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I. Abstract 

 The poor recovery, transport, storage, data-entry, and organization of archaeological 

materials results in the loss of valuable artifact data, increased archival backlog, and negative 

effects for the profession of archeology. These are major issues contributing to the curation 

crisis. The purpose of this thesis is to analyze why certain artifact processes in their analytical 

procedures result in better outcomes than others. 



 

 4 

 To understand this, I created case studies based on my experience working in separate 

steps of the artifact process in both academic and CRM archeology. To give structure to these 

case studies, I incorporate principles actively used in the business of manufacturing such as Lean 

Manufacturing and Kaizen (process improvement strategies involving waste reduction). The 

words “wastes” and “defects” when used in reference to the artifact process are borrowed from 

business terms for something that goes wrong during any stage in processing, and therefore 

rework is required, or the project materials are otherwise disregarded (Hicks, 2007). 

 This research demonstrates how wastes and delays in artifact processes stem from 

multiple sources. Artifact processes can be defined as the levels and steps of curation and 

analysis as an artifact passes through archaeological care, beginning its lifecycle in excavation 

and ending it through either deaccessioning or long-term archival storage (see Figure 1). The 

patterns of waste are significantly different depending on whether or not artifacts have a research 

outcome when they are first excavated, which signifies the system type the artifacts proceed 

under. For example, when cultural resource management projects in archaeology excavate, they 

do so primarily to fulfill the contractor’s value of artifact removal.  

 Academic-driven excavation, on the other hand, has fewer opportunities for process 

stagnation, but is subject to other process wastes including those arising when researchers fail to 

search archives prior to new excavation. Artifact process stagnations include wastes and 

anything else that may stop the physical or informational flow of an artifact and its data through 

the artifact process. The patterns of waste also vary based on when the experienced 

archaeological talent is invested, particularly whether it is early in excavation or later on in the 

lab or archive. Later in the artifact process, there is often a higher cost of rework because of 

insufficient handling and organization early on. This thesis contains a detailed discussion of 
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wastes incurred in the various stages of the artifact process for each system type. 

 The ways of handling these wastes are as varied as their sources. Prior to the excavation, 

all artifacts must have an ethical deaccessioning plan with native consult or community partners, 

and a timetable associated with them. Standards must be set for data entry at every step of the 

process so that materials are not rendered useless for lack of accompanying data.  

 When excavations result in orphaned artifacts, these artifacts should be rapidly matched 

with a research objective, because the likelihood of adoption declines significantly with time. 

Beyond this, employment practices must be improved so that those entering the field can 

contribute consistently and broadly to the artifact process. The success of the overall artifact 

process must be holistically strived for by everyone involved and at every stage in order for those 

excavated artifacts to bring the most value to our understanding of our past and to those cultures 

affected. 

 Averting wasteful operational procedures such as poor recovery, transport, storage, data-

entry and organization of archaeological materials will result in retaining valued artifact data, 

decreasing the archival backlog, and benefiting the profession itself through sustainable and 

ethical practices. 
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II. Introduction 

 Archaeology today suffers from the curation crisis. Because this crisis is not being 

resolved. Therefore, in this thesis I dig deeper into the issues surrounding artifact curation. One 

of the primary reasons for looking critically into archaeological curation is that the field of 

archaeology has changed a lot in the last 40 years (since the 1980s) into a more diverse and 

ethical discipline that strives to minimize impacts to archaeological resources (sites and 

artifacts), while maximizing the amount of information that can be learned. Thus, the curation 

crisis is but a tangent to a long-standing ethical dilemma within archaeology. 

These newer goals incorporate the value of appreciating the cultures that the materials 

come from. Many modern archaeologists are in support of these ethnographic anthropological 

perspectives and acknowledge themselves as scientists to be outsiders to the projects they 

analyze. In the field, this separation of self-investments from the project reflects what areas are 

best for excavation to achieve the best artifact data in representing a whole culture. Therefore, 

21st century archaeology is different from older approaches that accumulated large amounts of 

material from excavation, including time-diagnostic materials that did help establish 

chronologies but tended to capture public fascination with “the past”. 

For example, projects instead begun to include researching middle classes or those living 

in regions farther from the urban center. As perspectives changed on where to look, so too did 

the lengths of quantification and analysis for artifacts that hold other qualities rather than 

qualities for what one could consider a treasured object, or as I will call them, an “aesthetic 

artifact.” Aesthetic artifacts are typical displays in museum exhibits designed to capture the 

attention of visitors. These consist of pieced-together or whole objects, showcasing high levels of 

craftsmanship, and made with quality materials mainly for the upper class.  
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Today, fieldworkers turn to more utilitarian and middle-class contexts to find the most 

reliable data on day-to-day cultural behavior in the past. An example of this is that today, 

prehistoric archaeologists study entire assemblages of lithic debitage to piece together the exact 

ways people made their tools and taught their techniques across a region; this is in contrast to the 

approach, common in arrowhead collecting, of finding the prettiest, strangest, or most complete 

object.  

As this shift from culture-history approaches to processual-approaches in archaeology 

happened in the mid 1900s, in the midst of Western and colonial approaches to practicing 

archaeology persisting through this transition, we find ourselves somewhat obstructed when it 

comes to successful artifact processing. For instance, theater curation from periods of the 

culture-history perspective revolved around exhibition for ideals of the prettiest, strangest, and 

most complete examples to draw crowds and make more money. Today, under modern 

processual approaches, archaeology refuses the draw of theater curation that can result in 

alienation or misrepresentation of cultures, and therefore, struggles with drawing funds and 

crowds. Thus, modern archaeological projects with processual perspectives struggle finding 

exhibition for less treasure-like objects, such as utilitarian tools and debitage. Therefore, 

consumer goals and intentions for conducting archaeology have drastically change in their 

support systems, causing both positive and negative affects to the profession.  

 There is more to the story than the already acknowledged problems of artifact hoarding 

and the lack of analysis. In confronting the modern curation crisis through the following study, I 

argue that we must investigate the underlying systems of artifact processing (such as push and 

pull), compare the fields of archaeology (CRM and academic), and study the creations of 
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procedural waste from artifact processing in order to determine why curatorial practices have 

found themselves unsustainable in line with 21st-century archaeology.  

 

Background in Under Processing: Lack of Analysis 

Lack of analysis is the first major issue underlying the curation crisis. The curation crisis 

is a newer problem, but it’s the manifestation of several decades of over-excavation and the slow 

accumulation of stuff. The curation crisis is in fact that the proper process for artifacts is not 

successful, as they do not often complete adequate artifact processes (see Figure 1). For instance, 

there are cases when only certain artifacts would make it through this process at all. The other 

objects would be left to be dealt with by nature or packed with a shovel as they could seem 

unimportant to the original research question for that particular site at that specific point in 

archaeological history.  

As these seemingly terrible actions could play a crucial part in the process of fighting the 

curation crisis with modern deaccessioning or perhaps just taking fewer artifacts back to the lab 

for analysis, we would not be able to answer future and further research questions that come with 

changes in perspectives of archaeology practitioners and laboratory technology for analysis. 

From an archaeological perspective for successful analysis, artifacts of all sorts are essential to 

analyze. Artifacts at the very least should undergo adequate quantification and basic 

identification into a database during the field lab if the artifacts cannot make it back from the 

field, or during the archival stage if they are missing database information and cannot remain 

stored there. As we learn about these practical shifts in archaeology, we must alter our practices 

in preparation for the possibility of growth and change with new information and transformations 

in the future of the field. This includes practicing waste management in curation, while preparing 

for easy transference of materials. Preparing for easy transfer includes practicing physical 
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material organization and a singular shareable database of archived artifacts, proper storage 

standards, and anything else that protects their entire available data. 

