Lev Hunter 

Scientific American INFO Journal 

Manl J. Roval Anthro. Inst. Antiauitv 

National Geoaraohic 3rd Stone 

J. British Soc. of Dowsers New Scientist 

Mercian Mvsteries Markstone 

American AntiQuitv RILKO Journal 

Science Archaeornetrv 
.. 



PART 3: WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE? 

Please check the appropriate column next to each statement 
If none of the given answers fits, please add a note. 

There are likely other planets in the universe with intelligent life. 

New and Old World archaeological remains are similar (e.g., 
pyramids) because they come from the same ancestral culture. 

The Beast of Bodmin is merely a large domestic cat. 

Weathering of the Great Sphinx proves it is several thousand 
years older than modem Egyptologists have stated it to be. 
~----------------------------------------~~~~--~-4--~~~1 
A Viking settlement site has been excavated in Newfoundland, 
Canada. 

The structure of some prehistoric mounds (alternating organic and 
inorganic layers) proves they functioned as orgone accumulators. 

Astrology is useful in predicting a person's future. 

The dangers of nuclear energy outweigh its current benefits. 

The two Viking landers set down on Mars by NASA in 1976 found 
clear evidence that very primitive life once existed there. 

The legend of Atlantis is just a story that someone invented. 

All Yeti/Bigfoot/Sasquatch sightings are either mistakes or hoaxes. 

A tooth recently found at the Boxgrove quarry site proves that 
phYSically modem people lived in Britain over a million years ago. I' 

~--~--~~------------~--~~~~~~-r-r~' 

A true perpetual motion machine has never been built. 

Extraterrestrials visited the Earth long ago, influencing many 
ancient cultures. ' 

The Loch Ness Monster is a real animal, probably like an aquatic 
dinosaur. 

SCience has dene more good than harm for the world. 

Homeopathic remedies are very effective in treating many 
illnesses. 

The Neolithic societies of continental Europe were generally 
matriarchal. 

Cases of spontaneous human combustion have been SCientifically 
verified. 
--------------------------------------------------~~_r--1_--+_~--~--t__11 
The dimenSions of Egyptian pyramids represent cosmological I 
numbers. ' 
----------------------------------------------------~--_r--~--~--~~--_r~, 
AnalVsis of DNA from a crime scene (e.g., from blood) can reliably 
provo a suspect's guilt or innocence. 
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Anomalous pattems of radioactivity and magnetism have been, . 
detected at British stone circles. 

Uri Geller and some otDer people can bend metal by psycho-
kinesis. , 

The greenhouse effect has already caused significant global 
wanning. 

Modem druids can trace their history directly back in an unbroken 
sequence to the Roman era. 

Monuments such as Avebury or Silbury Hill could not have been 
built without military coercion and bureaucracy. 

Secret organizations like the Illuminati, Rosicrucians, and Knights 
Templar have often conspired to change the course of history. 

Biblical accounts of historical events are accurate. 

Our society is becoming too dependent upon computers. 

Average people can, just by thinking, influence the output of an 
electronic random-number generator. 

Modem people are physically healthier than prehistoric people 
were. 

Folk tales are always based on truth. 

Nostradamus made many highly specific predictions which have 
come true. 

ESP and telepathy have been sCientifically proven to exist. 

Worship of a Mother Goddess was widespread in prehistory. 

University education is often a waste of time. 

250 million years ago, all the earth's landmasses were joined into 
a supercontinent whiqh geologists call Pangaea. 

Europeans settled in America long before the Vikings or 
Columbus arrived. 

People can live many different lives through reincamation. 

Ghosts do not exist. 
, 

The Shroud of Turin has been conclusively shown to be a forgery. 

Everything we think now is likely to be proven wrong in the future. 

Extinct animals such as dinosaurs can currently be recreated from 
ancient DNA. 

The Oogon people of Africa had extremely detailed knowledge of 
the star Sirius long before Europeans had studied it through the 
telescope. 

• 
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PART 3, continued: WHAT DO YOU BELlEVE? 

Please answer the following questions by circling one or more appropnate lette:s. 
Please add a note if none of the answers given represents your opinion accurately 

.. . 

1 Which of the following are used as archaeological daring techniques? 

(a) C 14 (radiocarbon) 
(c) Electron Spin Resonance 
(e) dendrochronology 
(g) Magnetic Resonance Imaging 

(b) thermoluminescence 
(d) enamel hypoplasia 
(f) nitrogen Isotope ratios 
(h) amino acid racemization 

2. Leys are probably.' (circle all that you believe apply) 

(a) related to lines of energy (b) remnants of ancient trackways 
(c) related to UFO activity (d) related to shamanism and astral traveJ 
(e) purely coincidental alignments of completely unrelated sites 
If) remnants of coffin paths/corpse ways/death roads, or ghost paths 

3. Studying material remains from prehistory can provide us with reliable knowledge of 

(a) what people built and ate. and the tools they used (b) people's spirrtuallife - rrtuals and beliefs 
(c) how people were organized politically (d) how people perceived their surroundings 
(e) the social aspects of domestic life, e.g., gender relations 

4. Dowsing can be effectively used: 

(a) to find underground water 
(c) to find underground mineral deposits 
(e) to answer questions asked by the dowser 
(g) in no circumstances; it does not work 

(b) to locate energy lines 
(d) to find lost objects and people (i.e., map dowsing) 
(f) to locate and map buried archaeological features 

5. Crop circles are probably: 

(a) man made hoaxes 
(c) the product of unknown intelligences 
(e) don't know 

(b) created by natural atmospheric vortices 
(d) made by landing alien space-craft 

6. Which of these visions of life in prehistoric Britain comes closest to your own? 

(a) difficult and short: people were usually unhealthy and died young because of the harsh conditions 
(b) peaceful and idyllic: people lived in harmony with each other, and with nature 
(c) highly civilized: there was much scientific and spiritual knowledge which has since been lost 
(d) primitive: people were intellectually inferior, often violent, and amoral 

7. The slightly flattened shape of many stone circles is probably: 

(a) a byproduct of deliberate efforts to create complex astronomical alignments 
(b) an accident; people were trying to layout a true circle by eye 
(c) because people made them by marking the edges of crop circles created by natural phenomena 
(d) due to post-depositional drift of the stones 



PART 4: FAMILIARITY WITH VARIOUS AUTHORS 

The following are names of authors who have written on archaeological topics and/or some tcoics of 
related interest (e.g., evolution, psychic research). Please place ?ne checkmark next to ~ne name if you 
recognize it, and two checkmarks next to the name if you are familiar with the person's ,."ork. 

