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I. Introduction 

From the earliest years of its development, archeology has 

fascinated the public mind. When the body of a young girl of 

the Roman Empire was accidentally discovered along the Via Appia 

in 1485, 20,000 persons viewed the body on the single day it was 

displayed (Ceram 1957= 2). Archeology has always had a special 

appeal for the common man. Chang believes (1967= 152) that the 

special attraction of archeology lies in its ability to simplify 

"the story of man and history," and to make it "easy to reach 

splendor, glamor, migration, movement, massacre." FOr many 

years, archeology has meant "buried treasure, a life in the 

wide-open spaces, and buried cities revealed by the spade" 

(Kenyon 1957: 9). If any single word could describe archeology 

in the public mind, it was "romance." 

In turn, archeologists always maintained a rather patronizing 

interest in the public image of themselves and their work. In the 

introductions to some of their noted works, Kenyon (1957: 9), 

Taylor (1948: ~), and Piggott (1959: 1) could comment upon the 

poor state of public knowledge of archeology, but none would 

express real concern about the public's failure to recognize 

what was valid archeology and what was not. The failure was 

regarded as regrettable but not necessarily detrimental to the 

continued existence of archeology. Indeed, one of the most 

distinguished archeologists of the twentieth century, Sir Mortimer 

Wheeler, could remark that the spirit of "adventure" was integral 
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to archeology (1956: 241). 

In recent years, however, a growing number of archeologists 

have become increasingly concerned about public images and 

attitudes toward archeology, and the effects which popular 

opinion has had upon the contemporary development of archeology. 

Initially, archeologists developed greater interest in public 

attitudes due to the increasing reliance of archeology upon 

public funds for financing research. Grahame Clark (1957: 251) 

believed that the realization of the importance of public support 

forced prehistorians to finally face the question of the relevance 

of prehistory for modern society. Was prehistory of such value 

as to merit the allocation of a large amount of resources for its 

continued existence? Clark believed that archeology appeals to 

the public as "innocuous entertainment" for leisure time. Clark, 

however, suggested that archeology use its powers of attraction 

to educate the public, developing the "historical imagination," 

stimulating an interest in geography (the relationships between 

cultures and their environments), developing a sense of aesthetic 

appreciation, and promoting nationalistic fervor in the populace 

(1957: 252-254, 256). Finally, archeology could help develop 

a sense of "world history," which could, in turn, aid in the 

development of a worldwide sense of human solidarity (1957: 261-

264). How archeology could promote both "nationalistic fervor" 

and global solidarity at the same time, Clark failed to delineate. 

The effects of public attitudes in another important area of 

archeology has attained greater prominence than monetary considera-



tions recently. The problem of the destruction of archeological 

sites by members of the general public was first related to public 

attitudes toward archeology by Robert Ascher is his 1960 article 

in American Antiquity, which was the first attempt to determine 

the public image of the archeologist and his work. Ascher's study 

of archeology articles in 1!!! over a ten-year period was basically 

an attempt to determine the image of archeology as projected by 

the mass media, an influential factor in image formulation by the 

general public. 

The effect of the extensive publicity received by archeology 

in the mass media was to improve the public awareness of archeology, 

but James Deetz believes (1967: ix) that the awareness is still 

incomplete. The average person still does not understand the aims 

of archeology. Deetz feared that the public still viewed archeology 

as "the rather relaxed pastime of bearded scholars wearing pith 

helmets and searching for lost treasures" (1967: x). 

K. C. Chang's extensive analysis of popular awareness of 

archeology in Rethinking Archaeology (1967) continued to be based 

upon the concept of the dependence of archeology upon the public 

for financial support. Chang believes that the public continues 

to view archeology as a romantic investigation into the past, 

without real value for modern life. For the vast majority of the 

public, archeology is a luxury, expendable if necessary (1967: 147-

148). 

Chang is the first archeologist to declare (1967; 148) that 

the blame for this discrepancy lies not with the public for failing 
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to perceive the true worth of archeology, but with the professional 

archeologists, who have failed to transmit and communicate to the 

public the vast knowledge held by archeology and the contributions 

which archeology can make to modern society. He notes that of those 

archeologists who received their Ph.D.'s from 1954 through 196~, 

ninety percent returned to academic pursuits. Even within Academe, 

most archeologists consider their teaching duties as secondary to 

their research. Thus, by ignoring their primary responsibility 

of teaching, archeologists contribute to the false and distorted 

image which even the college-educated individual has of archeology. 

Chang believes, therefore, that professional archeologists have 

only themselves to blame for the lack of public support for 

archeological research (1967: 148-150). 

Massimo Pallottino of the University of Rome agrees with 

Chang's evaluation of public images and attitudes toward archeology, 

but Pallottino is more concerned with the public's role in the 

destruction of archeological sites and remains than in public 

financial support of archeology (Pallottino 1968: ,23-,25). 

Within the last decade, the rate of technologic and economic 

expansion has increased greatly, and as a result, an increasing 

number of archeological sites and ancient monuments are threatened 

by destruction. More and more archeologists are discovering that 

their demands that archeological sites and remains be protected 

are in direct conflict with the demands of industry and construc

tion. Usually the hostility is settled in favor of the latter 

needs, at the expense of "nonessential" archeological material 
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(Pallottino 1968: ~24-~25). 

Massive worldwide campaigns to salvage such monuments as 

Abu Simbel are merely token efforts, largely affecting only the 

more spectacular remains. Legislative action also is seldom 

sufficient. Many public officials share with the general public 

the inability to comprehend the importance of the archeological 

heritage for the nation and science. As a result, the public 

ignores the laws and the offioials fail to enforce them (Pallottino 

1968: 3c'4-~25). Thus, legislation, no matter how severe, often 

fails to accomplish its purposes, and indeed, may be only a 

token effort on the part of legislators to appease the scientific 

minority. 

Pallottino calls for (1968: 326) a concerted effort on 

both a ne.tiona1 and international level, by archeologists to 

clarify the aims and needs of aroheo1ogy, to reconcile its 

needs with the demands of modern life, and to undertake the 

solution of some of the immediate problems facing archeology. 

Pallottir.lo al so blames professional archeologists for the failure 

of the pu.blic to understand the goals of archeology. 

Therefore, the first problem to broach is public awareness 

of the scientific nature of archeology. The public must realize 

that the purpose of archeology is not to fill museums with collec

tions of artifacts or to preserve ancient monuments, but to con

tribute to knowledge of the past. A significant victory in this 

area will be achieved when archeological sites will be evaluated 

to detern:line their relative values before their destruction is 
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permi tted. 

Charles McGimsey of the University of Arkansas has been 

working for several years in an attempt to resolve some of the 

differences between professional archeology and the public. This 

year, Dr. McGimsey has published Public Archeology, which is 

devoted entirely to the subject of the relationship between 

popular opinion and archeology. 

Like Professor Pallottino, Dr. McGimsey is chiefly concerned 

with the destruction of prospective archeological sites. Because 

of the rate at which this devastation is occurring, the sites 

and remains which are recovered and preserved within the next 

twenty-five to fifty years may constitute the entire American 

archeological heritage (McGimsey 1972: 3). 

McGimsey believes that the burden for the salvation of this 

heritage rests upon the public and professional archeologists. The 

burden for gaining public support for such efforts, however, lies 

with archeology. Professionals must realize that knowledge of 

the past belongs to all people. No archeologist, museum or 

institution "owns n archeological objects and data, and no one 

has the right to deprive the public of these. Because of this 

fact, and the almost complete dependence upon public support and 

involvement for recovery and preservation efforts, archeologists 

can no longer ignore the public and refuse to become involved 

with them: "the proper practice of archeology entails total 

invol vement of all interested parties and the public 11 (McGimsey 

1972: 5-7). 



Gaining public support can be done utilizing two methods. 

One, the archeologist should make better use of the aid offered 

by concerned and interested amateur archeologists. With the 

rapid dhappearance of sites which is occurring currently, the 

aid that these amateurs provide cannot be ignored or refused. 

Failure j.n the past to enlist the support of the amateur has 

been one of the most serious faults of professional archeology 

(McGimse~r 1972: 8, 19). 

Sec~ondly, the archeologist must provide public access to 

his find:3 and other data, including written reports. There is 
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no eXCUBt' for not making public report of a site location unless 

there is real cause to believe that non-archeologists will dis

turb it. McGimsey, however, considers that too often professional 

archeologists have exaggerated the possibility of disturbance as 

an excuse to make no public disclosure of a site (1972: 10, 12). 