Now, imagine how the artifacts from a site have been excavated, including all the broken 

or complete faunal remains, glass, or lithic pieces of different sizes quantified to the hundreds of 

thousands, and maybe a couple of pristine artifacts whether they be aesthetic or practical. With 

all of these artifacts in need of analysis, there is the need for human resources and included 

funding to further complete the artifact process. Here, in the process of analysis, is where we run 

into the first major exhibition of the lack in standardizations of processing that cause problems in 

the age-old curation crisis. 

Thus, the next important subject to consider when defining the "curation crisis" is who 

will be conducting analysis? This is an important question because analysis stands as the critical 

foundation for any report on a site or for determining the proper way to display culture in any 

review or exhibit. The connection of the lab operations, whether it be stronger with the field 

operations or the archives, is a critical aspect to investigating the curation crisis.  

 

Background in Over Processing: Artifact Hoarding and Lack of Ethical Deaccessioning 

 The final point of artifact hoarding in every step of the artifact process is a recommended 

background in understanding possible solutions to the curation crisis. Artifact hoarding is a kind 

of over-processing in the artifact process. Over-processing is the wasteful act of having to 

rework the database, reprocess materials in analysis, and re-package materials in storage; it also 

includes storage over the lifetime of an object’s stay in a curation facility. With over-processing 

comes overproduction and excess inventory. Any other actions unnecessary to meet the values of 

the funders or researchers for the project are also defined as over-processing (Hicks, 2007).  
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A researcher’s needs include possible processes such updating databases, re-processing, 

and re-packaging materials, this is not seen as over-processing only if enough time has gone by 

for review, as the materials should have been previously processed, input, and packaged in the 

best ways manageable for update and transference. Past materials that were not archived this way 

require the rework on these actions, thus it is considered over-processing. Doing things right the 

first time will avoid the need for “unnecessary” rework, or over-processing on these matters. 

Overproduction is an affect caused by over-processing, as too many artifacts (excess inventory) 

working on too many variations of product management will cause halts and difficult transfers 

between steps in the artifact process.  

 During archaeological procedures, artifacts come from the ground and become ethically 

initiated into artifact processes with native and community consult. They should be immediately 

identified, quantified, and put into a database or log before ever leaving the field. Further 

analysis beyond the field lab should only have to be conducted on the artifacts singled out as 

most valuable to the particular research project they are adopted for, or artifacts that were 

unidentifiable during excavation and artifact sorting. The value of the artifact in terms of exhibit 

curation may also play a role in determining whether the artifact fulfills the entire artifact process 

within the project.  

This means that certain artifacts that will best suit exhibition will certainly find adoption 

for research and analysis, and therefore undergo every step of the artifact process. Other artifacts 

that are outside of exhibition ideals, or research goal intentions, are to remain in their bags of 

sorted materials with matching provenience, ready for submission to an archive along with a 

coordinated material log that matches the archival database. Other artifacts from the site that are 

removed to undergo analysis, will be placed back into accession with these artifacts in the same 
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archive, to keep site collections together. Thus, archives holding un-analyzed artifacts must keep 

space and remain ready for the addition of analyzed artifacts following their routine process.  

The artifacts that do not go on for further analysis should be catalogued into a database 

and either returned to the descendants connected to those who lived at the site, to land (if it is 

well protected), or to an archive ready to receive the artifacts  already in full organization for 

easy submission. This suggestion follows discussions on cures for the curation crisis known as 

“catch-and-release” archaeology (Kersel, 2015). The archive to store these materials should be 

chosen and assessed in terms of budget and space for possible findings before a shovel ever 

enters the ground.  

At the initiation of identification and quantification processes, the removal of artifacts 

from the complete "life cycle" process should begin. The field lab should be well equipped with 

analysts and archivists to keep up with excavated materials coming out of the ground. 

Excavations should have artifact processing schedules timed around the processing of the 

artifacts, not just the goals of the season or budget.  

The reality, however, is far different from what should be happening. The artifact process 

is interrupted by the waste created by the over-processing of artifacts. Artifact hoarding is a 

defect that commonly happens, and that it arises through a lack of strong connection and 

standardization between the different stages and steps of the process. 

 Archive and lab workers do not find themselves in the places that they need to be from 

the beginning of an artifact life cycle. Instead, they are working on backlogs and continually 

having to create more procedural waste by reworking the disorganized projects, rather than easily 

entering the materials and giving them a home that has already been prepared. By practicing 

standardized archival work in every step of the artifact process, the field, lab, and archives are 
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united. Unification of the stages in the artifact process results in proper storage, accurate 

information, quickly made databases and logs, and all-around organization.  

The archives are now the most prominent "hoarders" of artifacts, simply because objects 

will spend 300 years in the archives for every day spent in any other step of the artifact process. 

Deaccessioning to clean through the backlogged archives and mitigate the curation crisis is not 

the sole job of archival workers. The curation crisis is everyone's problem because the most 

significant contributing factors to the crisis happen during processing, a brief moment in the 

artifact lifecycle. With the over-processing of artifacts comes the under-processing of 

deaccessioning them. If deaccessioning were practiced more often and in an ethical manner, then 

the over-processing of artifacts would decrease.  
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Figure 1: “Adequate Artifact Processing” consists of steps (0) Funding and Research that is the initiation start for academic 
archaeology, (1) Excavation, (1.5) Funding and Research that is the initiation start for CRM archaeology, (2) Lab/Analysis, (3) 
Archival Work/Storage, and (4) exhibit curation. Detailed in this graphic are the necessary standards to include in the work for 
each step of the artifact process. 
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Deaccessioning is a job to be practiced by everyone in every step of the artifact process. 

Deaccessioning is defined as the removal of artifacts from storage. One reason why 

deaccessioning should be considered a duty for participants in all steps of the artifact process is 

to keep ethical checks on which materials are candidates for the artifact process in the first place. 

Because archaeology must take ethical considerations into account, projects should determine a 

value for data in practices consulted within the promising morals of the descendants and 

landholders. The artifacts that do arise from a cordial excavation conducted by an archaeologist 

with descendant agreements are therefore accessioned into a field log and should immediately be 

identified according to these ethical values and deaccessioned when appropriate.  

Deaccessioning is a new reality that is necessary for archival work in battling the curation 

crisis. Archaeologists highly value achieving artifact data and storing materials for future 

accessibility and research and prefer that artifact processing initiations take place. Often, 

questions on or plans for ethical deaccessioning do not coincide with all project plans for artifact 

processing of artifacts that come up through excavation.  

 The most ethical choice is returning the artifacts to descendants who should already be 

coordinating with the project, after quantification and identification, if the descendants are ready 

to receive them. If the artifacts and human remains are legally protected under legislation such as 

the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, then they belong to the 

descendants and are not candidates for the artifact process. All items currently archived before 

now under these laws should be returned without question.  

A compromise can be found between the archaeologist and the descendants by returning 

those artifacts unapproved for further analysis and archive back to the land. When artifacts have 

reached the point of being displayed after making it through the entire artifact process in 
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accession, they should undergo questioning to follow procedures of deaccessioning. First, the 

materials should be offered to other exhibitors before deaccessioned back to the descendants or 

landowners. These actions should all take place before archaeological materials are considered 

completed and orphaned collections are left for a long-term stay at an archive.  

 “Treasure value” is not a reason to prioritize holding an artifact over returning it to the 

descendants that are affected by its modern presence. Exhibit and museum curators should not 

find themselves overburdened in the number of artifacts they are managing, and artifacts should 

rarely get to the point of requiring long-term storage in any archive or repository.  

To deaccession a previously excavated item from an archive or repository, practitioners 

should work with descendants to consider the ethics of conducting further analysis or putting 

them back at the archaeological site. Only then, are archaeological materials and artifacts 

assessed as candidates for complete removal into modern human waste locations; the materials 

must be cleared as unnecessary for any further analysis and as holding minimal data value. 

Therefore, additional storage or continuance of the artifact process is not necessary. 