R.J.C. Atkinson Richard Bailey John C. Barrett Barbara Bender 

HP. Blavatsky Frederick Bliqh Bond Aubrey Burl Edgar Cayce 

Christopher Chippindale David Clarke Andrew Collins Glyn Daniel 

Erich von D~niken Paul Devereux J. Norman Emerson Kenneth Feder 

Barry Fell Andrew Fleming Charles Fort Martin Gardner 

Marija Gimbutas Jimmy Goddard Jeffrey Goodman Tom Graves 

Leslie Grinsell Graham Hancock Gerald S. Hawkins Ian Hodder 

T.C. Lethbridge Sig Lonegren James Lovelock Euan MacKie 

Katherine Maltwood Marshall McKusick G. Terence Meaden John Michell 

Nigel Pennick James Randi Jenny Randles Maria Reiche 

Colin Renfrew Bob Rickard G.V (Don) Robins Steohan Schwartz 

Paul Screeton Ivan van Sertima Reginald Allender Smith Alexander Thorn 

Guy Underwood Atfred Watkins John Anthony West Mortimer VVheeler 

Alasdair VVhittle T om Williamson Alison Wvlie David Zink 

PART 5: WHAT IS IMPORTANT TO YOU ABOUT THE PAST? 

1. How did you first become interested in the study of the past? (e.g., school, family. fnends, TV, books) 

2. How often in the last year have you been to an archaeological site? (e.g., once or less, once a month. 
once a week. daily during some periods) What did you do there? 

3. Which aspect of the administration of public heritage concerns you most? (e.g., access to sacred sites 
like Stonehenge for ritual/religious purposes, access to fields for walking, permissionlfunding to conduct 
research on sites, education. conservation, or other issues?) 

4. Are you currently engaged in research about the past? If so, please briefly describe your subject 



PART 6: WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIP OF 
'ORTHODOX' ARCHAEOLOGY AND 'ALTERNATIVE' ARCHAEOLOGY? 

1. What do you think is the best way of referring to research,concemed with human h/s:::;ry, b:.J: opera: "9 
outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., "Altemative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries". "he:eroco.' 
archaeology') Do you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 

2. Have you ever had a 'paranormal' experience? (e.g., ESP, seeing a ghost or UFO) If so. please 
describe it. Did it affect your beliefs about the past? 

3. Please rank the following subjects from 1 to 8 in orderof your interest in them. (1 representing the most 
interesting subject, and 8 the least interesting subject) 

_prehistory _history folklore _landscape studies classics 
_human physical evolution _consciousness studies _cultural anthropology 

4. Have you ever participated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe briefly. If not. 
would you like to? Why or why not? 

5. Have you ever participated in altemative archaeological research? If so, please describe briefly. If not. 
would you like to? Why or why not? 

6. Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are compatible? Why 
or why not? 

7. Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with each other 

enough? Why or why not? 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE!! 



SURVEY 

I am a research student in archaeology at the University of Sheffield My interest IS in the relationShip pst arJ 
present. between 'orthodox' archaeologists and 'alternative' researchers also concerned with human history ''( OL..r 
input will help me to understand the similarities and differences between these groups, and how much t~e'f know 
about each other's work. If you wish to elaborate, please feel free to add notes Thank you' Kathryn Denning 

. . 

PART 1: PERSONAL BACKGROUND (To be used ONLY for interpreting survey results) 

1. Age group (Please circle): < 21 22-25 26-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+ 

2. Sex (Please circle): Male Female 

3. Please summarize your education (e.g., O-Ievels, university), especially noting the education you've had 
about human history (e.g., self-taught. field school, university (where?), local archaeology societies). 

4. How would you classify yourself with respect to your interest in the past? (e.g., ley hunter, professional 
academic/ field archaeologist, Earth Mysteries researcher, archaeology student, archaeological dowser, 
amateur archaeologist) 

5. Religion (if practising): _________ _ 6. Political affiliation:. __________ _ 

~Occupaffon: __________________________ __ 

PART 2: READING HABITS 

1. Which newspapers do you read? 

2. How often do you read the'following journals? Please check the appropriate column. 
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The American Dowser Caerdroia 

ArchaeoastronomY Archaeoloay 

Current AnthropoloQY Meyn Mamvro 

Proc. Prehistoric Society F ortean Times 

Norweaian Arch. Review The Lev Hunter 

Scientific American INFO Journal 

Manl J. Roval Anthro. Inst. Antiouitv 

National Geoaraphic 3rd Stone 

J. British Soc. of Dowsers New Scientist 

Mercian Mysteries Markstone 

American Antiouity RILKO Journal 

~ Archaeolaaical Science Archaearnetrv .. 



PART 3: WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE? 

Please check the appropriate column next to each statement 
If none of the given answers fits, please add a note. 

There are likely other planets in the universe with intelligent life. 

New and Old World archaeological remains are similar (e.g., 
pyramids) because they come from the same ancestral culture. 

The Beast of Bodmin is merely a large domestic cat. 

Weathering of the Great Sphinx proves it is several thousand 
years older than modem Egyptologists have stated it to be. 

A Viking settlement site has been excavated in Newfoundland, 
Canada. 

The structure of some prehistoric mounds (alternating organic and 
inorganic layers) proves they functioned as orgone accumulators. 

Astrology is useful in predicting a person's future. 

The dangers of nuclear energy outweigh its current benefits. 

The two Viking landers set down on Mars by NASA in 1976 found 
clear evidence that very primitive life once existed there. 

The legend of Atlantis is just a story that someone invented. 

All Yeti/Bigfoot/Sasquatch sightings are either mistakes or hoaxes. 

A tooth recently found at the Boxgrove quarry site proves that 
physically modern people lived in Britain over a million years ago. 

A true perpetual motion machine has never been built. 

Extraterrestrials visited the Earth long ago, influencing many 
ancient cultures. 

The Loch Ness Monster is a real animal, probably like an aquatic 
dinosaur. 

SCience has done more good than harm for the world. 

Homeopathic remedies are very effective in treating many 
illnesses. 

The Neolithic societies of continental Europe were generally 
matriarchal. 

Cases of spontaneous human combustion have been scientifically 
verified. 

The dimensions of Egyptian pyramids represent cosmological 
numbers. 

, 

Analysis of DNA from a crime scene (e.g., from blood) can reliably 
prove a suspect's guilt or innocence. 
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1 .A.nomalous patterns of radioactivity and magnetism have been 1 

I 
, 

detected at British stone circles. 
i i , , , 

1 i i 
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Uri Geller and some other people can bend metal by psycho- , 
i 

I 

I i 

kinesis. 
I i I 

I 
1 

The greenhouse effect has already caused significant global I 
1 

i I 
warming. : I , 

- r--~ 

Modern druids can trace their history directly back in an unbroken 
I 

sequence to the Roman era. 

Monuments such as Avebury or Silbury Hill could not have been I 
bui~ without military coercion and bureaucracy. i 

, 

! -
Secret organizations like the Illuminati, Rosicrucians, and Knights 

I Templar have often conspired to change the course of history. I 

~ " 

Biblical accounts of historical events are accurate. I I 

Our society is becoming too dependent upon computers. I 

Average people can, just by thinking, influence the output of an I 
I. 
I 

electronic random-number generator. i 
-----t----

Modern people are physically healthier than prehistoric people 
i 

1 

I Ii were. , 

I 
I ii 

Folk tales are always based on truth. I I: 

Nostradamus made many highly specific predictions which have 
come true. 

ESP and telepathy have been scientifically proven to exist. 

Worship of a Mother Goddess was widespread in prehistory. 

University education is often a waste of time. 