The changes which must occur within the discipline to effec

tively gain public support are going "to require a reorientation 

by all practitioners of archeology" (McGimsey 1972. 18). Unless 

those changes occur, however, the continued existence of archeology 

in America is rendered somehwat questionable. 

A. The Problem 

Throughout most of its history, archeology has always 

had a romantic and mysterious image for most of the public. 

Despite an increasing orientation away from the Classical 

emphasis, and increaSing technology, for many years popular 

culture has depicted archeology as an adventurous pursuit after 
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entombed treasures and vanished civilizations, with pith helmets, 

spades, and Near Eastern laborers. 

For their part, professional archeologists have been relatively 

undisturbed by the distorted picture which the public has of them. 

Professional reaction has largely been one of patient condescension, 

possibly mildly upset, but still basically unworried. Professional 

archeology and public opinion were two different realms, and the 

two were destined never to intermingle. Perhaps aroheologists 

seoretly revelled in the picturesque manner with which they were 

portrayed in popular films and literature. 

The charm of the rather naive image of archeology held by 

the public has begun to dissipate, however. The demands for 

financial support have increased with the expansion of the field 

and the growing number of archeologists. Private souroes of 

funds are no longer sufficient for the amount of research which 

must be done. The sole alternative is public support, and the 

degree to which archeology receives public funds is determined 

by public attitudes. During the post-World War II economic 

expansion, the perverted public image of archeology did not 

hinder the public's willingness to support the Ilnonessentialll 

undertakings of bearded scholars and dilettantes. However, with 

the change in the economic situation, the public has become more 

critical of the destination of monies from the public coffers. 

For the first time, the popular image of archeology achieved 

significance for the professional archeologists. The defective 

picture held by the public can no longer be the subject of 



humorous condescension by the professional. 

At the same time, the realization of the precarious future 

of many archeological sites and remains at the hands of the 

public also became more evident. The decision to destroy or 

preserve archeological data is now largely under the control of 

the public. 

The falsity of popular archeology has now achieved 
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almost terrifying significance for professional archeology. 

Through its own laxness, archeology has done little or nothing 

to improve its own image. And now the public, with an imperfect 

picture of archeology, its methods and aims, has the power to 

determine the future development of the field. 

Or has the public image of archeology changed? Has the 

power of mass communications altered the popular depiction of 

the field? As the archeologist's attitude toward the public 

changed, has the public attitude toward the archeologist 

changed? Have pith helmets and Egyptian heiroglyphics become 

passe, even for the public? On a small scale, these are some 

of the questions which this study was developed to attempt to 

answer. Is the stereotype of archeology the same as it has 

been for the last century, or does it reflect the changes which 

have occurred in the recent development of the discipline? Is 

the stereotype less of a stereotype--more accurate and more repre

sentative of the real aims and methods of contemporary archeology? 

Or has the public merely exchanged one stereotype for another? 

These are some of the questions which the writer will 
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attempt to answer in this study; to determine the image of 

archeology, and to relate this image to the current and possible 

future status of archeology. 

B. ~lrpose and Objectives 

This study was developed for the purpose of describing 

and analyzing the contemporary image of archeology among a 

sel ect group of co 11 ege students, and to consider the pos si bl e 

effects oC these views on professional archeology. 

The specific objectives of the study were: 

1. To develop a detailed delineation of the image of 

archeology and archeologists among the survey sample. 

2. To determine whether significant differences exist 

in the image of archeology among certain subgroups of 

the survey sample. 

;. To determine whether attendance in an introductory 

course in archeology significantly alters the basic 

picture of archeology among certain individuals in the 

sample. 

4. To determine the chief sources of the information 

which the survey sample receives on archeology. 

C. Scope 

The questionnaire which served as the basis for this 

study was given to students registered in those courses offered 

by the Department of Anthropology at Ball State University, 

during dinter Quarter 1971. 

D. Background 
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Prior to this study, the writer knows of only two attempts 

to examine the public image of archeology, the first of which was 

conducted only twelve years ago, the second in 1971. 

The first study was conducted by Robert Ascher of Cornell 

University. Beginning with the assumption that the mass media 

is influential in the formulation of the public attitudes toward 

archeology, Ascher analyzed every article on archeology in ~ 

published. from 1946 through 1955. His initial examina.tion 

revealed that of thirty-four archeologically-oriented articles, 

twenty-three were concerned with Old World archeology, eight 

dealt with New ~orld archeology, and three with archeological 

technique and methodology. Furthermore, sixteen of the thirty

four articles were concerned with Classical archeology (Ascher 

1960: 402). 

From his analysis, Ascher ascertained four major themes 

around which the articles appeared oriented (1960: 402, 40;). 

One: the mode of discovery, usually by a non-professional and/or 

~ accident. Two: the role of the archeologist as largely one of 

the expert called in after the discovery. Secondary to this 

second theme is the idea that upon the appearance of the 

professional archeologist, the excitement of the find dissipates 

and is replaced by time-consuming, monotonous work. 

Thirdly, there is extensive interest in technique, often 

with detailed description of the methods employed in archeology. 

Finally, great emphasis is placed on the superlative nature of 

the archeological remains, e.g., a find is the oldest, the 
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largest, etc. 

Ascher concludes (1960: 403) that Life, through its concen--
tration upon these aspects of archeology, has created a limited 

picture of archeology. Because of its need to publish that which 

is newsworthy, ~ makes use of superlatives, creating the 

impression that the purpose of archeology is to discover the 

oldest, the biggest, the most, etc. As a result of the 

assumptic1n that the public prefers technique to theory, the 

archeologist is presented as a highly-trained technician. The 

non-profe~ss1onal or accidental nature of many discoveries also 

creates the impression of the archeologist as an expert on call. 

Although other periodicals, such as ~ ~ Yorker and 

Harper's, present more sophisticated views of archeology, 

Ascher believes (1960: 403) that more attention must be paid 

to the output of the mass media in archeology, due to the influence 

of the mass media upon the public. 

The second study was conducted by Gerald Clark of 

Washington state University. The Clark study consists of 

two parts: one, an analysis of the image of archeology as 

presented in Washington newspapers; and two, a survey of 

members of the public in Spokane, Washington, concerning their 

attitudes toward archeology. 

The first part of Clark's study was initially based on 

Ascher's work. Clark was attempting to determine the basic 

themes of the material published by the newspapers, and to 

determine whether these themes could be correlated with the 



conclusions reached by Ascher in his study of 1!!! (Clark 1971a: 

181-182, 184). Clark examined )86 articles on Washington 

archeology published in eight newspapers, covering the period 

from 1902 to 1970. While some bias was involved in the 

selection of the newspaper articles, Clark believes that they 

provide a very satisfactory representation of the newspaper 

material in Washington (Clark 1971a: 182-18). 

Each article of the sample was read and scrutinized to 

determine its basic themes and other subjects which were 

emphasized in the articles. Clark eventually developed 

twenty-eight categories with which the articles were concerned, 

these themes being derived either from Ascher's study or as a 

resul t of' the actua.l investigation of the articles (Clark 

1971a: 184-188). The results or this initial examination 

are summa.rized in table 1. 

For the purpose of his study, Clark defined Htheme H as 

any ca.tegory which received attention with frequency of at 

least 20 per cent or the total sample. Utilizing this 

definiticm, Clark was able to classify twelve categories as 

themes (1971a: 190-19): 

1. mode of discovery, with less emphasis on accidental, 

~)n-professional discoveries than Ascher discovered in 

Life' -' 
2. the presence of a professional archeologist, also 

with less emphasis on the role of the archeologist as 

an "expert called in"; 



TABLE 1 

CLARK STUDY - MAJOR THEMES IN WASHINGTON 
NEWSPAPER ARTICLES ON ARCHEOLOGY 

Total 

14 

SamEle 
Cate&2r l Number Percenta&;e 

1 • 
1a. 
1 b. 
2. 
~. 
4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 

10a. 
10b. 
11 • 
12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
2,. 
24. 
25. 

26. 
27. 
28. 