Before removal can happen, the materials must be adequately photographed or modeled 

three-dimensionally, analyzed on all possible or essential parts, and put into a single easy-to-

access database. Sample artifacts of deaccessioned collections are to be kept on file in "non-

active" archives to best represent the entirety of items removed from storage in ways that destroy 

the artifacts. For those removed artifacts may lose provenience, destroying further use of the 

artifact for analysis. Thus, there must be other artifacts representative of the collection that have 

labeled provenience and are physically accessible. There should be one representative artifact per 

material or resource, such as one for glass, one for bone, one for rock, etcetera. For this reason, 

no collection of materials should be deaccessioned in its entirety. 
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Lab and archival work should be distributed into the field and take the lead on how an 

excavation project is to be properly conducted. With more workers educated in analysis, lab time 

becomes shortened and more research focused. It is essential to determine the ethical value of 

artifacts and whether they should be returned to the descendants or the land before being 

approved for an artifact process. This ethical understanding in the field of archaeology is 

widespread through an increase in lab and archival work.  

With the current crisis, proper organization and archival work in databases are dispersed 

throughout the entire artifact process and completed by all staff members. Heads of archives will 

be better set with smaller staff when materials are brought to them already prepared for storage 

with provenience duly filled out and archival work already completed in the field and the lab.  

 

Defining Waste and Defects in the Artifact Process  

Aside from artifact hoarding and lack of analysis, many wastes can occur during artifact 

processes that are causal to the mishandling of artifacts in the curation crisis. As discussed 

above, these occurring wastes include the movement of materials before further value can be 

added to them, or active variations of system processing where one addressed solution would 

benefit improvements more (Pyke & Cohen, 1990). However, the two significant wastes in 

artifact processing, and the ones exhibited in the case studies to follow, are wastes in defects 

such as under- and over-processing. 

If no standards to eliminate halts in artifact processing are in place, then a defect will 

exist. The ultimate purpose of artifact processes differs between academic archaeology and CRM 

archaeology, as the consumers in those fields currently differ. Thus, the values that determine 

what is over-processed or under-processed differ as well. Over- and under-processing are relative 
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to defects, as they are both symptoms of defects. Over- and under-processing such as artifact 

hoarding, and lack of analysis can also cause further defects in artifact processes to occur.  

Much of the waste in defective artifact processes in archaeology are manufacturing 

defects, such as under- and over-processing. Manufacturing defects and wastes are produced in 

unintended defects and their presence means that the system was not designed to work with the 

new wastes produced through the systems installment. Thus, the manufacturing defects are to be 

eliminated through improvement strategies for lean systems, such as lean and Kaizen waste 

removal. 

There are also marketing defects within the artifact process. Marketing defects derive 

from producers within archaeology misleading consumers or funders of artifact removal. This 

deceit in the product of excavation is seen in the lack of standardized system processing of 

artifacts for their entire life cycle. In other words, funders or researchers of archaeological 

projects do not include successful artifact processes; thus, marketing defects exist. Products that 

produce a high amount of waste do not accommodate expectations of the consumer or funding 

support values, whether they hold value in artifact removal or artifact data. Waste causes 

consumer dissatisfaction, for both workers within the artifact process and those who are funding 

the systems of processing.  

 

Defining Lean Systems and Kaizen Waste Improvement Strategies 

 Lean systems are strategies that are implemented to cancel out wastes to increase the 

speed and quality of processes (Pyke & Cohen, 1990). Systems that have the least amount of 

waste have more successful artifact processes. Projects that work within both push and pull 

systems of artifact processing in archaeology are found to reduce the most amount of waste and 
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increase speed on orphaned or existing collections. Push systems are when artifacts are pushed 

through processes to meet their completion for the value of artifact removal or quick recovery. 

Pull systems are when artifacts are pulled from each step of the artifact process and into the next 

step, with more time for management and organization of the materials. Pull systems of artifact 

processing operate with the value of successful and adequate artifact processes in order to 

receive optimal artifact data. The line of balance between push and pull systems acts as a lean 

system to artifact processing, and thus should be implemented in battling the curation crisis to 

promote successes in overall artifact processing.  

To help achieve a line of balance that will maintain sustainability within archaeological 

practices, the job of archival work is to be shared throughout all steps of the artifact process, and 

the job of lab analysis is to be incorporated into fieldwork. The reconnection of practices among 

the steps of artifact processing allows for the enforcement of standardizations in artifact 

processing, and thus allows for the achievement of eliminating waste through Kaizen 

improvement strategies.  

Kaizen improvement strategies are focused on providing successful processes through 

continuous, incremental improvements to reduce waste (Khan, 2011). By creating a standard 

procedure for eliminating waste and increasing sustainability in high-level efficiency through 

business plans, Kaizen contributes to improving related projects by promoting team effort and 

mobilizing suggestions that involve workers at every step and level in the processing (Khan, 

2011). Each team member and project leaders must be seen as an equal member of the team to 

practice Kaizen improvement.  

In the field of archaeology, applying Kaizen improvement methods in artifact processes 

to mitigate the curation crisis can improve morale and satisfaction among production team 
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members and can also improve production itself. By striving for an overall ethical goal in 

archaeology, such as successfully completing artifact processes, every worker is tasked with the 

responsibility to contribute to the team goal.  

With this overall goal, self and peer evaluations are established in order to meet proper 

standardizations to achieve success in artifact processing. These standardizations must be 

evaluated and improved as wastes make themselves apparent through procedural practices. The 

standardizations and the overall goal must be maintained, or else processes are bound to slip 

back, and wastes will continue to exist. If project managers bring a Kaizen improvement strategy 

into the workplace, the wastes and defects of under- and over-processing are eliminated by the 

flourishing culture of continuous improvement. 

 

Figure 2 “Kaizen Waste Improvement Processes” details the five steps of processing wastes out of artifact processing-lines and 
making improvements within archaeological projects. “Kaizen Implementation Elements” details the five suggestions that 
leaders in archaeological projects should promote and improve in order for improvements processes to be possible. Both of these 
improvements and implementations are highlighted as ways to remove wastes in processes. 

When there is a separation between each part of the artifact process, disjunction results 

causing defects that lead to artifact hoarding and a lack of analysis. As lack of funding would be 

an easy place to lay blame in any part of the artifact process (fieldwork, lab analysis, archival 
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work, etc.), their low funds are not the sole cause for a hiccup in a successful and timely 

workflow. The most significant cause of the curation crisis is the lack of education in analysis 

and archival work among participants within each step of the artifact process, and the lack of 

recognition that curation is equally as valuable as other stages of the artifact process. This 

disconnection between the steps of the artifact process and understanding archival work builds 

wastes in artifact processing and leads to: 

• Operational Misunderstandings 

• Lengthened Communications and Procedures 

• Lost Artifacts and Provenience 

• Illegal Actions and Mishandling of Cultural Materials and Remains 

• High Amounts of Rework  

Through reconnection of the separated steps, implementing sustainable practices to find 

the line of balance in lean systems and reduce waste using Kaizen improvement methods is 

achievable. As demonstrated in the case studies below examining artifact curation in CRM and 

academic settings, this balance and reconnection among the steps of the artifact process is a 

necessary step in ameliorating the curation crisis.  
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III. Methods and Case Studies 

 The following case studies, constructed through one-on-one interviews and based on 

personal experience, focus on archaeology and artifact curation in the greater San Francisco Bay 

Area of California. They are examples representative of the “curation crisis” as well as the 

different roles that archaeological archival work plays in battling the crisis. These studies provide 

insight into the ways researchers engage with or avoid existing collections, where disjunction is 

found or reconciled in the procedures of artifact processing, and comparisons of ethical 

viewpoints of most archaeologists regarding the outcomes of the systems they utilize. The case 

studies provide persuasive examples that demonstrate the operations of push and pull systems in 

academic and CRM archaeology and the waste created during artifact processing.  