250 million years ago, all the earth's landmasses were joined into 
a supercontinent which geologists call Pangaea. 

Europeans settled in America long before the Vikings or 
COlumbus arrived. 

People can live many different lives through reincarnation. 

Ghosts do not exist. , 

The Shroud of Turin has been conclusively shown to be a forgery. 

Everything we think now is likely to be proven wrong in the future. i 
! 
---~ 

Extinct animals such as dinosaurs can currently be recreated from I 
ancient DNA. I 

+ ~ . 

The Dogon people of Africa had extremely detailed knowledge of 
I 

the star Sirius long before Europeans had studied it through the 

I 

1 

telescope. 



PART 3, continued: WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE? 

Please answer the following questions by circling one or more appropriate letters. 
Please add a note if none of the answers given represents your opinion accurately. 

." 
1. Which of the following are used as archaeological dating techniques? 

(a) C14 (radiocarbon) 
(c) Electron Spin Resonance 
(e) dendrochronology 
(g) Magnetic Resonance Imaging 

(b) thermoluminescence 
(d) enamel hypoplasia 
(f) nitrogen isotope ratios 
(h) amino acid racemization 

2. Leys are probably: (circle all that you believe apply) 

(a) related to lines of energy (b) remnants of ancient trackways 
(c) related to UFO activity (d) related to shamanism and astral travel 
(e) purely coincidental alignments of completely unrelated sites 
(f) remnants of coffin paths/corpse ways/death roads, or ghost paths 

3. Studying material remains from prehistory can provide us with reliable knowledge of: 

(a) what people built and ate, and the tools they used (b) people's spiritual life - rituals and beliefs 
(c) how people were organized politically (d) how people perceived their surroundings 
(e) the social aspects of domestic life, e.g., gender relations 

4. Dowsing can be effectively used: 

(a) to find underground water 
(c) to find underground mineral deposits 

(b) to locate energy lines 

(e) to answer questions asked by the dowser 
(g) in no circumstances; it does not work 

(d) to find lost objects and people (i.e., map dowsing) 
(f) to locate and map buried archaeological features 

5. Crop circles are probably: 

(a) man made hoaxes 
(c) the product of unknown intelligences 
(e) don't know 

(b) created by natural atmospheric vortices 
(d) made by landing alien space-craft 

6. Which of these visions of life in prehistoric Britain comes closest to your own? 

(a) difficult and short: people were usually unhealthy and died Y9un9 because of the harsh conditions 
(b) peaceful and idyllic: people lived in harmony with each other and with nature 
(c) highly civilized: there was much scientific and spiritual knowledge which has since been lost 
(d) primitive: people were intellectually inferior, often violent, and amoral 

7. The slightly flattened shape of many stone circles is probably: 

(a) a byproduct of deliberate efforts to create complex astronomical alignments 
(b) an accident; people were trying to layout a true circle by eye 
(c) because people made them by marking the edges of crop circles created by natural phenomena 
(d) due to post-depositional drift of the s~ones 



PART 4: FAMILIARITY WITH VARIOUS AUTHORS 

The following are names of authors who have written on archaeological topics and/or some to;::ics 0: 
related interest (e.g., evolution, psychic research). Please place one checkmark ne, t to the name " , 'JU 

recognize it. and two checkmarks next to the name if you are familiar with the person 's ',',Iork . 

R.J.C. Atkinson Richard Bailey John C. Barrett Barbara Ber,der 

H.P. Blavatsky Frederick Bligh Bond Aubrey Burl Edgar Cayce 

Christopher Chippindale David Clarke Andrew Collins Glyn Daniel 

Erich von D~niken Paul Devereux J. Norman Emerson Kenneth Feder 

Barry_ Fell Andrew Fleming Charles Fort Martin Gardner 

Marija Gimbutas Jimmy Goddard Jeffrey Goodman Tom Graves 

Leslie Grinsell Graham Hancock Gerald S. Hawkins Ian Hodder 

T.C. Lethbridge Sig Lonegren James Lovelock Euan MacKie 

Katherine Maltwood Marshall McKusick G. Terence Meaden John Michell 

Ni~el Pennick James Randi Jenny Randles Maria Reiche 

Colin Renfrew Bob Rickard G.v. (Don) Robins Stephan Schwartz 

Paul Screeton Ivan van Sertima Reginald Allender Smith Alexander Thom 

Guy Underwood Alfred Watkins John Anthony West Mortimer Wheeler 

Alasdair Whittle Tom Williamson Alison Wylie David Zink 

PART 5: WHAT IS IMPORTANT TO YOU ABOUT THE PAST? 

1. How did you first become interested in the study of the past? (e.g., school, family, friends, TV, books) 

2. How often in the last year have you been to an archaeological site? (e.g., once or less, once a month, 
once a week, daily during some periods) What did you do there? 

3. Which aspect of the administration of public heritage concerns you most? (e.g., access to sacred sites 
like Stonehenge for ritual/religious purposes, access to fields for walking, permissionlfunding to conduct 
research on sites, education, conservation, or other issues?) 

4. Are you currently engaged in research about the past? If so, please briefly describe your subject. 



PART 6: WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIP OF 
'ORTHODOX' ARCHAEOLOGY AND 'ALTERNATIVE' ARCHAEOLOGY? 

1. What do you think is the best way of referring to research, c~ncemed with human history, but operatlno 
outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., uAltemative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries'.heterodo~ 
archaeology') Do you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 

2. Have you ever had a 'paranormal' experience? (e.g., ESP, seeing a ghost or UFO) If so, please 
describe it. Did it affect your beliefs about the past? 

3. Please rank the fol/owing subjects from 1 to 8 in order of your interest in them. (1 representing the most 
interesting subject, and 8 the least interesting subject) 

_prehistory _history folklore _landscape studies classics 
_human physical evolution _consciousness studies _cultural anthropology 

4. Have you ever participated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe briefly. If not, 
would you like to? Why or why not? 

5. Have you ever participated in alternative archaeological research? If so, please describe briefly. If not, 
would you like to? Why or why not? 

6. Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are compatible? Why 
or why not? 

7. Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with each other 
enough? Why or why not? 

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING! 

Please return this questionnaire to: Kathryn Denning, Research School of Archaeology and Archaeological 
SCiences, University of Sheffield, 2 Mappin Street, Sheffield S1 4DT. If you would like to share your ideas 
about these or related subjects in more (\etail, please contact me at the above address, or via email at 
<K.E .Denning@Sheffield.ac.uk>. 
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Responses to the "Fill in the Blank" Portion of the Survey 

In general, I found that in the "check the box" section, there were few distinct clusters of 

opinions, that the 2 samples could be equally shaky on some relevant facts, and that cel1ain 

archaeologists were a bit quicker to give a negative opinion than they were to admit they 

didn't know something, while certain of the Moot attendees were a little quicker to agree 

with highly controversial statements. But despite all of this, the variation within samples 

far exceeded that between samples. 

Configurations of answers were diverse and individual enough that careful selection from the 

sample could support almost any hypothesis put forth about 'alternative' or . orthodox' 

archaeologists. I have tried, however, to be fair in my selections here of representative 

questions. 