Discovery • • • • • • • • • · • • 121 ~1.~ 
Archeologist • • • • • • • • • • 50 12.9 
Non-archeologist • • • • • • • • 71 18., 
Pursued discovery • · • • • • · • 69 17.8 
Chance discovery • • • · · · • • 45 11.6 
The everyday-man is a likely 
discoverer at any time • · • • • ~ 0.7 
The archeologist • • • • • • • • 2~7 61., 
The expert called in • • • • • • ~9 10.1 
The archeologist actively directs 
and works on field project • • • 174 45.0 
The archeologist's job is time-
consuming. • • • • • • • • • • • 16 4.1 
Archeologists are anthropologists 109 28.2 
The "expert" other than an 
archeologist · • • · • • • • • • 113 29.2 
Called in • • • • • • • • • • · • ,0 7.7 
Actively working and directing • 54 1~.9 
A mention of technique • · • • • 81 20.9 
The preservation of antiquities 
promoted • • • • • • • • • • • • 59 15.2 
The promotion of relic collecting 22 5.6 
Actively anti-pothunting • • • · 24 6.2 
The race against time • • • • • • 39 10.1 
The firstest with the mostest • • 102 26.4 
A college connected with the work 228 59.0 
The student training program • • 53 13.7 
Financial considerations • • • • 128 33.1 
How old is it? • • • • • • • • • 181 46.8 
The emphasis on artifacts • • • • 84 21.7 
Cultural or historical inference 80 20.7 
Burials and the buried · • • • • ~, 8.5 
Pictographs, petroglyphs or "runes" 41 10.6 
Bizarre explanation of 
archeological phenomena • • • · • 22 5.6 
Geology or paleontology • • • 62 16.0 
Mention of antiquities laws • • • 7 1.4 
Marmes Rockshelter • • • • • · • 121 ~1.3 

Source: Adapted from Gerald Clark, "The Public Image of 
Archaeology in Washington state: A Pilot Study," 
Northwest Anthropological Researoh Notes, 5$ 181-
199, (1971). Table 1, pg. 185. 



~. "the archaeologist as an anthropologist," the 

archeologist is depicted as an anthropologist or as 

ha.ving close ties with anthropology; 

4. the involvement of an "expert ll other than an 

archeologist, "experts" in other fields, either 

professional or amateur, being consulted; 

5. mention of technique, with less emphasis on 

methodology than Ascher reported for 1!!!, and only 

one article giving a detailed description of a 

technique; 

6.. the use of superlatives, also extensively employed 

by Washington newspapers in describing sites or finds; 

7. the archeologist is usually associated with a 

college or university; 

15 

8. the financial considerations involved in archeological 

research; 

9. the age of the find or the site; 

10. artifactual remains, with emphasis being placed on 

artifacts recovered, in a number of articles; 

11. the mention of historical or cultural inference, 

with greater emphasis being placed on archeological 

ideology and interpretation than Ascher encountered in 

~; and, 

12:. the Marmes Rockshel ter, with great interest and coverage 

being given to this single Washington site. 

Other categories which, although not classifiable as 
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themes, received sufficient publicity to merit consideration 

included (1) the promotion of the preservation of antiquities; 

(2) the lack of time for completion of salvage work; (;) student 

training; and (4) mention of geology or paleontology (Clark 

1971a: 19;-194). 

Discussing the presentation of pothunting by the news

papers (1971a: 194, 196-197), Clark notes that pro-pothunting 

and anti-pothunting articles were each represented in about 

6 percent of the total number of articles. Because of the 

small nWlber of articles published in the individual news

papers, Clark was unable to determine whether any particular 

newspaper was either primarily pro- or anti-pothunting. 

Some newspapers have run both pro-pothunting and anti-pothunting 

articles. While some particular writers are either pro

pothunting or anti-pothunting, Clark concluded that none of 

the newspapers he sampled had any policy regarding coverage 

of archeology. 

The second part of Clark's study consists of a small 

opinion survey conducted in the Spokane, Washington area. 

Clark hoped to determine whether Ascher's themes had any 

validity in the public mind, as well as attempting to deter

mine public attitudes regarding pothunting, archeological 

funding, and '.vashington archeology. As far as this writer 

knows, this is the first attempt to determine what is the actual 

public image of archeology. 

Selecting a sample of 500 Spokane residents from the 



telephone directory, Clark sent to each a letter requesting a 

telephone interview, and providing a business reply card to 

be returned by those consenting to be interviewed. From this 

letter, Clark received 50 positive responses and 14 negative 

replies. Despite this small response and the presence of 

biases in the sample due to the particular method Clark 

selected, he chose to continue the study (1971b: 29-~0). 

The sample consisted of 26 men and 24 women, with mean 

formal education of 14 years. The occupations of those 

intervie,,'ed are listed in table 2. Utilizing an open-ended 

TABLE 2 

CLARK STUDY - RESPONDENT OCCUPATIONS 

Occupation Number Occupation Number 

Housewife · • • • · 12 Salesman (other 
Teacher · • · • · · 6 than insurance) • 

, 
Retired · • • • • • 6 Medical doctor · • 1 
Student • · · · · · 4 Data processor • • 1 
Military · · · · • 4 Engineer • · · · • 1 
Telephone Co • • • 4 Stoneworker · • · 1 
Insurance salesman ~ Janitor • · • • • 1 
Secretary • • • • · J Accountant · · · • 1 
Librarian • · · • · 2 Geologist · · • • 1 
Driller • · • • · • 1 Milkman • · · • • 1 

Source: Gerald Clark, Copy of unpublished op1n10n survey 
in possession of writer (1971), Table 4. 

questionnaire (see appendix I), the following results were 

obtained (1971b: ;2-;9). 
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1. Concerning archeologists and their work, a majority 
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of the respondents replied that the archeologist researches or 

studies the past history of man. Furthermore, this group believed 

that the archeologist was concerned with both the discovery and 

interpretation of artifacts and other remains. Only 34 per cent 

felt that the archeologist dealt merely with the discovery of 

relics. Forty-six per cent of the respondents thought the reason 

for this interest in the past was the desire to "better know the 

present or predict the future" (Clark 1971b: 32). Another 18 

per cent attributed the archeologist's interests to mere 

curiosity or a "desire to know." This material is listed more 

completely in table 3. 

TABLE 3 

CLARK STUDY - RESPONSES OF SURVEY SAMPLE TO QUESTION 
"WHY ARCHEOLOGISTS DO ARCHEOLOGy n 

ResEonse Number Percenta~.* 

If we know the past we can know the present 
and future better 0 · · • · · 0 · 0 • 23 46 

Curiosity . • . . . · · · · · · • • · • • • · • 9 18 
To increase knowledge or learn more · 0 • • 7 14 
To se. how man has developed or progressed • · 6 12 
To better understand people and the races · • • 2 4 
To find patterns of life 0 0 · 0 • · • • · • · 2 4 
For history's sake • • · 0 • · · · • · · · · · 1 2 
To supply data to other fields 0 0 • 0 • 0 0 · 1 2 
To record the past • • • 0 · • • · • • 0 · 0 0 1 2 
To see if history repeats itself · 0 · · 0 • · 1 2 
Because of the signs the archeologists were 

born under • • · · 0 · • • 0 • · 0 • 0 0 0 1 2 
To learn the origin of man ' . · · • • • • 0 1 2 
To see if we really developed from the ape 0 • 1 2 
To prove the age of relics · 0 0 • • · • · • · 1 2 

*Percentages are based on total respondents. 

Source: Gerald Clark, Copy of unpublished opinion survey in 
possession of writer (1971 ), Table 5. 
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Forty-nine per cent of the sample found the archeologist's 

interpretation of his data to be most interesting. Eliminating 

this choice as a possible response, 59 per cent thought the age 

of the find to be of the greatest interest, the actual materials 

recovered were of the most interest for 18 per cent, and excava

tion techniques were of the greatest interest for 16 per cent. 

'l'hel respondents were unanimous in their belief that 

archeology is time-consuming. 

In other parts of this general area, 61 per cent believed 

that the archeologist actively works in the field, 21 per cent 

felt that the position of the archeologist is one of an "expert 

called in," and 19 per cent stated that both roles were valid. 

Of eleven of the respondents who attempted to name an 

archeologist, only seven actually named a professional archeolo

gist. Others named included cultural anthropologists and 

geologists. 

Archeologists were believed to be chiefly associated with 

colleges and universities by 4~ per cent of the sample, and with 

museums ~:,y 55 per cent. 

2. In regard to the mode of discovery, accidental dis

covery aJ:1d discovery by digging were each cited by 26 per cent 

(see table 4). The element of chance was considered important 

by appro:lCimately 50 per cent, whereas 40 per cent bel ieved that 

a discov,ery is often the result of a purposeful search. Eighty-two 

per cent of the sample stated that anyone, not only professional 

archeologists, could make archeological discoveries, although 



41 per cent believed that an archeologist would make a better 

discoverer. This latter belief is largely due to the profes-

sional's training and ability to recognize archeological 

phenomena. 