 

A “A Reality Check” — Field Lab and CRM Experience: Sesnon House, Cabrillo College, 

Soquel, CA  

 
In 2018 construction took place in a parking lot expansion at Cabrillo Community 

College, and historic artifacts started to turn up in the soil. Observing glass and other artifacts 

inadvertently unearthed during construction, the head overseer of Cabrillo College’s Sesnon 

House invited a CRM company to assess the project site. Construction stopped and 

archaeologists soon began mitigating further damage and determining the age significance of the 

archaeological remains.   

Even with a low budget, the now partly-volunteer CRM excavation crew came to the site 

and dug out the area as one provenience level, going about eight feet down. A cement fill went 

over the remaining artifacts in the dirt that would not be dug further by construction work, and 

the site was entered into a regional database. This set-up for excavation is an excellent example 
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of the suboptimal and collective recovery processes of most CRM activities when working 

within construction schedules. Their work was restricted by the few hours they were given to 

retrieve the artifacts, a low community college budget, and the fact that they analyzed the site 

focus to be a historic privy, so one hole for the privy and a transect survey of the area was 

determined enough for examining and identifying the archaeological site in this style of 

excavation. 

The artifacts retrieved out of the privy were quickly dated through a range including 

artifacts predating the current Sesnon House, as well as artifacts that were concurrent with its 

habitation. There was likely another, wood-built building, that housed inhabitants predating the 

brick Sesnon House, all of whom are presumably tied to the Sesnon-Porter family lineage. The 

Sesnon-Porter family has descendants still living in Santa Cruz today, and is historically known 

for its deep roots in the tannery operations and leading landholders of Santa Cruz.  

 The importance of this background is that the Porter-Sesnon family has deep roots in 

Santa Cruz County, with colleges established under their names. Even with this modern-day 

influence, the family’s historic garbage bin, a primary archaeological source of truthful 

information that usually does not receive frequent mentions in historical archives, was dug up in 

one provenience and dumped into one large pile next to the community college’s archaeology 

department garage. The pile was then covered with a tarp to be sifted and sorted by volunteer 

students. At this point, there was no funding for proper storage by a CRM company for the 

collection of artifacts still within the dirt pile, and the artifact process was interrupted. 

My recent teacher and mentor from Cabrillo College, Dustin McKenzie, had emailed me 

in need of volunteers to sift through and sort this colossal pile of dirt covered with a tarp next to 

his storage. He had adopted the collection in its time of need and had enabled its storage to be 
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accepted by the college for the duration of the time it would take to manage the dirt through the 

learning experience of new students and volunteer time of others. A few of his other former 

students and myself who were continuing their higher education elsewhere and a few of his 

current students with both a “try for size” and professional attitude all showed up on site to 

accomplish the work.  

 The work was completed in the free time of volunteers that could be coordinated among 

everyone involved, which was a six-hour meeting once a week. It took about 12 weeks for the 

dedicated volunteers to get through the dirt pile. During the process, due to the hole of an 

operating field lab and artifact organization that I had noticed and operated to more successful 

artifact processes, by the end of sifting through all the dirt and conducting field lab 100% of the 

materials were sorted and placed in a proper bag, 80% of them were cleaned correctly, and 70% 

were quantified.  

During the last week, a UCSC graduate student also working for the CRM company 

heard about the materials and came for the last day of work with a couple of hands to help. It is 

at this point that a research question was considered, and the collection was adopted for analysis 

in her graduate thesis. On the last day, the president of the CRM company came to transport the 

artifacts and thanked us for our work. The artifacts are now at a UCSC lab with the graduate 

student, under investigation of analysis, and set up to be on display at the Porter College at 

UCSC. In summary, this project was a purely volunteer effort, most of the material was collected 

and catalogued, and a research project is underway, but developed after the fact of material 

discovery.  
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Description of Results 

Case Study A on the Sesnon House provides an example of disorganized excavation 

processes, loss of artifact data and thus value loss, financial support within operation frameworks 

that hold priority in artifact removal, the transitions of materials from push to pull systems and 

the wastes operating within these systems. This anecdote of my personal experience is in no way 

a critique of CRM realities for companies having to operate on low budgets and with 

construction schedules, or of the volunteer students and Dustin McKenzie at Cabrillo College. If 

it were not for each of them and the overseer of Sesnon House, the artifacts would have been 

destroyed in the construction of the parking lot. It is essential to look further than the work that 

was done here by archaeologists and lovers of history to see that the responsibilities of 

determining the amount of time and funding to spend on such projects lay with the heads of the 

community college. Raising awareness and determining funds for the possibilities of such 

archaeological discovery for all institutions can be furthered through public outreach and 

affiliation with studies in archaeology.  

In the end, artifacts suffer the most from disorganization in excavation processes due to 

lack of funds at hand, but also many other factors. Perhaps if on-site analysis had been 

conducted, then a research question could have been determined before the entire sorting and 

cleaning process had begun. Since the materials were not able to be sifted on-site due to time 

constraints, this kind of analysis was not possible. Thus, the collection was not adopted into this 

next step of artifact processing, and the need to sift the material was low priority, causing the 

creation of waste in time loss, waiting for further analysis while sitting in improper storage.  

The detailed stratigraphic information was lost in the retrieval, removing a significant 

amount of the value to an archaeologist who would oversee the processing of the materials 
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through analysis and archive. From the time of the call to field operations, the idea of detailed 

further analysis and proper storage was nonexistent. This idea was not entertained until at least 

six months later, when the collection was adopted by a graduate student, after having been 

remarkably sifted through, with 90% of artifacts cleaned, adequately sorted, and bagged in 

quantified amounts by other volunteer student workers and me. The entirety of the artifact 

handling process was left to the responsibility of volunteers.  

The college did not prioritize the potential information to be gleaned from the findings. 

Instead, the project was carried out to prioritize satisfying the curiosity of the owners of the 

Sesnon House and to ensure timely completion of the construction work that was already 

breaking its budget. It is discouraging to think that the directors of a college would have to view 

finding a new “portal to the past” in their backyard as a financial nuisance, and though I believe 

that there was no personal attack on practices/practitioners of archaeology by the college here, 

there should be more support provided for these sorts of situations. 

In determining where this financial support comes from, the frameworks of successful 

business and manufacturing indicate that shareholders who value the data must be found; in this 

case, these would be mainly archaeologists and sometimes descendants of the culture being 

studied. The only person who indeed found support in a broken system was the teacher who 

found college student volunteers to accomplish the sifting and sorting work. If neither CRM 

archaeologists nor the descendants of the artifacts’ original owners gave or had time to find the 

support for proper processing, then the value of the artifacts in providing data on the site 

diminished. This case shows how site operations work on a push-systems in its processes can 

handle the artifacts under the perspectives of saving time and money and aligning with 

construction costs. With the resolute value change of how the materials are useful to further 
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analysis and research, the push systems in CRM archaeological processes can find resolution to 

its defect.  

The graduate student who adopted the collection can be considered a savior of the 

materials, as now they will be analyzed and even displayed. However, it is crucial to understand 

that her further work on the materials is entirely self-driven to meet the needs of her master’s 

thesis, and she has no financial help to hire other analysts to assist her. From this point on, it is 

up to her to find the public audience and financing; luckily the materials she acquired are tied to 

a known name on campus and it has been easy to find display space and expedited curation on 

the artifacts.  

Through the graduate student’s adoption of the collection in need of service, the value to 

researchers and descendants of the artifacts’ data was realized, and thus the collection became a 

candidate for successful processing on a push system. The defective aspect of a push system 

showcased in this study is that the push system requires an unforeseen event, such as this value 

change, to justify the original expense of excavation.  

 Though the graduate student was successful in the pull of the artifacts through the rest of 

the artifact process, there is no help to be provided by anyone that can resolve how the artifacts 

had originated in a push processing system. They were pushed up until the point of lab analysis, 

without optimal excavation and analysis due to lack of workers and financial backing. The 

graduate student now faces the same problem in lack of funding for workers and has turned to 

student volunteers going forward with her research. Her situation now may seem dark, but she is 

actually in one of the most optimal places for seeing through the artifact process, as these 

artifacts are currently in the world of academic archaeology working on a pull system of 

procedure. Now with the materials to be displayed on campus at UCSC, the artifact process has 
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been followed through somewhat successfully, or at least more successfully than other cases in 

which materials are left for years unanalyzed.  