• 
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<)lESTIO:\ 0:\ READERSHIP 

Q: How often do you read the following journals? Please check the appropriate 
column, (listed 24 journals) 

TAG sample (n=37) on how often they read The Ley Hunter: 

frequently occasionally read it once aware of it I never heard 
but haven't 

I 
of it 

seen it 

- - 1 12 24 

Moot sample (n=22) on how often they read Antiquity: 

frequently occasionally read it once aware of it never heard 
but haven't of it 

seen it 

4 4 5 7 2 

Taking Antiquity and TLH as leading publications in each research community, this is a 
rather interesting. result, It is more interesting still. howc\er, taken in conjunction \\ith the 
comments provided later in the survey. For example, if9 of 22 Moot respondents had 
11~\ cr even seen a copy of Antiquity. hm\ are they sure it's boring? Equally, how can 
cCI1ain 1';\(; respondents be so celtain that it isn't wOlth communicating with Emth 
\ lystcrics researchers if they have never read any of their \\ ork') 
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QliESTIO:\S OF FACT 

A Viking settlement has been excavated in Newfoundland, Canada. 

agree agree not sure disagree disagree evidence never 
strongly some- somewhat strongly 

.. 
IS Incon- heard of It 

what clusive 

TAG 7 11 8 1 2 1 5 
(n=35) 

MOOT 6 4 5 - - - 9 
(n=24) 

This statement is quite unequivocally true. The site of L' Anse Aux Meadows is \\ cll­

known, especially among researchers interested in pre-Columbian transatlantic travel. 

Interesting that some of the TAG sample leaned towards disagreement. 

The two Viking landers set down on Mars by NASA in 1976 found clear 
evidence that very primitive life once existed there. 

agree agree ~ot sure disagree disagree evidence never 
strongly some- somewhat strongly is incon- heard of it 

what clusive 

TAG - 2 11 2 11 3 6 
(n=35) 

MOOT 2 - 3 3 5 5 6 
(n=24) 

I'his is a statement \\hich. balTing creati\c conspiracy theOIies, is quite false. Unfortunately, 

thcrc was no evidence whatsoever reported back ft-om these landers for life of any kind on 

~ lars It's interesting, then. to get any agreements at all, or any suggestions that the 

c\ idence \\as inconclusi\t.~. In generaL though, both groups wcn~ appropriately skeptical. 

lX7 



A WAREN ESS OF 'OTHERS' , RESEARCH 

A tooth found recently at the Boxgrove quarry site proves that physically 
modern people lived in Britain over a million years ago. 

agree agree ~ot sure disagree disagree evidence never 
strongly some- somewhat strongly is incon- heard of it 

what elusive 

TAG 7 8 4 2 9 2 1 
(n=33) 

MOOT 1 6 3 1 1 2 7 
(n=21 ) 

I deliberately included two errors in this statement (thus, more correct answers would be in 
the "disagree" or "'inconclusive" zone). First, the hominid tooth was not known to be from 
an anatomically modem human, and second, the date was guessed to be less than 500 000 
years before present. These are details which should matter to an orthodox archaeologist, so 
I was interested that some elTed here. But also of interest is the fact that 33% of Moot 
respondents hadn't heard about this, arguably the most publicized find in the UK in the two 
years previous to the survey. 

TAG 
(n=36) 

MOOT 
(n=20) 

Anomalous patterns of radioactivity and magnetism have been 
detected at British stone circles. 

agree agree hot sure disagree disagree evidence 
strongly some- somewhat strongly is incon-

what ; clusive 

- 3 12 3 6 5 

12 4 3 - - 1 

never 
heard of it 

7 

-

This question was designed to examine the level of awareness of, and belief i~ the results 

obtained by the Dragon Project's research (mentioned in Chapter 4). It would seem that 

these answers fall almost along the 'party lines' that would be expected . 

• 
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OPINIONS 

Extraterrestrials visited Earth long ago, influencing many ancient cultures. 

agree agree ~ot sure disagree disagree evidence never 
strongly some- somewhat strongly IS Incon- heard of it 

what elusive 

TAG - - 3 3 25 1 -
(n=32) 

MOOT 1 1 - 2 14 3 1 
(n=22) 

Some of the 'orthodox' contingent have been known to make the blithe assumption that 

anyone with even slightly alternative opinions about prehistory is a raving Erich von 

Daniken supporter. Obviously, this is not the case. In both samples, a strong m~ority 

disagreed with this statement. I am not unduly surprised by the 1 strong Moot agreement, 

but must confess to being interested by the TAG respondents who were not sure. 

The Dogon people of Africa had extremely detailed knowledge of the star 
Sirius long before Europeans studied it though the telescope. 

agree agree not sure disagree disagree evidence never 
strongly some- somewhat strongly is incon- heard of it 

what elusive 

TAG 3 6 7 3 3 - 13 
(n=35) 

MOOT 3 8 4 1 - 2 4 
(n=22) 

This statement, I thought, was an interesting test to see how much attention people pay to 
widespread, high-impact theories which are extensively criticized after the fact (see Ridpath 
1981). Although one might expect the TAG respondents to be very conservative on this 
theory, the ones that had heard of it didn't generally object. Possibly they were unaware of 
the reference to Robert Temple's 1976 'fringe' work, The Sirius Mystery. Once again, this 
is a situation where the spectrum of responses from each sample is wide. The variation 
within each is greater than the variation between them. 
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Written Responses 

Following is a selection of responses to questions in Part 6. a selection which I believe 

fairly represents "the spectrum seen in the two samples. (1\.B. Not all respondents provided 

written answers of any detail.) Once more, it would seem unwise to draw hard and fast 

conclusions from this infonnation - in one sense. the individual responses are best left to 

speak for themselves, taken one by one by the reader - but I shall make some general 

comments here. (Additional discussion may be found elsewhere in the dissertation, 

especially Chapter 2 and Chapter 8.) 

There is unquestionably a layering of meanings at work here. I wrote Pru1 6 of the 

questionnaire using the tenns 'alternative' and 'orthodox' because those are the generally 

used categories (or rather, the polite versions thereof), but I was hoping that some would 

question the nature and validity of the distinction. Indeed, some respondents in each sample 

did. 7 Similru'ly, I was hoping that respondents would take advantage of the change to write 

their own opinions, and shape my understanding of the matters at hand, rather than having 

to respond in ways which simply fed into my own predetennined framework. One problem 

with using these general tenns and questions, however, is a loss of precision~ I don't know 

precisely what, for exrunple, the very negative TAG respondents were thinking of when 

they read the words "alternative archaeology", or what their previous experiences or 

exposures to it were. And so some of their answers might be read as a reaction to the more 

extreme examples of 'alternative' genres, such as von Daniken. Or these answers could be a 

knee-jerk reaction to a perceived category, rather than an infonned response with specific 

theories or authors in mind. It is impossible to ascertain which is the case from the 

comments alone, but they are useful nonetheless as an indicator of the difficulties to be 

overcome when talking to '0l1hodox' archaeologists about their relationships with others. 