TABLE 4 

CLARK STUDY - RESPONSES OF SURVEY SAMPLE 
ON ARCHEOLOGICAL DISCOVERY 
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Response Number Percentage* 

Di scovery is accidental • • • • • • • • • • 1, 
Dis covary is made by digging • • • • • • • 1, 
Discovery is made by looking for old Indian 

settlements • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 8 
Discovery is made when something is being 

excavated like in construction • • • • •• 7 
Discoveries are reported by a non-archeologist 

to an archeologist ••••••• • • • •• 6 
Discovery is made by going to a likely spot •• 6 
People who are outdoors a lot make the 

discoveries and report them to an 
archeologist •••••••••• • • • •• , 

Discoveries are made along river banks or 
in excavation cuts •••••••••••• , 

Discoveries are made like in mining • • • • •• 2 
Discoveries are made along the coast ••• 2 
Discovery is made on top of the ground •••• 1 
Old legends give a lead to discovery ••••• 1 
Discovery is made in search • • • • • • • • 1 
Discovery is made in mounds • • • • • • • • •• 1 

*Percentages are based on total respondents. 

26 
26 

16 

14 

12 
12 

6 

6 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Source: Gerald Clark, Copy of unpublished opinion survey in 
possession of writer (1971), Table 7. 

3. The personal views of the respondents are largely 

represented by the opinion that archeology is interesting or 

fascinating (70 per cent) and that archeology is important 

(56 per cent). All responses are summarized in table 5. 



TABLE 5 

CLARK STUDY - PERSONAL OPINIONS ON ARCHEOLOGY 
OF SURVEY SAMPLE 
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Response Number Percentage* 

Archeology is interesting, fascinating, 
terrific, or intriguing • • • • • • 35 70 

Archeology is important • • • • • • • • • • 
Archeology takes patience • • • • • • • • • • • 
Archeologists are historians ••••••••• 
Archeology should be continued •••••• 
Archeology may help the future ••• 

28 56 

No feeling one way or another about archeology 
Would like to study archeology •• • • • • • • 
Archeology is very technical ••••••••• 
Donlt know what archeology proves or 

what it 1s for •••••••••••••• 
Archeology is not a waste of money • • • • • • 
There is not much demand for archeology • • • • 
Archeology is not very lucrative 
Archeology is a waste of time in some cases • • 
Archeology is not too important • • • • • • 

*Percentages are based on total respondents. 

4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Source: Gerald Clark, Copy of unpublished opinion survey 
in possession of writer (1971), Table 6. 

8 
8 
6 
6 
6 
6 
4 

4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

4. The sample was unanimous in its feeling that Indian and 

historic remains should be preserved. Eighty-five per cent would 

donate any relics they found to universities or museums; only 

10 per cent of the sample would keep any finds they discovered. 

In response to the question as to whether anyone could dig 

up artifacts and other remains, 47 per cent said yes, 33 per cent 

said no, and 16 per cent did not know. Only 18 per cent of the 

sample had heard of any state or federal statutes protecting 

archeological sites or remains. 

5. Knowledge of particular sites or geographical regions 
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appears to be dominated by local sites, chiefly the Marmes Rock

shel tar in ',iashington, which was known by 57 per cent of the 

sample. New World sites or regions were named in 70 per cent 

of the total responses, with particular emphasis upon the 

western United states (93 per cent of the New World sites). Of 

the Old «orld regions named, 79 per cent were in the traditional 

Mediterranean area. 

6. Concerning the financial aspects of archeology, 

37 per cent thought that private foundations were the chief 

source of funds, 20 per cent each attributed funding to 

universities and federal grants. Despite a high association 

of museums with archeologists (supra, pg. 19), only 2 per cent 

of the sample stated that museums sponsor archeological research. 

Eighty per cent of the respondents would be willing to 

totally or partially support archeology with public funds. 

Only 6 per cent stated their unwillingness to give archeology 

any public monies. 

7. The chief sources of information on archeology for 

the sample were newspapers (47 per cent), magazines (39 per 

cent), books or trips (8 per cent), and television (6 per cent). 

From this preliminary research, Clark concluded (1971b: 

33, 34-35), as in his study of Washington newspapers, that the 

themes enumerated by Ascher do not have complete validity. 

Ascher contends that any individual is portrayed as a possible 

discoverer of archeological material, and Clark's work supports 

this imag'9. However, Ascher's claim that archeological dis-



coveries are depicted as largely a matter of chance does not 

seem justified by Clark's study. 

The image of archeology as time-consuming is upheld by 

Clark's investigation, but the concept of the archeologist as 

merely an expert on call does not appear to be a widely-held 

belief among the public. Ascher's third theme--that there is 

great interest in archeological techniques--also fails to 

achieve support from Clark's sample. 

Although he did not deal directly with Ascher's fourth 

theme--the extensive interest in the "super1ative f1 aspect 

of finds--in the second part of his study, Clark would 

appear to support this theme in part due to the noticeable 

interest evinced in the age of discoveries. 

Clark concludes that although many archeologists bemoan 

the lack of public support for archeology, no real attempts 
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have been made to determine what is the public image of 

archeology, and whether this image is responsible for inadequate 

funding. Basing his study upon Ascher's review of 1!!! articles, 

Clark determined that the themes which Ascher discovered in ~ 

were not predominant in Washington newspapers nor among the 

Washington public. Clark also discovered t11at Washington 

newspaper:!! were informing the public of the difficulties of 

archeological finances, with 33 per cent of 386 articles 

mentioning funding (Clark 1971a: 198). 

Clark closes his study by stating his belief that 

intelligent use of the press may help improve funding of 
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archeological research. as well as to aid in the preservation 

of archeological data. Unless archeologists attempt to influence 

public attitudes toward archeology, archeology as a profession 

may be connnitting suicide (Clark 1971a: 198-199). 
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II. Method 

A. The survey sample consisted of 448 Ball State University 

students enrolled in the following anthropology courses during 

Winter Quarter 1971: 

ANTH 120: 
ANTH 160: 
ANTH 420: 
ANTH 460: 
ANTH 461: 
ANTH 465: 

Introduction to Archaeology; 
Introduction to Cultural Anthropology; 
New World Prehistory; 
Personality and Culture; 
Peoples and Problems of Modern Africa; and, 
Ethnohistory. 

Six sections of the ANTH 160 course were included in the sample. 

Those students enroll ed in ANTH 120 were given the questionnaire 

at the bc'ginning of the quarter and a second time at the end of 

the quarter. 

Thc~ reasons for the non-representational nature of the 

survey sample are myriad and complex. The chief consideration 

involved in this study was the element of time. Although it was 

originally hoped that a broader spectrum of views toward 

archeolo,gy could be 0 btained, certain 11mi tations were forced 

upon the writer. This study is basically an undergraduate 

research paper and therefore, although more extensive research 

would prove of interest, it was not essential to the success of 

this project. 

Therefore, due to the ease which this limited method 

afforded, it was decided to restrict the survey sample to those 

students enrolled in anthropology courses during the quarter 

in which the study was conducted. Obviously, the applicability 

of this survey is rendered somewhat questionable. First of all, 
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the opinions of those students enrolled in upper division courses 

consist chiefly of the views of anthropology majors and minors 

which would not be representative of college students generally. 

The attitudes of average college students are more adequately 

represented by the concepts of students in ANTH 120 and ANTH 

160, as these two courses, particularly the latter, are 

commonly used to fulfill requirements of the General Studies 

program SLt Ball State. Because students in upper division 

courses constitute only 8 per cent of the total sample, the 

survey b relatively reliable and cha.racteristic of the views 

on archeology of the standard student population at Ball State. 

A college population was chosen because of its accessibility, 

and because of the facility it offered for conducting the study. 

It would also provide an insight into the image of archeology 

held by the educated elite. The college-educated are usually 

in control of the leadership positions in the United states, and 

their potential for influencing the public in an area in which 

the latter has little knowledge is much greater than almost any 

other group. Therefore, through analysis of collegiate attitudes 

toward archeology it is possible to determine the nature of an 

influential factor in the definition of public attitudes toward 

archeology. 

B. Since its initial form, the questionnaire utilized in 

this study has undergone several alterations, of both a major 

and minor nature. These changes have occurred as a result of 

the writer's desire to improve the facility of interpretation, 



to improv4' the ease with which the questionnaire is completed, 

and to improve the validity and consistency of test results. 
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Initially, it was decided that the study would employ a 

relatively short, multiple-choice questionnaire form. This form 

was chosen because of the ease with which responses could be 

tabulated and reported statistically. 