 There can be too much reliance on the adoption of materials by academic archaeology 

because academic archaeology also shares a need for human resources and funding similar to 

CRM archaeology. Aside from relying on student involvement for the completion of the artifact 

process to only be paid for in school credit, graduate students at work are notoriously underpaid 

and not meeting living wages at many university campuses. Thus, Wildcat strikes consisting of 

students and staff who engage in strikes and picket lines, starting with UCSC and following at 

UC Berkeley, Davis, Santa Barbara, and San Diego. Graduate students and allies have been in a 

constant battle with universities for a cost of living adjustment. Graduate students in academic 

archaeology are also underpaid and volunteering their own time instead of receiving pay 

similarly to participants in CRM archaeology.  

I suggest that the reasons for successful artifact processes in academic archaeology do not 

relate to having more time and funding, but instead to the ability within academic archaeology to 

remove wastes within the artifact cycle (Case Study C). The CRM archaeology case study on the 

Sesnon privy shows examples of the habits that produce waste in the artifact life cycle, such as 

defects of under-processing of artifacts.  

The waste of defects, in this artifact process, is shown through the examples of lack in 

value for the artifact data and instead, the College’s (or funder’s) value for managements of the 

materials’ removal. This waste is exemplified by the storage of the artifacts left in the dirt pile 

and the fact that processes of the field lab could only be completed through lengthened volunteer 

work. Another observed defect that is causal to processual waste is the overproduction of 

artifacts for underpowered steps in the artifact process beyond excavation. Though it was a good 
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learning experience for students, there should be a specific volunteer to expert ratio within the 

artifact process.  

The waste of over-processing is exemplified by the lack of a digital data log or a better-

conducted bag log, filled with proper quantification, accession numbering and box number, and 

all other provenience and analysis information available. This data on the bag and box log should 

have been written in the same manner an archivist would (see Figure 3) for the most effortless 

transfer of the data. Without adequate archive work conducted in the field lab, the curation crisis 

already comes into play for what may happen to the materials once they leave the field. The 

materials should never have been transported without the step of database creation conducted. If 

there had been more workers from the CRM company team overseeing the handling of the 

materials beyond excavation, the process would not have halted, and field lab operation would 

have been more successful.  

The push system of processing, common in CRM archaeology and showcased in this 

case, has proven to be unsuccessful in the steps of the artifact process, with the value of data 

removed from the equation and replaced with the value of rapid removal. Through people with 

an interest in curation taking action, and finding scholars ready to analyze a new project, the 

artifacts were transferred into the world of academic archaeology, with pull forces in effect. The 

artifact processing overall was eventually successful, but the defects that occurred during the 

push system of production in this case study ultimately caused multiple symptoms of the curation 

crisis.  
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B “Archival Work at a Non-Profit Repository”: Monterey Bay Archaeological Archives, 

UC Santa Cruz, CA 

 
When I started taking classes at UCSC in the fall of 2018, I immediately wanted to 

participate in curation work. UCSC Anthropology Lab Manager, Richard Baldwin, helped me do 

this. My first quarter, my time spent in the archives was considered free volunteer time in 

exchange for the learning experience, without college unit credit as I had already exceeded the 

accepted amount. I worked with Maggie Hames, the single student archivist intern at the non-

profit repository due to the low budget given from the school for the archives as a non-profit 

organization. I spent about six hours a week in the archives while working around my heavy 

student load, learning to navigate a new campus, and commuting to work at a lab at UC Berkeley 

for sixteen hours of the week.  

 This small amount of six hours of work is what I could offer to the Monterey Bay 

Archaeological Archives, but it was not enough. Even the 8 hours a day that Maggie spent in the 

archives or in her office to organize the existing collections and reassemble the disorganized 

artifacts coming back from lab, while also attending classes and writing a thesis was not enough. 

Before my help, she had one other student as dedicated as myself, and the rest who signed on for 

archive work often did not show for appointments or would not complete their work.  

Many problems occurred at this archive related to disorganization and backlog. My first 

job was to go through drawers of artifacts excavated over five or six decades ago; I made sure 

they were in order of their accession number and replaced artifacts from this site, that were now 

making it back from analysis at the zooarchaeology lab, in the places of missing artifacts. Many 

of the accession numbers in the drawers jumped around with significant gaps between them due 

to the fact artifacts were removed for further analysis by Diane and her team. The drawers were 
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full to the brim with artifacts, and there were no markers placed for any bags that had been 

pulled for further analysis in a different room. Due to the overfilled drawers with no space for 

anything else, and the need to put more artifacts into its correct accession, most of my time was 

spent clearing out drawers and reorganizing all of the artifacts back into place. During this 

process, I also made a handwritten log of the accession number, the artifact type and identity, 

quantity, and any other analytic notes described on the provenience tag so that Maggie could 

make an official database of these for the archives. 

It was clear that archival work here was in need of high-priority improvements. For 

example, Maggie had stumbled upon boxes of artifacts with random accession numbers, and the 

MBAA did not have a recorded log that referenced these numbers. Therefore, there were stored 

artifacts with false accession numbers that held no reference or data log for their submission and 

stay at the archives. A vast amount of the archives required reorganization and entry into a single 

database containing more in-depth information on the artifacts stored.  

The next quarter, Chelsea Blackmore, a faculty member and head of the archives at the 

time, took the initiative to pull students into the study of archival work by opening a practicum 

class. I and 11 others would show up to discuss the curation crisis, including discussions like 

how to achieve a public audience and financing. We also worked on a lab portion of the class 

that involved helping Maggie with her work, similar to the work I had conducted the quarter 

before. It was at this point that I became aware of a facility off-campus on Delaware St. that was 

set aside to house the archives and allow for more shelf space to relieve overcrowding. However, 

funding would be required to raise the standards of the building and bring the storage area up to 

code for the collections.  
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In the third quarter in Practicum B of the curation class, we continued our studies and 

discussions and split into groups on individual projects that could enhance awareness of the 

archive among campus faculty and students, as well as improve regional outreach. These projects 

included making a website and blog, hosting booths in the quad and at other campus events, 

making an Instagram page, and organizing a charity night and an “adopt a box” charity 

foundation that would allow people to pay for shelving space in donations to the archive.  

The lab portion of the third quarter was to photograph artifacts from a drawer given to 

each student. Students would quantify artifacts, assess the storage quality, and log the analyzed 

data into a single database, including photographs. There were high hopes of preparing these 

materials from a 50-year-old excavation for deaccessioning during the work conducted on these 

drawers. All of these newer productions came to a halt with the change in title of the Head of 

Archives to Diane Gifford-Gonzalez, head of zooarchaeology in the anthropology department, 

upon the relocation of Chelsea Blackmore, in the spring of 2019. Diane’s care for the archives 

after the leave of C. Blackmore is “with the understanding that Jon Daehnke will be taking over 

as curator by the end of this year, and we are transitioning the oversight right now” (Gifford-

Gonzalez, 2020).  

Finally, some good news came for the MBAA when they received a $30,000 grant that 

they planned to use to install sinks and workspaces. Gifford-Gonzalez and other dedicated 

faculty members such as Cameron Monroe decided to apply to financial grants such as the 

National Endowment for the Humanities to fund equipment such as digital tools and computers, 

compact storage, and possibly paid internships to help configure databases within the transition 

of the materials.  
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Diane Gifford-Gonzalez began working with her students and Maggie to organize the 

physical collections of the archive “the best way possible” to prepare for the move, which is 

planned for the summer of 2020 (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020). Diane has reminded me that proper 

funding and workforce is limited for this process as “The MBAA used to have [a mere] $1,388 

per year for supplies and salaries. It now has none, as our Dean deals with a $3 million deficit 

she inherited. This limits possibilities” (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020). Instead of losing funds for the 

archives, they should be gaining them. This original budget from the institution was already too 

low, but it was better than the current state of having no funding support. Even with the dismissal 

of previous work done by Chelsea and partners in the past few years, the continuation of 

methods of “public outreach and tribal lab education are immediate goals for the re-housed 

MBAA” (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020).  