7 I received several very thoughtful letters from members of the Moot sample when they 
returned their questionnaires, in some cases begilming long and fruitful correspondences. 
One wrote in lieu of the questionnaire, explaining that he couldn't answer the questions 
sensibly because he had long ago rctjected the orthodox-alternative division as meaningless. 
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There was open hostility in some of the TAG responses regarding 'altemative' archaeology. 

in addition to disparaging remarks about other people's sanity. Some were indifferent to it. 

considering that it had nothing to do with them. Some perceived that more communication 

was needed, bur only for the purpose of remedial education for the 'altemative' sector. 

since 'alternative' archaeology is dearly only a poor and pale substitute for 'rear 

archaeolob'Y. which would evaporate if its adherents were better educated and rational. A 

few TAG respondents professed curiosity to learn more about 'alternative' ideas. and a \'ery 

few noted that there were good ideas and enthusiasm to be found in 'alternative' groups. 

and that the division was unfortunate. 

Answers given by some TAG respondents reflected that they believed in a clear and 

comfOltable distinction between 'real' science/archaeology and 'pseudo' science/ 

archaeology. Indeed, some insisted that labels were important for this very reason, to keep 

others apart from themselves. Conversely, some noted that movements in post­

processualism were blurring the boundaries through a subversion of the "objective' research 

emphasis. 

Some respondents from each sample made perceptive comments regarding the sociological 

dimensions of disciplinary behaviour, but the Moot sample seemed more aware of these 

factors affecting the acceptance of different theories and methods. Overall, although there 

were reservations, the Moot sample was rather more congenial on the question of whether 

or not they would like to participate in 'orthodox' research, than the TAG sample were on 

whether or not they'd like to participate in 'alternative' research 

The Moot sample was also far more hopeful overall that there was some convergence 

between camps finally occurring. Yet, they also displayed an antipathy for some behaviour 

seen in 'orthodox' archaeologists, and sometimes also for the processes of orthodox 

archaeological research (e.g. bOling, destructive). At the same time, some also displayed an 

antipathy for New Age elements within Earth Mysteries, which were perceived as 

unwelcome influences, and a desire to see more rigour within EM. 

Finally, many respondents in both samples appeared to respond readily to the typology 

• 
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implicit in the questions~ that is, they knew what "orthodox' and "altemative' archaeology 

each were, and quite precisely what they thought of them, This type of consensus on 

matters which - by some indications - the respondents hadn't necessarily examined \\ ith 

any care, is cet1ainly an interesting point with regard to the larger aims of this research . 

• 
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TA(; sample 

Female 30·39, professional academic/field archaeologist 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
" To some extent the theories are, especially with the post-processualist movement in mainstream 
archaeology which is quite close, especially in 'experiential' work, to some altemative strands. 
Methodology is more divisive; process versus intuition (although not exclusively so)." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No - altemative archaeologists have an interest and enthusiasm which isn't sufficiently utilized; e.g. 
Meyn Mamvro's recording of damage to standing stones in Comwall, and interesting ideas on uses of 
fogous, which are no less valid than the mainstream theories. However, many altemative archaeologists 
are suspicious of an orthodoxy which demands academic methodologies and training drawn from 
"Establishment' sources, and like many other people in this country, are undereducated in Science and 
thus fearful/resentful of it (some post-processualists could also be described this way~) Mainstream 
archaeologists are fearful of lOSing credibility, and being associated with the "loony fringe", if they step 
outside acceptable theories and vocabulary." 

Male 30·39, University archaeologist 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concerned with human history, but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., "Alternative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries". 
"heterodox archaeology'J. 00 you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
"Pseudoarchaeology". While claiming to study the human past, pseudoarchaeologists think and argue 
under a fundamentally different paradigm of knowledge to science. This should be labelled and 
separated. " 

Question 5: Have you ever partiCipated in alternative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"It's only possible to sustain the beliefs of altemative archaeologists by distorting and hiding evidence. 
This is oppOSite to the academic ideal of full disclosure of evidence and open argument. So there can be 
no dialogue." 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"See above! Exactly parallel to biologists vs. creationists. These are different belief systems. One 
explains the world well and has good predictive value; the other is effectively a religious belief and can 
have spiritual value to believers. But it's not a useful tool to explain the world." 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate With 
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each other enough? Why or why not? 
"See above~ But there is still a lack of communication with the general public as a whole. Most excavators 
still think of the public as a nuisance! But it's a waste of time talking to the lunatic fringe. ,. 

Female 30-39, Field archaeologist 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"No. I can't really take it seriously." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"I don't really want to communicate with alternative archaeologists." 

Male 22-25, Research student. 

Question 5: Have you ever participated in alternative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No. Yes. I'd like to see if any scientific method could be introduced to the research to make its results 
more acceptable in mainstream discourse." 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"The heavily romantic end of archaeology, such as Gimbutas, share similar methods. People with interest 
in earth energies ought to be compatible with mainstream archaeology, but only with a tempering of 
rhetoric." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No, because both sides view the other as enemies of the truth." 

Male 40-49, academic/field archaeologist 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concerned with human history, but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., "Alternative Archaeology", ''Earth Mysteries". 
"heterodox archaeology'). 00 you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
"(Lunatic) Fringe." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologiSts communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"Communication would be pointless, futile." 

NB I cannot help but note that this individual checked boxes indicating he had never heard of The Ley 
Hunter. strongly disagreed that there is a Viking site in Newfoundland (which is true), strongly agreed on 
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the Boxgrove statement (which isn't quite true), strongly agreed on the Oogon statement Iw:Jich most 
'orthodox' researchers assume isn't true), and disagreed strongly on the Pangaea statement (which is 
generally conceded to be true), 

Female 22·25, student 

Question 5: Have you ever participated in altemative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"I have not, as of yet, no. I wouldn't mind having a go to make up my own mind about how rigged or 
'objective' the methods are." 

Quesyon 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"They are not really compatible, as much altemative archaeology is based on ignorance of what has 
been/can be achieved by archaeology. I have read several 'altemative' books, which have made me think 
"If they had studied archaeology at university (Le. properly), they would realise that what they write is 
naive and ignorant." " 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"See above. The 'real' archaeologists just laugh at the altemative ones, for whatever reasons, often with 

cause. Why not address 'altemative' issues with 'proper' methods?" 

Female 30·39, academic/field archaeologist 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concemed with human history, but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., "Altemative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries", 
"heterodox archaeology'} Do you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
"I think such labels are divisive and destructive. Serious research concemed with human history cannot 
be seen as being outside of orthodox archaeology - only 'crackpot' research can." 

Male 30·39, field archaeologist 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concemed with human history, but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e. g. . "Altemative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries". 
"heterodox archaeology'). Do you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
"Research into human history outside of archaeology is called history, the study of past written 
documents. There are artefactual subsets of valuable study e.g, art history, People studying the 
supematural are cranks." 

Question 5: Have you ever partiCipated in alternative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No, don't want to, I believe it has zero benefit and is a bad thing, trivialising the past, strengthening 

views that people in the past were stupid and incapable and methodologically unsound," 



Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"No. Orthodox archaeology has a methodology and a theoretical basis. Altemative archaeology as I 
understand it has not. It's for people who have no faith in their own or human history." 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No, which is a good thing. I would not want my work devalued by new age loonies. I strongly do not wish 
to be bracketed with this false discipline and strongly resist any attempt to do SO." 