From the responses obtained from the survey sample, 

general orientations and trends would be delineated in five 

categorie:s: (1) general attitudes; (2) geographical area; 

(;) chronological period; (4) physical scale (either micro

scopic or macroscopic); and (5) basic sources of information 

on archeology. 

The, following changes were made in the preliminary 

questionnaire form (see appendix II): V. Gordon Childe 

was eliminated from the list of archeologists because of 

his rela'tive 0 bscuri ty, at least for the public; questions 

nine and ten were eliminated as being superfluous to the 

real dem:3.nds of the questionnaire, although the results 

might ha"V'e been of some interest. 

It was also decided that the respondents should be forced 

to choose only from among the options offered by the writer. 

This would facilitate tabulation and statistical analysis, 

although by limiting the respondents' choices, the validity 

of the questionnaire also becomes more limited. An attempt 

was made, however, to provide as wide a range of selections 

as possible. Therefore, in questions two and four, the open 
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choice "other" was omitted. 

Fin'9.11y, a question was added to determine the chronological 

interests of the sample, resulting in the form which was used 

initially (see appendix III). 

After the first use of the questionnaire, question five 

was dropped because of the inability of the respondents to 

adequately comprehend the writer's wishes as to the proper 

completion of the question, and the inability of the writer 

to develop concise instructions which would explain hew the 

question was to be correctly completed. 

Th~1 fourth form utilized was developed to counteract the 

common tendency to select either the first or last choice 

among a number of options without reading any of the other 

choices (Oppenheim 1966: 56). This alteration involves the 

rearrang'~ment of the order of the choices for each question 

(see appendix IV). This fourth questionnaire also included 

the additional variable of the respondent's hometown. It was 

hoped that this would provide a basis for the comparison of 

responses of those from urban environments to those of rural 

enviroruuents. 

The actual survey was carried out in a very simple manner. 

Faculty members were contacted and their permission requested 

to give the questionnaire in their classes; only one faculty 

member declined. In all cases, the questionnaire was given 

at the beginning of the class period. The writer personally 

gave a short explanation of the survey to the class, dis-
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tributed and collected the questionnaires, and answered any 

questions. The entire procedure required only five to fifteen 

minutes, depending upon the size of the class. No real problems 

were encountered, although it was discovered to be beneficial 

to note some of the instructions for individual questions in 

the introductory remarks. 

C. Survey responses were recorded both numerically and 

in terms of percentage. In all instances, percentages for 

particular choices for each question were determined on the 

basis of total responses to the question rather than as a 

percentage of the total respondents to the question. In a 

few cases in which the results were of significant interest, 

the latter method was also used and the results recorded. 

Further and more complex statistical analysis would be of 

little value because of the provisional status of the study. 



III. Findings 

A. An attempt was made through the information requested 

at the beginning of each questionnaire to develop a general 

description of the survey sample. Data on sex, class, age, 

and major and minor were obtained from all 448 students in the 

survey sample. Data on hometowns were obtained from 20, 

questionnaires. 

In regard to sex, the sample consisted of 227 females 

(50.67 per cent of the total sample), and 176 males (,9.28 

per cent). Forty-five individuals (10.05 per cent) either 

failed to mark this part or did not have sufficient infor

mation to make a response. 

Concerning class, freshmen numbered 120 (26.79 per cent); 

sophomores, 170 (,7.95 per cent); juniors, 98 (21.87 per cent); 

seniors, 49 (10.94 per cent); and graduate stUdents, , (0.67 

per cent). Eight individuals (1.78 per cent) failed to 

respond in this category. 

,0 

The age variation ranged from 17 to 51, with the greatest 

concentration, ~s would be expected, being the ages 18 through 

2, (,94 persons or 87.95 per cent of the sample). One hundred 

and twenty-seven (28.,5 per cent) of the sample were age nine

teen. Results for sex, class and age are summarized in table 6. 

Data on majors and minors revealed that a large proportion 

of the sample had majors or minors in either the College of 

Sciences and Humanities or in the Teachers College. Thirty-six 
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1ndividu.als either f'ailed to list their major or had not yet 

selected a major, the latter being especially true of' the 

f'reshmen. One hundred and ninety-four individuals failed to 

TABLE 6 

SURVEY SAMPLE DATA ON SEX, CLASS, AND AGE 

Sex 
Males •••• 
Females • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

Unknown •• • • • • • • • • • • 

Class 

Number 

• •• 176 
• • • 227 
• •• 45 

Freshmen •••••••••••••• 120 
Sophomor,es ••••••••••••• 170 
Juniors • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 98 
Seniors • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 49 

3 
8 

Graduate;s • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Unknown • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Age 
17 •• " • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 2 
18 • • It • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 87 
19 •• " •••••••••••••• 127 
20 • • I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10' 
21 •• I" • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 43 
22 • • " • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 34 
23 ..".. • • • • • • • • • • 9 
24 •• * • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 12 
25 •• it • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 7 
26 ...' • • . • • . • • • • • • •• ; 
27 •• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • •• 3 
28 . • t. • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 1 
30 • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 2 
32 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 3 
33 .• II • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 1 
}4 ••..••••.•.•••••.• 1 
35 •• til, • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 1 

37 • • • • • · • • • • · • • • • • • 1 

51 . . . • • • • • • • • · • • · • • 1 
Unknown • • • • • • · • • • • • · • • 7 

Percentage 

39.28 
50.67 
10.05 

26.79 
37.95 
21.87 
10.94 
0.67 
1.78 

0.45 
19.42 
28.25 
23.08 
9.60 
7.59 
2.02 
2.69 
1.56 
0.67 
0.67 
0.22 
0.45 
0.67 
0.22 
0.22 
0.22 
0.22 
0.22 
1.56 



list their minor, had no minor, or had not selected a minor. 

The top five majors and the numbers of students majoring 

in each area are: elementary education, 76; anthropology, 28; 

sociology, 24; social work, 21; and biology, 21. The five 

leading minors and the students in each are: psychology, ;6; 

sociology, 29; anthropology, 2;; history, 22; and biology, 19. 

The complete data on majors and minors is listed in table 7. 

TABLE 7 

SURVEY SAMPLE DATA ON MAJOR AND MINOR BY COLLEGE AND DEPARTMENT 

College of Architecture and Planning 
Architecture 

College of Business 
Accounting 
Business Administration and Education 
Economics 

College of Fine and Applied Arts 
Art 
Home Economics 
Industrial Education and Technology 
Li brary Sci ence 
Music 
Nursing 
Physical Education 

College of Sciences and Humanities 
Latin American Studies 
Natural Resources 
Urban and Regional Studies 
Anthropology 
Medical Technology 
Premedical Program 
Predental Program 
Prepharmacy Program 
Biology 

5 

1 
1; 
o 

19 
7 
4 

NA 
11 
5 

16 

o 
15 

1 
28 
6 
; 
1 
1 

21 

Minors b 

1 
5 
1 

7 
4 
o 
; 
7 

NA 
1; 

1 
; 
o 

2; 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
19 



TABLE 7 - Continued 

College of Sciences and Humanities-cont'd 
Botany NAc 

General Science 2 
Zoology NA 
Chemistry 2 
English 17 
French 2 
German 0 
Latin 0 
Spanish 6 
Earth Science 0 
Geography 5 
Geology 2 
History 19 
Journalism 9 
Mathematics 10 
Computer Sciences 5 
Philosophy 0 
Physiology and Health Sciences 0 
Political Science 4 
Radio and Television 5 
Social Science 10 
Oriminal Justice and Corrections 5 
Social 'W'ork 21 
Sociology 24 
General Speech 2 
Speech Fathology and Audiology 15 
Theatre 2 

Teachers COllege 
Teaching the Disadvantaged NA 
Psychology 19 
E1ementl!l.ry Education 76 
Special Education 17 

Interdepartmental 
Afro-American Studies NA 

Two-Year Program 
Secretarial 1 

aInc1udes 19 sets of double majors. 

blnc:ludes 16 double minors and 1 triple minor. 

CNA-Not Applicable 

)fJ.nors b 

1 
2 
5 
9 
8 
5 
2 
1 
2 
1 
4 
5 

22 
5 
5 

NA 
1 

5 
8 
5 , 

NA 
1 

29 
2 
o 
5 

6 
56 
NA 
16 

1 

NA 



For the urban-rural differentiation, the Bureau of the Census 

definition of an urban area as any community of 2500 population 

or more was utilized. Members of the survey sample from urban 

environments totalled 174 (85.71 per cent) and those from rural 

backgrounds totalled 29 (14.29 per cent). Because of the small 

number of students from rural areas it was decided that an 

urban-rural comparison would be of such questionable validity 

as to preclude an attempt at such a comparison. Further analysis 

revealed that only 15 (7.39 per cent) students were from outside 

Indiana, and of those fifteen, only 6 (2.96 per cent) were from 

outside the Midwest. A more detailed breakdown of the urban 

environments is presented in table 8. 