The database of the past archive works on old FileMaker software was currently installed 

on a half-working computer in the archive office. With Maggie’s newly set up databases done 

through Google Drive, the new task at hand is to combine all of the databases into a single 

database. This work has been abandoned for the time being until after the move of the archive.  

 The new curator, Jon Daehnke, and the future workers of the archive will be in charge of 

resolving the problem of multiple scattered databases and unmatched physical artifacts in digital 

records. The question has arisen of whether the MBAA will remain a non-profit repository in 

accepting collections. The answer “depends on what happens with Systemwide UC’s current 

process of Native advisement” (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020).  

In understanding this transition to a new future for the MBAA, some further research is 

necessary on the creation of the archives, and the paths for growth it has followed. These paths 

for growth include the cause and effect patterns in handling archaeological materials that were 
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otherwise mistreated. I spoke with Diane Gifford-Gonzalez, a helpful founder of the archives, 

and she provided me with further detail on some of the challenges the MBAA has faced.  

Diane explained that in the 1940s and ’50s, archaeologists would store artifacts and fauna 

in ways that would often cause random destruction to materials, as they were professedly more 

careless to the full operations of the modern artifact process. In the ’60s, the mindset in 

archaeology had changed to save everything coming from the excavation process. The MBAA 

began in the 1970s as a set of office and lecture rooms with random storage corners that had 

become parts of the “storehouse” at Kerr Hall on UCSC campus for neglected and likely 

forgotten archaeological materials. The physical space offered to these artifacts would add up to 

no more than filling a singular small office, and very minimal archival work and material logs 

from the projects existed. With no repository for archaeological artifacts between Sonoma and 

San Luis Obispo, the storage and organization of these artifacts was regarded as a “best-case 

scenario” for those who had originally dug up and worked with the materials.  

Later in the ’70s, there were mandates placed within CRM companies that enacted 

determining how archaeological and cultural materials could be handled. For instance, federal 

and state governments required that CRM companies state the repositories they would use when 

receiving funding for excavation. Now needing to find storage for their archaeological materials, 

CRM companies made a coercive call to action on forming curation contracts with the MBAA, 

which would become a non-profit and charge per box of materials for processing and storage 

fees.  

During the first 10 years of this storage room’s use, there was no money or support to 

compensate the time spent in curation work. Anyone, such as Diane Gifford-Gonzalez, who had 

offered the favor of working with the stored materials when she was not abroad for her work, 
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could claim the title as curator. There was no created or given position to solve the handling of 

the materials. Most of the curatorial work included acquiring funds and creating extra classes to 

train students for fundamental analysis and archival work on the materials.  

 In 1977, when the archives were first examined by past faculty at UCSC, the faculty were 

under the assumption that the materials left there in the random storage room were “just a bunch 

of rocks” (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020). To their shock and dismay, they found human remains 

within the collection. These remains would not be successfully returned to the descendant tribe 

until 2019 due to the fact that under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

(NAGPRA) of 1990, remains from non-federally recognized tribes were considered culturally 

unidentifiable or with missing provenience. As the Ohlone and Costanoan people were never 

federally recognized, the remains were not able to be returned. Although NAGPRA transpired to 

help protect and repatriate native remains, the cumbersome laws on handling the remains without 

acknowledgment of federally unrecognized tribes by NAGPRA only furthered the displacement 

of the remains.  

Therefore, those working the archives initiated a disposition on repatriating the remains 

to assure the correct form of deaccessioning to the descendant tribe. This is in contrast to CRMs 

that currently have remains and grave goods in an archive or come across remains in excavation, 

who could choose not to take dispositions in NAGPRA and therefore would accept labels of 

missing provenience and missing identification of remains from non-federally recognized tribes.  

At the archives, the remains were placed in a separate metal cabinet, and faculty worked 

to contact members of the Amah Mutsun, who had spiritually sealed the metal cabinet. Before 

NAGPRA 2011, “there was no possible way to independently transfer human remains to a non-

federally recognized tribe” (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020). Even then, it would be another seven years 
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for the title of ownership of the remains to be signed by the tribe. The human remains lingered at 

the archives as the current and new curators worked out the physical transfer from the cabinets to 

the tribe. The problem of deaccessioning the remains to the tribe affiliated with them, though not 

federally recognized, was a nearly four-decade-long process.  

Let’s return now to the late ’80s after faculty had sought more data log management and 

organization of the materials in the storage room. At this time, archive faculty used techniques of 

deaccessioning to eliminate artifacts that could not be stored and were seemingly not necessary 

to hold in storage for future analysis. Diane Gifford-Gonzalez provided an example of how 

deaccessioning can be a mistake in archaeological artifact processing. During this time in the 

history of the field of archaeology, CRM companies were storing cultural materials in the project 

manager’s and other employees' own homes and garages and under their decks. Gifford-

Gonzalez has observed that “There were and still are a distressing amount of artifacts that exist 

in this category” (Gifford-Gonzalez, 2020), the categories being poorly stored, false or missing 

provenience, or otherwise unknown in existence to the archaeological world.  

 At the time of the construction of the Pacific Grove Sewer Line in this era, excavation 

was conducted by a local CRM company due to the sewer line passing through multiple shell 

middens underneath the soil. With 400 full abalone shells now in need of storage at the MBAA, 

which was currently out of space, the decision was made that the abalone shells would be 

deaccessioned to modern human waste sites. Subsequently, this decision would come to be 

regretted, as AMS dating and stable isotopic analyses developed in the late ’80s could have been 

applied to the abalone shells and contribute information on age and paleoclimate.  

In the ’90s, and to today, Diane Gifford-Gonzalez became further involved in handling 

and organizing the existing collections mainly from the first level of each shovel test unit and 
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finding ways to incorporate them in her zooarchaeology lab. As she was no longer frequently 

traveling to Africa to conduct work on previously excavated zooarchaeological materials at the 

National Museum in Kenya, she noticed the lack of analysis and artifact hoarding occurring in 

projects that were either stored or “dumped” at the archive.  

 In her lab with her assistants and students, from just looking at materials from the first 

level of the archives, they would discover imbalances in the ratios between excavation work 

versus work in analysis, archive and database function. Diane provided the example of this 

imbalance and explained that only 1,000 artifacts would be analyzed and written about 

statistically when actually 18,000 artifacts would be excavated from projects and require storage. 

In her lab, it would take about four months to analyze three drawers that could contain around 

75–100 small bags of materials and create a coordinated database with all the analytic 

information, which is a very long process.  

The number of artifacts that are excavated in comparison to how many are thoroughly 

investigated simply do not add up. As Diane likes to put it, researchers should enter the field 

with perspectives on how “every bone found produces three grams of writing” (Gifford-

Gonzalez, 2020). Instead, researchers have practiced pushing along artifact processes with the 

immense volume of artifacts from excavations with inadequate analysis and authorship, which 

both promotes shelf overload in amateur storage spaces as well as more refined repositories.  

However, materials that had already gone through analysis but for which all the 

information necessary to investigate a site was not included did not complete that portion of the 

artifact process. For example, in some projects in storage at the MBAA, materials that had made 

it through the identification process by an older known zooarchaeology specialist, were missing 

information such as whether the bone was from the right or left side of an animal to quantify the 
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faunal evidence present at the sites accurately. Rework and reanalysis were necessary for the 

collection to acquire the proper information for the database.  

In the early 80s, the MBAA was moved from the small room in Kerr Hall to a larger 

space on the first floor of the Social Science 1 building on College 9 and 10 campuses at UCSC. 