Male 22-25 archaeology student 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concemed with human history, but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., "Altemative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries", 
"heterodox archaeology'). Do you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
" 'Fringe archaeologies'; it's important, not to confiate it with 'serious' arch." 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"There has to be no communication, just education; a need to understand why 'altemative' archaeologies 
exist." 

Female 30-39 Field archaeologist 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No - the proliferation of Alternative Archaeology/Earth Mysteries highlights the failure of orthodox 
archaeology to reach, infonn and interest a wider aUdience." 

Female 20-25, conservation cleaning supervisor 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 

.. No - all alternative archaeologists are viewed as cranks by most orthodox archaeologists. Some are (in 
my view) but those with valid points to make are ignored as people don't like to risk their reputations (or 
economic standing) through it." 

Male 30-39, field archaeologist, doing PhD 

Question 5: Have you ever participated in altemative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
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"No. There is little reason to do so, as its aims do not match my own." 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"No. 'Altemative' archaeologists tend to be 'believers' who merely collect evidence to fit their theories, 
which are frequently monocausal, while 'orthodox' archaeology proceeds by debate and uses the 
methods of social science." 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"There is little point in communication. The communication failure is that of orthodoxy, which has failed to 
reach the general public and demonstrate how untenable many of the ideas of 'altemative' archaeologists 
really are." 

Male 26-29, research student 

Question 5: Have you ever partiCipated in altemative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No, but I have met such researchers. I would like to leam more about it because I feel it is important but 
not taught in academia." 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Yes, Different interpretations of the same material evidence." 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologiSts communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No. Plenty of prejudices against altemative arch. abound in academia." 

Male 26-29, field archaeologist 

Question 5: Have you ever partiCipated in altemative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No. Because it is surrounded by unhelpful mystic/religious connotations that are unnecessary and 
unappealing," 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Possibly, but the agenda of 'altemative' archaeology seems geared to some forms, of mystical/spiritual 

that appear more important than the history itself," 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No, because the above-mentioned agenda puts 'orthodox' archaeology off, quite rightly too!" 
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Male 30-39, field archaeologist 

Question 1.' What do you think is the best way of referring to research concemed with human history. but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e. g. , "Altemative Archaeology", "Earth Mysteries ". 
"heterodox archaeology'). 00 you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
"Spoof nonsense. Yes, because they are nutters. Harmless, so I have no problem with them. but they 
are nutters.'· 

Question 5: Have you ever partiCipated in altemative archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not. would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No, because it is all cobblers. Spoof nonsense," 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"No, because it is all cobblers. Spoof nonsense," 

Question 7: 00 you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"As much as necessary. I will tell them anything they wish to know and they can do what they like with 
the information. I am not interested in their spoof nonsense." 

,toot sample 

Female 30·39, teacher and PhD student in English. 

Question 4: Have you ever partiCipated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
yes, volunteer dig. 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Partially. Each can inform/stimulate the other and should encourage rigour in thought and argument. 
Maybe that's an optimiSt's view," 

Male 40·49 , library assistant, long-term researcher in EM, folk art, etc. 

Question 4: Have you ever partiCipated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not. would you like to? Why or why not? 
" No and in certain circumstances, on certain sites. I would enjoy archaeological work; would also enjoy 



mapping work. But probably not scientific analysis!" 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Yes, increasingly compatible, as world-views move closer together - EM towards accountability, arch. 
towards cognitive issues." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No, but things are changing. Still much suspicion on each side." 

Male 50-59, retired, professional surveyor 

Question 4: Have you ever participated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"Have observed. Would like to but have found participants arrogant, unfriendly, rather boring and most 
unwilling to discuss possible theories which differ from their own - a bit like religious fundamentalists." 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Yes, very much so, but unlikely with present structures. "Us vs. them" - "paid & amateur" -- "experts 

and morons" - [establishment officers, entrepreneurial authors and voluntary sector amateurs, don't 
seem to gel.]" 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"See under (6) but probably th~ real reason is the 'heretics' phenomenon. Academics seem to fear for 
their careers and follow or refuse to follow like sheep. A number of recent TV documentaries on people 
like Sheldrake, Hahn, Eysenk etc. and classic Velikovsky case over Worlds in Collision is the best 
example. A refusal to examine all evidence is NOT SCIENTIFIC and this is the irony." 

Male 40-49, teacher 

Question 4: Have you ever participated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"Very little but would like to do more." 

Male 50-59, former mayor, personnel manager 

Question 4: Have you ever participated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
yes, some orthodox involvement 
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Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate >\th 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
",," Of course communication is a good thing and there's too little, partly because university lecturers 
teach out of date theories and mould students into acceptance rather than encouraging new and 
challenging ideas.". 

Male 40-49, teacher 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"No reason why they shouldn't be. There's more than one way to skin a cat as they say." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No. Narrow-mindedness on all sides. Scientists and researchers in all subjects have always been the 
same. Perhaps it's necessary to be this way in order to give 100% to your line of enquiry and not be 
distracted by doubt." 

Female 26-29, editor of antiquarian magazine 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"The two sides - at the moment - have trouble mixing. The orthodox side appears a closed world not 
willing to embrace what the unorthodox side have to say. But the unorthodox side is sometimes 
punctuated by wishy-washy new-age thinking which is a big hindrance." 

Male 30-39, laboratory technician 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concerned with human history, but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e.g., "Alternative Archaeology", 'Earth Mysteries", 
"heterodox archaeology'). 00 you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
" 'Alternative archaeology'. Though this is far from ideal. A label is needed to differentiate what is now 
termed Earth mysteries from its 'new age' connotations." 

Question 4: Have you ever partiCipated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"NO. I can think of few things more boring than to assist at an archaeological dig." 

Question 6: 00 you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"No. Alternative archaeology crosses subject boundaries more easily. Researchers are unfettered by 

career/peer pressures to conform. Orthodox archaeologists tend to won< through reductionist filter." 

Question 7: 00 you think that alternative archaeologiSts and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
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each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No. Though communications have noticeably improved over the years. Most archaeologists still viev, 
altemative archaeology as "lunatic fringe". There also seems to be an ivory tower mentality that "our 
approach is the only one valid". " 

Female 40·49, tour guide, zoo animal nurse 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Can be, but tends to rest on personalities." 

Female, 40·49, student 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Largely compatible now after a decade of convergence." 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No!! Sites are still being destroyed and archaeologists are not aware, or have to cut off from, other 
people's depth of feeling about this. They are still participant in the destruction of sites that should not be 
touched by invasive means, and they distance themselves from the ethics of removing human remains 
out of graves. They must debate outside of themselves about such concerns." 

Male, 40·49, "lapsed landscape architect" (ex· professional earth manipulator) 

Question 4: Have you ever participated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No -- too rigid, systemised, indoctrinated, academic, b ... o ... r ... i ... n ... g, reductionist, destr ... " 

Question 7: Do you think that altemative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No. Power, status/credibility attack, peer group opinion, elitism, professional snobbery. sexual 
insecurity .... y'know, all the usual neuroses and psychoses." 