TABLE 8 

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF URBAN BACKGROUNDS OF SURVEY SAMPLE 

Population Range 
2500 - 10,000 
10,000 - 25,000 
25,000 - 50,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
100,000+ 

Number of Responsesa Percentageb 

35 17.24 
27 1~.;0 
35 17.24 
23 11.,; 
54 26.60 

Percentage C 

20.11 
15.52 
20.11 
1;.22 
31.04 

-The number of responses consists of the number of students 
whose hometowns fell within the stated population range, 
based on 1900 census figures. 

bpercentage based on total number of responses. 

CPercentage based on total number of urban responses. 

Thus, utilizing the leading responses in each category, 

the "average" respondent is a 19-year old female sophomore 
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with an elementary education major, a psychology minor, and from 

an urban environment in Indiana. 

B. The description and analysis of the individual responses 

will be I'resented question by question. The responses were 

recorded both numerically and by percentage. As noted 

previously, percentage figures were determined on the basis of 

total responses to a question rather than on a basis of total 

responden·ts. In a few instances, however, the latter method 

was emplo~red when such a percentage was significant. The method 

employed for determining this percentage simply requires that 

the numer:1.cal total of all responses for a particular item 

be divided by the total number of responses obtained for the 

entire question. 

1. Question One. 

The basic purpose of the first question was to 

determine the general Attitudes of the respondents toward 

archeology. It is difficult for the writer to have been able 

to define 1.11 the possible connotations and nuances attached 

to these terms by the respondents. For example, hmysterious ll 

could be defined as "full of mystery" in the traditional sense 

of hidden staircases and secret panels, or in the sense of it 

being difficult to comprehend any real purpose or value in 

archeology. 

Such terms as "remantic" and dangerou8," which have been 

considered •. djectives associated with archeology, are the least 

popular of the choices available in question one. The average 



number of responses for "romantic" is 1.18 per class, the total

response percentage (TRP) is 1.24 per cent. For "dangerous, II 

the average is 1.36 responses per class and a TRP of 1.44 per 

cent. 

Although "romantic" and "dangerous" were rejected by most 

of the sample, an average of 9.45 responses per class for 

"excitingll and 12.36 responses per class for "mysterious It were 

recorded. This would indicate that some of the sample still 

maintain a slightly popularized image of archeology. 

The sole truly negative term--Itboringll--has a TRP of 

5.17 per cent. The percentage based on total respondents 

reveals that only 12.05 per cent of the entire sample thought 

that archeology was boring. 

The three most popular choices were "interesting," 

"technicllI, It and "time-consuming." II Interesting, f1 the overall 

favorite choice and the top choice for six individual classes, 

has a TRP of 27.11 per cent. "Technical," the most popular 

choice in four classes, has a TRP of 18.87 per cent. "Time

consuming" has a TRP of 16.67 per cent. 

Thh writer 0 bserved that al though 12.05 per cent of 

the respondents considered archeology boring, 6~.16 per cent 

thought archeology was interesting. This implies a relatively 

favorablei general attitude by the sample. 

All the results and other data from question one are 

listed in table 9. 

2. Question Two. 



Item 

1.a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 

1.a.. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i • 

TABLE 9 

TOTAL RESPONSE AND PEROENTAGE DATA ON QUESTION ONE, 
RECORDED BY ITEM AND BY OLASS 

Olass 
A120 A160a A160b A160c A160d 

Total Responses 

2 2 '5 0 5 
25 10 12 10 17 
'5'5 1'5 11 21 18 
0 1 2 4 4 

'56 35 14 18 31 
60 32 22 42 47 

3 9 4 7 11 
2; 22 1; 26 33 

7 8 4 15 9 . 
Percentages· 

1.10 1.50 3·53 0 2.86 
13.20 7.60 14.12 6.99 9.71 
17.50 9.80 12.94 14.69 10.28 

0 0.70 2.35 2.80 2.29 
19.10 26.40 16.47 12.59 17.71 
;1.80 24.20 25.88 29.;7 26.86 
1.60 6.80 4.71 4.89 6.29 

12.20 16.60 15.29 18.18 18.86 
'5.50 6.40 4.71 10.49 5.14 

'57 

.A160e 

0 
9 

1'5 
1 

11 
21 
3 

12 
12 

0 
10.98 
15.85 
1.22 

1'5.41 
25.61 
3.67 

14.63 
14.6'5 

• Percentages are determined on the basis of total responses to 
item rather than on the basis of total respondents. In a few 
exceptional instances, percentages for a class may equal 99.99 
per cent rather than 100.00 per cent. 

*·TRP-Total-response percentage. 

A160r 

1 
12 
21 
3 

27 
40 
12 
30 

8 

0.65 
7.79 

1;.64 
1.95 

17.53 
25.97 

7.79 
19.48 
5.20 

an 



TABLE 9--0ontinued 

Class 
A420 A460 A461 A465 Total or TRP** 

Total Responses 

0 0 0 0 13 
2 4 3 0 104 
2 2 2 0 1~6 
0 0 0 0 15 
6 10 7 2 197 
5 8 4 2 283 
1 2 1 1 54 
4 5 5 1 174 

1 2 1 68 

Percentages * 

0 0 0 0 1.24 
9·52 12.50 12.50 0 9.96 
9.52 6.25 8.33 0 1~.03 

0 0 0 0 1.44 
28.57 ;1.25 29.17 28.58 18.87 
23.81 25.00 16.67 28.58 27.11 
4.76 6.25 4.17 14.28 5.17 

19.06 15.62 20.83 14.28 16.67 
4.76 3.12 8.33 14.28 6.51 



The basic aim of question two was to develop a 

general picture of the geographical and chronological interests 

of the r,espondents. There does not appear to be a logical 

explanation for some of the varied interests displayed in this 

question. For example, there are several mound complexes 

located :Ln the Indiana and Ball state area. A number of these 

complexeB have received considerable media publicity. Yet 

the category If)(idwestern mound-builders ll has a TRP of only 

6.48 per cent. The average number of responses is 2.45 per 

class. "Midwestern mound-builders" ranks sixth out of eight 

possible replies. 

The leading three choices are "Egyptian mummies and 

pyramids," "cavemen and stone axes, II and "the Aztecs, Mayans 
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and Incas." The first item was the most commonly associated 

with archeology by the overall sample and by four classes. The 

average responses are 11.09 per class, and the TRP is 28.24 

per cent. "Cavemen and stone axes lf is the second-place 

selection, with a TRP of 26.16 per cent. The third favorite 

choice is lithe Aztecs, Mayans, and Incas. 1f Two individual 

classes, the smallest of the sample, have this category as their 

primary s·election. Average responses are 5.64 per class, with a 

TRP of 14.35 per cent. 

Although the most popular option in question one (item r) 

was selected. by 6;.16 per cent of the respondents, the most 

common choice in question two (item e) Was selected by only 

28.24 per cent of the sample. Furthermore, the three major 



options in question two received together the support of 68.75 

per cent of the sample, only about 5 per cent more than the 

percentage of support received by item f of question one alone. 

This appears to indicate that there is greater agreement in the 

attitudes of the sample regarding particular descriptive 

adjectives associated with archeology than there is accord 

in the interests of the sample in the geographical regions 

or chronological periods associated with archeology. 

Data for question two is summarized in table 10. 

3. Question Three. 

The general function of the third question was to 

test the sample's knowledge of archeologists, and to correlate 

this knmiledge with knowledge of the geographical and 

chronological areas in which archeologists work. The difficulty 

encountered with interpretational extrapolation from the know

ledge of the names of particular archeologists is the uncertain

ty as to whether those who know of an archeologist actually 

associate him with a particular geographical region or a 

certain c:hronological era. The problem is compounded by the 

presence of such names as Thor Heyerdahl, who is more widely 

known for his "scientific" adventurism than he is for any 

archeological work. 