This space was still not large enough to house all the potential artifacts but did provide a small 

office and lab space for archival work.  

 Another practice of deaccessioning that took place at the MBAA proved to be more 

successful than previous practices. One of the methods was reuniting the materials of one project 

site, which had been previously separated, at a location at Cabrillo College. The community 

college had conducted a field school at the site located on their campus, and some of the 

materials were adopted for the completion of other steps in artifact processing for an 

undergraduate thesis at UC Santa Cruz. As this thesis was now complete, it was better to return 

the materials back to the community college for storage and reconnect the materials that had 

been split for analysis.  

Another example of deaccessioning was when multiple large bags with correct 

provenience from a project conducted on a site on private residential property were removed 

from the archive. The bags contained regoliths, or fragments of granite bedrock; the researchers 

hoped that the regoliths could be relevant someday, thus they were taken from the field after the 

short excavation of the site and stored in the archive since the landowner was not likely to let 

people return to the site after excavation for further investigation of these regoliths. For later 

deaccessioning, the bags were confirmed in analysis to contain only bedrock with no connection 

to human culture or site representation. They were then removed because the bulk of the material 

was not pertinent for long-term storage.  
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This story of the MBAA and my experiences working within its frequent transitional 

periods paints the image of how archaeological materials are in dire need of attention, and further 

funding is required to support jobs in conducting proper analysis and storage, not only within the 

archives but in every step of the artifact process. An understanding of the formation of the 

MBAA and what steps went wrong during its formation is necessary for identifying solutions to 

these problems for a brighter future in the archives. 

 
Description of Results 

The Monterey Bay Archaeological Archives case study provides an example of how both 

CRM and academic archaeology have avoided proper management of materials acquired through 

practices of CRM archaeology at every step of the artifact process. The defects showcased above 

originate from a push system. The push system resulted in a lack of a driving force compelling 

anyone to take items off the shelves and put them back with proper organization in 

correspondence to digital data logs. Existing data logs are often missing data regarding artifact 

type, quantity, and analytic notes. The absence of this data results in rework on analysis before 

proper reconstruction of a database.  

 Scientists such as Diane Gifford-Gonzalez have had to pay for the wasteful under-

processing caused by missing information on artifact analysis by spending time in reconstructing 

this data. Additional paid positions within the archives to oversee the preceding step’s correct 

completions have not been created or acknowledged due to a lack of funds given from the 

college. Thus, the value for analysis of the artifacts is lost as they are disorganized, missing 

details on the report, or hard to access.  

Steps in analysis during the artifact process see halts and holdups. These halts are mostly 

due to collections finding themselves “unadoptable” for further research because of biases held 



 

 39 

by archaeological academic in the refusal to adopt pre-excavated projects and the lack of proper 

data entry. In the past and currently, the artifact process is often halted in all steps, as each part 

has failed to meet a single database submission. 

The process of combining databases should be the first action properly conducted upon 

arrival at the new MBAA space. Just because there is now more space, this does not mean that 

the process of deaccessioning should stop; students and faculty within the practicum held the 

opinion that many of the artifacts that were being restoring were already restored artifacts, and 

they did not hold data value with a need for long-term shelf storage. Still unfulfilled are 

Chelsea’s hopes of deaccessioning parts of the archives through properly made databases of all 

accessioned and deaccessioned artifacts including available information and photographs before 

the significant move of the artifacts to a new location.  

Throughout the history of the MBAA, it seems that the space has been used as testing 

grounds for new forms of curation through several different types of project management. These 

forms include various kinds of databases and accessioning techniques and the over-acceptance of 

projects that are not adequately prepared. They also include the pushing of artifacts by CRM 

archaeology to the point of artifact mismanagement and disorganization, which is directly tied to 

the problems in the lack of analysis and causal to artifact hoarding.  

Aesthetic biases against conducting lab analysis and archival work coincide with 

problems occurring here at the MBAA. Pasts and presents in archaeological communities hold 

unjust biases under “gendered” research. Diane Gifford-Gonzalez spoke with me about the 

problems of how curatorial and analytic work become feminized as housework through Western 

perspectives and outdated gender roles. She spoke of her colleague who is also tenured, Judith 

Habicht Mauche, who had conducted her analyses in potsherds from the American South West in 
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existing collections. When she submitted her letter for tenure, Judith was actually criticized for 

not conducting excavation. Others deemed her to be merely playing with potsherds, even though 

her work was positively transformational to the field of archaeology. The incentives for this sort 

of criticism are tied to projects that are not using those products from push processing systems 

and are therefore coming from perspectives of unethical and unsustainable science.  

Not only is lab work devalued and feminized as housework left to be done outside of 

excavators’ work, but curation work is deemed even lower status in these perspectives. To 

combat this, projects in both academic and CRM archaeology need to be rewarded for 

conducting the work that provides an ethical reason for excavation in the first place. With the 

expectation that complete processing is to be owned by workers in every step of the artifact 

process and that workers in each step are responsible for the failure in another, the best arms to 

take up when battling the crisis become clear. De-feminizing lab and archival work can be 

achieved through promoting equal gender representation in the field and instilling the 

expectation that lab and archival work is to be conducted by excavators.  

Furthermore, examples of waste creation are showcased in this study through the multiple 

creations of management of the archives and a lack of following overarching standards for all 

projects stored there. The move of artifacts is now a pushed action impacting each of the next 

steps. For the artifact process to happen as soon as possible with no standardization on archival 

work, a defective push system of processing is deployed.  

 The lack of an end consumer in the push system allowed the configuration of the 

databases to fall victim to a marketing defect in the artifact process. In dissolving the curation 

practicum and instead relying on a single archival worker and zooarchaeology interns to prepare 

the archives for the move, the human resources that were previously thoughtfully established by 
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including student participation are no longer available. It is an unfortunate time to lose workers 

in the archives as it proceeds into a transition between not only the head of archives but also the 

physical location of the artifacts.  

This case study exemplifies the defects of missing data (see Figure 3) and reorganization 

due to under-processing. Under-processing examples shown here include the lack of analysis and 

proper archival work in creating a shared data used by every step of the artifact process before 

archival submission. When materials for research derive from push processing systems, the 

waste of massive rework is necessary due to the defects of missing data and reorganization. If 

these wastes of defects and rework were removed, the artifact process would prove to be more 

successful in scenarios similar to this.  

 

Figure 3 “Database Example of Included Information” An example of all information to include in a database format. This can 
be distributed to archaeological projects to fill out with available information in their data logs. Optimal curation and artifact 
processing require an input for every title associated with the artifact. The data log should be sharable with the archive 
database. This is all to exceed in easy transfer of materials. 
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This case study also exemplifies the waste of over-processing, as the artifacts of past or 

inactive sites that have not been deaccessioned after analysis and database entry have spent 

overtime stays at the archive, allowing artifact hoarding to occur. Rework of databases to fill in 

missing information on the review is much too familiar in the artifact process. Faculty members 

and their workforces have not received money for the time and labor necessary for creating one 

singular and proper database. Collections that were stored before the digital era require further 

work to create these sorts of databases.  

 Many researchers do not care to designate values of acquiring adequate artifact data 

through repetitive and agreed upon standards in optimal organization and successful artifact 

processes; thus, the curation crisis gains fuel. Just because the artifact process, and the analysis 

step in particular, takes a long time, does not mean that it should not be done at all. Specific 

standards of information to include in data logs (see Figure 3 above), singular software 

databases, and ethical deaccessioning must be applied at the MBAA to avoid the wastes of 

defects and rework in the artifact process.  