Female, 50·59, teacher 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of altemative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Yes, to some extent. Alternative styles have more space for intuition and spiritual dimension." 
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??, 40·49, architect 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"They should be. Some 'alternative' methods work outside of a scientific methodology but require testlf'CJ 
in order to be of any use." ~ 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate With 

each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No. But this is largely due to a lack of reading on the part of both parties of each others literature." 

Male 40·49, publisher, graphic designer, trainer, consultant 

Question 1: What do you think is the best way of referring to research concerned with human history. but 
operating outside of orthodox archaeology? (e. g. , 'Alternative Archaeology", 'Earth Mysteries", 
"heterodox archaeology'). Do you think such labels are important? Why or why not? 
" 'Earth Mysteries' tends to encompass my interests - it's also quite a good books hop category from a 
marketing point of view. But I can see that it's not very suitable for gaining credibility with academics!" 

Question 4: Have you ever partiCipated in orthodox archaeological research? If so, please describe 
briefly. If not, would you like to? Why or why not? 
"No. I don't think that I would like to - it all feels a bit dry and dusty on a symbolic as well as a reality 
leveL" 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"I think that the methods are complementary. The trouble is that the practitioners need to have respect for 
all the theories -- not just their own -- for there to be a true spirit of cooperation." 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"Yes, in a generation. It needs some of the old wood to die off first and a greater penetration into mass 
consciousness of wyrd ideas. It will happen - "The X-Files" and "Strange but True" are just the 
beginning!" 

Male 26·29 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and rnethods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Yes - the problems lie in the fundamentalist nuts-and-bolts freaks on both sides who have irrational fears 
of 'giving in' to perceived 'loonies' or 'deadheads'. The roots to the problem lie in the childish strand of 
counter-culture in altemative practitioners and the previously prevalent public school tight-arsed nature of 
conventional practitioners! Rebellion versus conformity. It is time for both sides to maturel

" 
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Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate W(/: 

each other enough? Why or why not? 
"We're getting there but we must all be brave and sacrifice a few sacred cows that should have been 
sent to the knacker's yard long ago." 

Male 60+, food importer 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate wIth 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No, although it is quite possible to do so. If people will be tolerant and listen to what the others are 
saying there is undoubtedly much common ground. I have seen this happening over the last two or three 
years." 

Male 40·49, clerical worker 

Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"Occasionally -- especially now that both sides are borrowing heavily from cultural anthropologists and 
cognitive psychologists. However, some of the orthodox remain too hidebound - and a good number of 
the altematives are mad as hatters!" 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No, they don't. Because one lot think they are better-equipped to operate (through education, training, 
experience) and tend to be wary of compromising professional status by mixing with fringe elements. The 
altematives do not trust the orthodox, and some believe in a conspiracy to suppress anomalous or 
heterodox findings." 

Female, 40·49, mature student in information technology 
Question 6: Do you think the theories and methods of alternative and orthodox archaeology are 
compatible? Why or why not? 
"I think the theories and methods are compatible and could be complementary - but I don't think the 
people are - there are currently too many stereotypes." 

Question 7: Do you think that alternative archaeologists and orthodox archaeologists communicate with 
each other enough? Why or why not? 
"No. I get the impression that the extremists in each group are always trying to 'disprove· the extremists 

in the other group. It's as if they need to remain in opposition. I think and hope that this situation is 
changing." 



Appendix B 

Dowsing Surveys 

I. Informal Dowsing Survey, University of Sheffield Dept. of .\rchaeolog\ 

This survey was conducted in January 1995, as a simple exercise for the author to leam 
about the range of beliefs regarding dowsing within the Sheffield A.rchaeology depanment. 
and to stimulate later infonnal conversation on the subject. 

24 respondents - faculty and graduate students - filled in a one-page suney \\ith the 
following questions. There were no boxes to check: respondents were simply imited to fill 
in the blank space with their answer. Typically, answers gi\en \vere brief and 
unambiguous. 

The survey was not designed to sustain statistical analysis; howe\ er. the distribution of 
responses is interesting enough to include here as a basis for some limited commentary. 
Thus. I have summarised the results belmv. 

I. Does dowsing work? 

Yes <) 

~o 
., -, 

1\laybe 7 
Huh'? I 

2. Itan' you ever tried to dowse? If so, please describe your experience. 

Yes 
'\0 

12 
12 

Of that 12: Expelience was Helpful - 9 Experience \vas Unhelpful - I 

3. Do ~·ou know of any cases where dowsing has been used by archaeologists to locate 
underground features? If so, what was the outcome? 

8 
16 

Of that 8: Experience \\ as Helpful - 7 
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.... \\'ould you dowse, or ask someone to dowse, your site to look for underground 
archaeological features? 

Yes 5 
Yes as PART of strategy 7 
\1<1\ be 6 
No 6 

5. \\'ould you acccept a dowser's map as representati\e of realih with no further 
inv('stigation (as you might accept a resistivity or magnetometer suney)? 

Both need checking 1 1 
No 9 
I Jl vestigate further 4 

6. If you excavated and found a feature where the dowser indicated, would that 
constitute 'proof' or validation of the dowser's skill? 

After continual success, yes 13 
Yes 2 
Maybe 6 
N() 3 

7. Would you believe that if a dowser located a feature and excavation revealed 
nothing, that the dowser might have detected an 'imprint' of a feature \\hich had 
once been there but was removed? 

Yes 
No 13 
Noncommittal 11 

8. Do you believe the claim, made by some dowsers, that all major megalithic sites are 
located over a confluence of underground streams? 

No 15 
\;oncommittal 9 

9. "'ould you believe someone who said they could date a site, and provide other 
details. (e.g., location of burials, age and sex of those buried) by dowsing? 

No 19 
Noncommittal :; 



10. Would you believe someone if they told you they could dowse over a map of a site 
(as opposed to actually over the ground) and thereby locate underground features? 

No 19 
Noncommittal 5 

Comments on the results (above) of the informal Sheffield survey 

The most interesting aspect of these results for me was simply the incongruity between this 
fairly high level of belief in dowsing's helpfulness to the archaeologist, and its very 
infrequent mention in archaeological publications. Beyond this, however, there are some 
further comments to be made. 

The questions were arranged, essentially, according to a gradient of what I guessed would 
be increasing reluctance to accept the given proposition. Respondents did seem to con finn 
these suspicions, 'drawing the line' more strongly towards the end of the survey. It would 
be interesting to reconfigure the questionnaire sometime to see if the pattem holds when 
the questions are taken out of order. 

Only 3 respondents were willing to say unequivocally that dowsing does not work. Thus. 
many of those who had not tried it themselves (12) were willing to reserve judgement on 
the matter. 

Most of those who had tried to dowse, and most of those who knew of cases of 
archaeological dowsing, had found the experience to be positivelhelpful. 

Fully half of the respondents indicated that they would use dowsing on site as a remote 
sensing method, while only ~ said firmly that they would not. 