The most surprising revelation made from the data derived 

from question three is the large number of students who do not 

recognize such individuals as Leakey and Heyerdahl, both of 

whom have received very extensive publicity in the last ten 

---------------------------------,-------
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TABLE 10 

TOTAL RESPONSE AND PERCENTAGE DATA ON QUESTION TWO, 
RECORDED BY ITEM AND BY CLASS 

"Iasa 

li!~m 
A120 A160a A160b A100c A160d A160e A160r 

Total Responses 

2.a. 27 20 8 14 17 4 15 
b. 1 0 2 2 2 2 1 
c. 5 5 1 2 5 1 5 
d. 6 ; 2 1 3 2 4 
e '. 22 1; 8 15 23 15 25 
f. 15 12 ; 9 7 5 4 
g. 7 5 3 9 5 3 0 
h. It 4 2 5 7 1 ,-

0 

Percentages* -
2.a. 31.00 ;2.30 27.59 24.56 25.37 1;.;; 22.7'5 

b. 1.20 0 6.90 ;.51 2.98 6.67 1.51 
c. 5.70 8.10 ;.44 ;.51 4.48 ;.;3 7.57 
d. 6.90 4.80 6.90 1.75 4.48 6.67 6.06 
e. 25.;0 20.90 27.59 26.;2 34.;3 40.00 37.89 
f. 17.20 19.00 10.;4 15.79 10.45 16.67 6.06 
g. 8.00 8.10 10.;4 15.79 7.46 10.00 9.09 
h. 4.70 6.80 6.90 8.77 10.45 ;.;; 9.09 

*Percentages are determined on the basis of total responses to an 
item rather than on the basis of total respondents. In a few 
exceptional instances, percentages for a class may equal 99.99 
per cent rather than 100.00 per cent. 

**TRP=Total-respcnse percentage. 
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TABLE 10--Continued 

.. -,,---------_.,-
Class 

~-~,,--

A420 A460 A461 A465 Total or TRP .... 
......... - .. -

Total Responses 

0 4 2 2 113 
0 1 1 0 12 
0 1 1 0 24 
2 2 1 1 27 
1 2 1 0 122 
4 0 3 0 62 
0 2 1 0 41 
0 1 1 0 31 --- Percentages'" 

---'""----
0 30.79 18.18 66.67 26.16 
0 7.69 9.09 0 2.78 
0 7.69 9.09 0 5.56 

28.57 15.38 9.09 33.33 6.48 
14.29 15.38 9.09 0 28.24 
57.14 0 27.28 0 14.35 

0 15.38 9.09 0 9.25 
0 7.69 9.09 0 7 .18 



years. It would seem that even those who have heard of Heyerdahl 

but who do not associate him with archeology would know of Leakey. 

However, 27.46 per cent of the sample or an average of 11.18 

respondents per class indicate that they had heard of none 

of the individuals listed in question three. The TRP is 

14.29 pel" cent, making "none of the above" the third leading 

selectio!l in question three. 

The' four archeologists who have been subject to considerable 

publicity of varying degress for many years also vary in the 

degree to which they are known. Heinrich Schl1emann is the 

most well-known of the four. An average of 6.82 respondents 

per class have heard of Schliemann, and the TRP is 8.72 per 

cent. Schliemann ranks fourth among all selections. 

Sch11emann is followed closely in fifth place by Sir 

Arthur Evans. Evans is known by an average of 5.18 respondents 

per class, and has a TRP of 6.63 per cent. 

The collaborators Carter and Oarnarvon, despite worldwide 

publicity given the discovery of the tomb of Tutankhamen, are 

among the least-known archeologists on the list. Even Pitt

Rivers, who has received no popular treatment, is better 

known to the sample than either Carter or Oarnarvon. Pitt-Rivers' 

relative p()pularity, however, is most certainly due to the 

comprehensive treatment given to him in the introductory 

archeology course. "Lord Oarnarvon" received an average of 

2.00 respon.ses per class, with a TRP of 2.56 per cent. "Howard 

Carter" has average responses per class of only 1.27, with a TRP 



of 1.65 per cent. 

The two leading choices, not unexpectedly, are "L.S.B. 

Leakey" and "Thor Heyerdahl." Leakey is known by 49.10 per 

cent of the survey sample, and Heyerdahl by 55.26 per cent of 

the sample. "L.S.B. Leakey" has a TRP of 25.58 per cent, with 

an average number of 20.00 responses per class. "Thor Heyer

dahl" received an average of 15.55 responses per class, and 

has a TRP of 17.53 per cent. 

Thl~ most interesting aspect of this question is the 

response to the item "others. 1I Although there are only 22 

respondents to this category, there are 40 responses, or an 

average of 1.82 responses per respondent to item Ill". The 

staff arc:heologist at Ball state, Dr. B. K. Swartz, Jr., is 

listed me're often than any other individual. Other archeolo

gists nanled include Mary Leakey, Thomas Jefferson, Raymond 

Baby, Robert Heizer, Robert Braidwood, Gordon Ch1lde, 

W. C. McKern, Gordon Willey, and T. E. Lawrence. Physical 

anthropologists listed include Ales Hrdlicka and William 

Bass. Cultural anthropologists listed as archeologists 

include Margaret Mead (also spelled IIMeade l.), Ruth Benedict, 

Leslie mli te, Ashley Montagu, Loren Eiseley, and A. R. 

Radcliffe-Brown. Miscellaneous individuals who do not fit 

into any ()f the above categories or who are unknown to the 

wri tel' in,clude John Dorwin, Ardey, Pierre Montet, Immanuel 

Velikovs~f, and Molininski (Malinowski?). This response 

indicates that although knowledge in the field of archeology 
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among some individuals is very extensive, a number of respondents 

have confused anthropologists with archeologists. Apparently 

in the minds of some of the survey sample there is no clear 

distinction between anthropology and archeology. 

The data and results for question three are tallied in 

table 11. 

4. Question Four. 

The general purpose of question four was 

to develop a more detailed representation of the geographical 

interests of the survey sample. 

As in the second question, knowledge or interest in 

New World sites or discoveries is almost negligible. The 

four New World archeological remains listed in question four 

are "Chichen Itza," "Folsom man, n "Hopewell mounds," and 

"Machu Picchu," and they rank eleventh, ninth, eighth, and 

tenth respectively. Together, these choices were selected by 

only 8.04 per cent of the sample, with an individual percentage 

range of 1.42 per cent for "Chichen Itza" to 2.60 per cent 

for "Hopewell mounds." Together, they averaged only 3.09 

responses per class. 

Olduvai Gorge, the site with which Leakey is associated, 

ranks fourth, with an average of 3.45 responses per class, and 

a TRP of 8.98 per cent. This implies that although Leakey is 

currently the best-known archeologist among the respondents, 

the site at which he worked is either less well-known or is 

considered a secondary site. 



Item 

~.a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
1-
j. 
k. 
1. 
m. 

3·a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
1. 
m. 

TABLE 11 

TOTAL RESPONSE A.t.~D PERCENTAGE DATA ON QUESTION THREE, 
RECORDED BY ITEM AND BY CLASS 

Class 
A120 A160a A160b A160c A160d 

Total Responses 

14 ~ 6 } 8 
7 ° 1 2 3 

~6 21 12 16 24 
5 3 2 1 3 
9 3 2 3 7 

11 9 1 6 10 
10 4 9 8 14 
7 4 1 5 8 
} 1 1 2 2 
5 1 0 0 1 

48 19 14 19 ;} 
3 1 0 2 1 

20 28 7 27 16 

Percentages* 

7.90 ;.10 10.71 3.19 6.15 
4.00 0 1.78 2.1; 2.,1 

20.20 21.60 21.4~ 17.02 18.46 
2.80 3.10 }.57 1.06 2.31 
5.10 3.10 3.57 3.19 5.38 
6.20 9·30 1.78 6.38 7.69 
5.60 4.10 16.07 8.51 10.77 
4.00 4.10 1.78 5.32 6.15 
1.70 1.00 1.78 2.13 1.54 
2.80 1.00 0 0 0.77 

27.00 19.60 25.00 20.21 25.38 
1.70 1.00 0 2.1~ 0.77 

11.00 29.00 12·5~ 28.73 12.32 
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A160e 

4 
4 

12 
2 
1 
4 
6 
4 
2 
0 

17 
2 
6 

6.25 
6.25 

18.75 
3.12 
1.56 
6.25 
9.38 
6.25 
3.12 
0 

26.57 
3.12 
9.38 

*Percentages are determined on the basis of total responses to 
item rather than on the basis of total respondents. In a few 
exceptional instances, percentages for a class may equal 99.99 
per cent rather than 100.00 per cent. 

**TRPaTotal-response percentage. 

A160f 

7 
1 

15 
2 
1 
7 
8 
5 
0 
5 

4} 
4 

16 

6.14 
0.88 
1~.16 
1.75 
0.88 
6.14 
7.02 
4.~8 
0 
4.~8 

37.72 
3.51 

14.04 

an 
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TABLE 11--Continued 

:--
Class -- A420 A460 A461 A465 Total of TRP** 

Total Responses 

6 4 2 0 57 
2 0 2 0 22 
2 4 6 1 149 
1 0 1 0 20 
6 ; ; 0 ;8 
2 0 1 1 52 
5 3 5 ; 75 
; 3 1 1 42 
2 0 1 0 14 
6 4 5 3 ;0 
6 9 9 3 220 
5 1 2 1 22 
0 2 1 0 12; 

... , 
Percentages* 

13.04 12.12 5·13 0 6.6; 
4.;5 0 5.1; 0 2.56 
4.;5 12.12 15.38 7.69 17.33 
2.17 0 2.56 0 2.;; 

13.04 9.09 7.69 0 4.42 
4.;5 0 2.56 7.69 6.05 

10.87 9.09 12.82 2;.08 8.72 
6.5; 9.09 2.56 7.69 4.88 
4.;5 0 2.56 0 1.63 

13.04 12.12 12.82 2;.08 ;.02 
13.04 27.28 23.10 2;.08 25.58 
10.87 3.03 5.1; 7.69 2.56 

0 6.06 2.56 0 14.29 

j 
J 
I , 
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The' three leading choices are all Old World s1 tes: Pompeii, 

the tomb of Tutankhamen, and Stonehenge. Pompeii and Stonehenge 

are both glamorous and spectacular remains, and both are major 

tourist attractions. Both Pompeii and Stonehenge have a unique

ness whi(~h has been recognized and publicized by popular literature. 

Tutankhrulen's tomb was subject to publicity and media coverage 

unparallf,lled by any archeological discovery, before or after. 

The find of the tomb spawned a whole genre in popular literature 

and in f:llms, which might be termed "Egyptology horror." Although 

no longer as popular as formerly, many of these film "classics" 

still adorn late-night television 

Thus, the popularity of these three sites is not unusual, 

al though one might expeot "King Tut' s tomb" to have a slight 

lead over "Pompeii." "Pompeii" has a TRP of 25.53 per cent, 

with an ;3.verage response of 9.82 per class. "King Tut's tomb" 

averaged 9.27 responses per class, and has a TRP of 24.11 per 

cent. "Stonehenge," in third place, averaged 5.27 responses 

per class, with a TRP of 13.71 per cent. 

As in question two, there was little accord on the most 

popular choices, with the interests of the sample being very 

diverse. It requires the percentages of the three leading 

options (63.35 per cent) to equal the percentage of interest 

attained by the leading choice in question one (63.16 per cent). 

Furthermore, individual class leaders varied considerably. 

"Olduvai Gorge" led in two classes, "Pompeii" in four classes, 

and "King Tut's tomb" led in three classes. 



Data for question four is summarized in table 12. 

5. Question Five. 

From the fifth question would be determined 

whether 1~he survey sample believed archeology, at least as far 

as excavation techniques are concerned, was basically micro

scopically- or macroscopically-oriented. All the tools listed 

are intended for large-scale or small-scale work, although the 

distinct:lons are not always obvious. 

Of the five leading ohoices, four are definitely oriented 

toward small-scale removal of dirt and toward detailed examination 

of finds. However, 43.36 per cent of the respondents to question 

five think that a pick is essential in the field, and the pick is 

a tool obviously intended for removal of large amounts of dirt 

at once. The TRP for Ilpiokl! is 14.46 per oent and the average 

number o:r responses is 15.73 per olass. 

Th~ two leading ohoices were "brush" and "hand shovel." 

"Brush," the most preferred option, has a TRP of 19.90 per cent, 

an average of 21.64 responses per olass, and was ohosen by 

59.64 pe.r cent of the respondents as a vi tal excavation imple

ment. "Hand shovel" received an average of 18,18 responses 

per olass, and has a TRP of 16.72 per oent. "Brush," "hand 

shovel," and "pick" were the three "winners" in the tool 

category. 

In fourth and fifth places are the magnifying glass and the 

dental pick. "Magnifying glass It has a TRP of 8.71 per cent, with 

average responses of 9.55 per olass. "Dental pick" reoeived 9.27 
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TABLE 12 

TOTAL RESPONSE AND PERCENTAGE DATA ON QUESTION FOUR, 
RECORDED BY ITEM AND BY CLASS 

-- Class 

~ 
A120 A160a A160b A160c A160d A160e A160r 

Total Responses 

4.a. 9 1; 2 4 10 7 10 
b. 9 1 ; 0 5 0 4 
c. 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 
d. 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 
e. 3 5 0 7 5 2 5 
f. 12 4 2 5 4 1 1 
g. 19 12 11 1; 17 5 24 
h. 1 4 1 1 1 1 0 
i. 12 15 8 17 17 11 16 
j. 2 1 2 4 2 1 ; 
k. 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 
1. ; 1 0 l 2 0 2 
m. 2 2 0 1 1 0 1 
n. 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 

Percentages* 

4.a. 11.40 21.60 6.67 1.27 15.;9 24.14 15. 15 
b. 11.40 1.70 10.00 1.82 1.69 0 0 
c. 2.50 ;.;0 0 1.82 0 0 0 
d. 2.50 0 0 12.72 0 0 7.57 
e. ;.80 8.;0 0 0 1.69 6.90 6.06 
f. 15.20 6.70 6.67 9.09 6.15 3.45 1.51 
g. 24.10 20.00 ;6.67 2;.64 26.15 17.24 ;6.;6 
h. 1.;0 6.70 ;.;; 1.82 1.54 ;.45 0 
i. 15.20 25.00 26.66 ;0.91 26.15 ;7.92 24.27 
j. 2.50 1.70 6.67 1.27 3.08 ;.45 4.54 
k. 1.;0 0 0 0 0 ;.45 0 
1. ;.80 1.70 0 1.82 ;.08 0 ;.0, 
m. 2.50 ;.,0 0 1.82 1.54 0 1.51 
n. 2.50 0 ;.;; 0 1.51i 0 0 

*Percentages are determined on the basis of total responses to an 
item rather than on the basis of total respondents. In a few 
exceptional instances, percentages for a class may equal 99.99 
per cent rather than 100.00 per cent. 

**TRP=Total-response percentage. 



TABLE 12--Continued 

Class 
A420 A460 A461 A465 Total or TRP** 

Total Responses 

0 2 1 0 58 
0 1 0 0 2; 
1 0 0 0 6 
0 0 0 0 ; 
0 2 0 0 29 
; 3 2 1 28 
1 2 4 0 108 
0 0 0 0 9 
0 2 3 1 102 
0 1 0 0 22 
0 0 0 0 2 
1 0 0 1 11 
1 0 0 0 8 
0 0 0 0 4 

Percentages'" 

0 15.38 10.00 0 1;.71 
0 7.69 0 0 5. 44 

14.28 0 0 0 1.42 
0 0 0 0 0.71 
0 15.;8 0 0 6.85 

42.88 2;.10 20.00 ;).;3 8.98 
14.28 15.;8 40.00 0 25.5; 

0 0 0 0 2.1; 
0 15.38 30.00 33.33 24.11 
0 7.69 0 0 5.20 
0 0 0 0 0.47 

14.28 0 0 33.33 2.60 
14.28 0 0 0 1.89 

0 0 0 0 0.96 



responses per class and has a TRP of 8.5) per cent. 

Among the eight remaining choices, the four other 

macroscopic implements placed seventh, tenth, eleventh and 

twelfth. The only Burprise was "spade, IT which ranks only 

seventh despite its "traditional ll association with archeology. 

Individual class favorites were I' brush, II leading in six 

classes, "pick," leading in two classes, and "hand shovel" led 

in one class. 

Oomplete statistical results for question five are in 

table 1). 

6. Question Six. 
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In question six, the choices available are 

divisible into two basic categories which can be termed the 

"sciences" and the "humanities. IT In the case of question 

six, the "sciences" are chemistry, physics, geology, surveying, 

drafting, osteology (termed "skeletal anatomy" on the 

questionnaire), and statistics and computer programming. The 

"humanities" are photography, history, personnel and finan-

cial administration, pottery types, coin types, geography, 

and languages and deciphering. "Humanities" were defined as 

those disciplines which Were concerned with man and the products 

of his cultural development. Most of the fields were easy to 

classify. Some, however, such as "photography" were difficult 

to categorize, and the writer was forced to make subjective 

and arbitrary decisions concerning some areas. The purpose 

of question six, therefore, is to determine the interests of 