13 of the 24 respondents indicated that repeated discovery of underground features where a 
dowser had said they would be, would constitute 'proof or validation of the dowser's skill. 
This would seem to suggest a cognitive bias in assessing dowsing's validity, i.e. 
correlation might be taken to be significant even in the absence of statistical evidence on 
the probability of that correlation existing. 

Respondents were negative and noncommittal in similar numbers on the subject of 
dowsing detecting 'imprints' of archaeological features which had been removed. This is 
of interest because this is something very difficult to test in 'natural' field conditions 
(rather than controlled experiments). 

Respondents were primarily negati ve on the propOSitIon, made popular by Guy 
Underwood and some dowsers and Earth Mystics since. that megalithic sites are located 
above confluences of underground streams. At this point most respondents (63%) 'drew 
the line' and answered with an unequivocal 'no'; the rest were noncommittal. 

Three-fourths of respondents were finnly negative. and the rest noncommittal, on the last 
two questions, regarding propositions about dowsing which were essentially • psychic ' 
rather than physical in nature. At this point, belief in dowsing's ability had decreased from 
the initial 67% positive/maybe, in the first question, to zero. 
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In summa1)': belief in dowsing was diverse, but key patterns of interest emerged. First. 
respondents were not generally willing to accept dowsing's acceptability as a source of 
information which can be taken as valid without testing (through excavation). but were 
willing to take a positive result (i.e. confirmation through excavation) as grounds for belief 
in dowsing's efficacy. Taken with the high proportion of those who tried dowsing. and 
found it helpful, this may indicate a cognitive bias in favour of hypothesis-testing. 
procedures, but a possible ignorance of the sound construction of such procedures. In tum, 
this could account for belief in dowsing's effectiveness on site just as easily as actual 
effectiveness could. Second, there was a clear disbelief in essentially psychic claims v.ith 
respect to archaeological dowsing. 

Further examination of these patterns with a large-scale survey might prove interesting 
indeed. 
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2. 1995 T AG/Moot Survey: Dowsing Question 

As part of a long s~rvey questionnaire distributed at TAG '95 and at the Ley Hunter Moot 
1995 (see Appe~dlx A for details), the following question was asked: 

J)ow!I'ing can be e.Uective(v wied: (circle one or more appropriate letter.\) 

a) to find underground water 
b) to locate energy lines 
c) to find underground mineral deposits 
d) to find lost objects and people (Le., map dowsing) 
e) to answer questions asked by the dowser 
1) to locate and map buried archaeological features 
g) in no circumstances; it does not work 

In all, there were 41 respondents in the TAG sample, and 27 in the Moot sample. Of those, 
most did answer this question, though some left it blank. 

These are the collated responses: 

TABLE A 

find find find find lost answer fmd does don't 
water energy mineral objects quest- arch, not know 

lines deposit Ions features work 
TAG 25 ~ 8 1 4 9 4 .) 

(n=36) 
Moot 26 to 20 16 13 18 -

(n=26) 

Interesting patterns visible in these collated responses include these: 

- the high overall apparent level of belief in both samples in dowsing's efficacy at finding 
water (unanimous in Moot sample, but also quite high in the TAG sample) 

3 

-

- members of the TAG sample were less I ikely to indicate belief in dowsing's ability to 
find archaeological features than were the Moot members, But nonetheless, fully 25% of 
TAG respondents to the question did indicate belief in dowsing finding archaeological 
features. 

- although the members of the Moot sample were unanimous in indicating their belief in 
dowsing's ability to find water, only 28% indicated beliefin dowsing's ability to locate 
energy lines 

- the members of the Moot sample were much more likely to indicate belief in the 
'psychic' aspect of dowsing. i.e, its ability to answer questions, locate lost objects 
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If we take the raw responses, in tables B and C below, more subtle patterning is evident. 
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Table B: TAG Sample's responses to dowsing question 

/)oll'sil1K can he efteclil'e~\' used: (circle one or more appropriate lellers) 

a) to find underground water 
b) to locate energy lines 
c) to find underground mineral deposits 
d) to find lost objects and people (i. e., map dowsing) 
e) to answer questions asked by the dowser 
f) to locate and map buried archaeological features 
g) in no circumstances: it does not work 

Respond- a-can b - can c-can d -can e -can f - can 9 - does ??? 
ent find water find find find lost answer find arch. not work penciled 

energy mineral objects questions features in 'don't 
lines deposit know' 

] ./ ./ 

2 ./ 

3 ./ ./ ./ 

4 ./ 

5 ./ 

6 ./ ./ 

7 ./ ./ ./ 

8 ./ 

9 ./ 

10 ./ 

II ./ 

12 ./ ./ ./ 

13 ./ 

14 ./ 

15 ./ 

16 ./ 

17 ./ ./ 

18 ./ 

19 ./ ./ 

20 ./ ./ 

21 ./ 

22 ./ 

23 ./ ./ ./ 

2-t ./ ./ 

25 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

26 ./ 

27 ./ ./ 

28 ./ 

29 ./ 
."~-

30 ./ 
~-- --~ 

.11 ./ 
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"'J -~- ./ 

33 ./ ./ 

34 ./ 

35 ./ 

36 ./ 

Total 25 3 8 1 4 9 ~ 3 
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Table C: MOOT Saml)le's responses to dowsin2 question 

J)owsing can be. e!fective(l' used: (circle one or more appropriate leiters) 

a) to find underground water 
b) to locate energy lines 
c) to find underground mineral deposits 
d) to find lost objects and people (i.e., map dowsing) 
e) to answer questions asked by the dowser 
f) to locate and map buried archaeological features 
g) in no circumstances; it does not work 

Respond- a-can b-can c-can d -can e-can f-can 9 - does ??? 
ent find water find find find lost answer find not work penciled 

energy mineral objects questions archaeo- in 'don't 
lines deposit logical know' 

features 
1 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

2 ./ 

3 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

4 ./ ./ ./ 

5 ./ ./ 

6 ./ 

7 ./ ./ 

8 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

9 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

10 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

11 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

12 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

13 ./ 

14 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

15 ./ ./ 

16 ./ 

17 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

18 ./ 

19 ./ ./ ./ ./ 

20 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

21 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

22 ./ ./ ./ 

23 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

24 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

25 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ 

26 ./ ./ ./ 

Total 26 10 20 16 13 18 0 0 
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The results shown in Tables Band C pemlit the observance of a rather interesting pattem. 
Due to the smali sample and the nature of the survey, this cannot be taken as statistically 
significant, but is thought-provoking nonetheless, and possibly ,vorthy of fUl1her 
exploration. 

- in the TAG sample, 7/36 respondents (19%) indicated belief in dowsing's efticacy at 
finding water, AND in its ability to find energy lines and/or mineral deposits - but NOT 
archaeological features. In contrast, there were 3/26 members (12%) of the Moot sample 
who indicated belief in dowsing's ability to find water AND energy lines and/or mineral 
deposits but NOT archaeological features. Thus there was a bias in both groups against 
accepting dowsing's efficacy for finding archaeological features compared to other things, 
but this bias was somewhat greater among archaeologists. 
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