If the cultural resource management companies were to reinstate repositories within their 

terms and lower standards, the curation crisis would only continue to grow. Archives such as the 

MBAA should offer space to CRM companies and coordinate with them to plan for the intake of 

materials to assure better standards of curation of cultural materials than a home garage or a 

dump. For materials to pass for intake, items should be certified to a specific data standard, or 

additional fees must be assessed so archives can hire the staff necessary for rework. CRM 

archaeology must have enough funding and include the proper perspectives to see artifacts 

through the artifact process utilizing standards to add value to the research.  
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Current CRM archaeology under the mandate to practice storage of the materials must 

also utilize standardized databases and practice the organization of materials. Materials should be 

placed into an organized log ready for additional information on analysis as soon as excavation 

takes place and prepared for storage as soon as questions of ethical placement of the artifacts are 

answered. The placement of rules on how much data and analysis has to be published in 

databases before an archival submission is a necessity for solving the curation crisis; this is a 

vital takeaway of this case study. 

The fact that in the past, NAGPRA did not cover non-federally recognized tribes has 

caused wastes such as over-inventory on the human remains, as they were long overdue to be 

deaccessioned to the descendants. Holding onto any items in the archives longer than they must 

be in “loan” results in unneeded and unethical inventory remaining at the archives. Even now, 

with current NAGPRA laws that operate with non-federally recognized tribes, the return process 

of remains in the case study provided and many other processes for repatriation, has been years 

long for reasons of legal meetings, paperwork, and the lack of investigative push for repatriation 

to take place.  

The Amah Mutsun tribal band filed for federal recognition in 1992 and is currently 

ranked as second on the “Ready for Active Consideration” list, “which means the review for our 

petition should begin sometime within the next few years” (Amah Mutsun, n.d.). It is alarming 

that the paperwork for federal recognition takes so long for tribes, and the repetition of the 

lengthened timeline for legal matters in cases of repatriation of cultural materials is even more 

unjust.  

When materials are ethically deaccessioned from archaeological artifact processes and 

archives to the regional tribe, whether or not they are federally recognized, it should be a 



 

 44 

straightforward process of merely giving the items back. The sign-off from authorities with 

regards to NAGPRA could come from a phone call, and the proper paperwork of the change in 

title of ownership should be filed. 

Though it may not be the best idea to consider the transaction this way, I argue that 

handling the ownership of sensitive cultural materials should be as easy as changing the name on 

a title for a car to its rightful owner, and that grave materials and other goods affected by 

NAGPRA do not belong in the artifact process at all. The remains or materials should, therefore, 

be returned to the identified descendants whether federally recognized or not so that they can be 

handled by regional tribal leaders in determining the proper way to conduct re-burial. If archives 

have these kinds of materials and have done their job to determine to whom or where to ethically 

deaccession the remains, the process should theoretically have ended there, and repatriation 

should be almost instantaneous.  

 To eliminate the wastes of defects during the artifact process, materials that do not belong 

in the process to begin with must be ethically deaccessioned immediately. For that to happen, the 

introduction of many technical and legal revisions within the NAGPRA process will be 

necessary. In order to best eliminate wastes, these decisions should reflect the Kaizen 

philosophies on waste removal. The current system must be exchanged for a pull system of 

production, in which actors are prepared to make a judgment on the ownership of materials on 

the call with NAGPRA authorities for ethical deaccessioning of the materials.  

Since its establishment, the MBAA has come a long way. Improvements in archival work 

were made through further material adoption and funding from the field of academic 

archaeology, including UCSC and the work performed by faculty, students, and volunteers. 

Deaccessioning had proven itself to be useful for combining split collections and removing 
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materials that lacked value in the data they provided. However, deaccessioning can be a mistake 

when there are no options for further storage, as in the future, technologies in the field and the 

value of data may change. With the call of deaccessioning, it is essential to factor in questions in 

all parts of the artifact process of ethical boundaries such as where the material belongs in the 

first place and the nuances between input of stringent or lax data standards in current database 

practices.  

The archives continue on a path of growth from the “storage space” that they once were. 

With new leadership and more space, perhaps the archive management may find the answers to 

reassembling the artifacts and determining which are to be stored there. To complete a single 

database for all existing collections, the archives will need funding to receive necessary 

assistance. To supplement external funding, classes and independent study internships should be 

reinstated to assist those who can work in the archives because this adds value to both the student 

and the field workforce. Curation practicums and labs should be seen as a mandatory elective for 

an anthropology student interested in archaeology and ethical management of cultural materials.  

In determining its state as a non-profit, I suggest that the leaders of the MBAA produce 

multiple forms of contracts for the materials. Materials that could otherwise find further funding 

from CRM companies and their contractors, must do so in the project’s need for material storage 

under the standards of adequate organization and database creation prior to archival submissions. 

However, the archive should not turn away from otherwise orphaned collections. If materials 

were to be handled purely in the world of CRM archaeology, operating on a push system, then 

the steps already taken by the MBAA to mitigate the curation crisis would be extinguished. 

Materials derived from CRM archaeology must find their way into the hands of academic 

archaeologists to find success in artifact processes. The problem of finding further funding for 
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CRM archaeology, so that project managers could perhaps afford to properly mandate and run 

archives within the field of CRM archaeology, remains at large. In the meantime, the continued 

excavation of artifacts through modern development projects results in the continued issue of 

lack of funding for overall successes in artifact processing.  

The Monterey Bay Archaeological Archives are not the only archives facing these types 

of problems from storing materials derived from CRM archaeology. Defects in the artifact 

process and in storage of materials, under-processing in analysis, as well as over-processing that 

lead to required rework of databases are all common problems for materials derived from CRM 

archaeology. However, CRM archaeology is not the only route for the artifact process that will 

find wastes in its productions.  

 Archive spaces for academic archaeology struggle similarly with the wastes of defects of 

over- and under-processing in the artifact process. This usually is the case for archives that store 

more than five separate projects derived from academic archaeology. However, every lab and 

archive from academic archaeology can apply the ideas of successes in a pull system within the 

artifact process in many ways that are not currently being utilized. It is not only CRM 

archaeology that struggles with meeting proper standardizations and success in the artifact 

process. However, due to a large number of symptoms of the curation crisis in California being 

due to CRM archaeology, I found that the defects within the artifact process of archaeology show 

how a push system in artifact processing is causal to the curation crisis.  

There are academic archaeology labs and archive spaces, limited to five or fewer projects 

that are led by the head of the archive and lab space. These project spaces show the highest 

success rate in the artifact process. Successes in artifact processing conducted through academic 

archaeology are exhibited in the following case study.  
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C “One Project, One Archive” — Lisa Maher’s Lab: University of California Berkeley, CA 

 
In the fall of 2018, during my search for some lab work, I was accepted by Lisa Maher at 

UC Berkeley to work in her lab. Her project was to excavate, transport, analyze, and provide 

storage for the materials brought back from her summer excavations working with the 

Epipaleolithic aggregation site Kharaneh IV, located in Jordan. My volunteer work began before 

I started classes at UCSC to gain education on lithic analysis and 3D modeling. Later, when 

classes began, I received independent study credit at UCSC for my work at Lisa’s UC Berkeley 

lab.  

The lab’s central technicians were Lisa’s graduate students, including my mentor during 

my time there, a lithic analyst on the spread of knowledge on flint-knapping technologies during 

the Epipaleolithic named Felicia De Pena. When classes began at UC Berkeley, the lab hosted a 

semester-long student internship class for UC Berkeley students of archaeology. During this 

time, six interns would rotate throughout the week to sort and quantify the lithic and bone 

remains from previously excavated materials from 2008. Small or special finds such as bone 

tools, worked blades, turtle shell fragments, and shell beads would be bagged aside for separate 

storage and analysis. Lisa’s team would also conduct archival work by placing the now sorted 

bags from the step of analysis into an accessioned database coordinated with its new storage 

location and bag number.  

Most of my job there was also to sort these previously excavated materials and conduct 

the same type of archival work as the student interns before their arrival. After the arrival of the 

interns, Felicia educated me further one-on-one in lithic analysis, during her time occupying the 

lab and around her graduate thesis writing. Taking an interest in Felicia’s work with 3D 
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modeling, I began conducting trial and error work on photographing and creating 3D models of 

all kinds of lithic artifacts using photogrammetry.  

We used the Agisoft software to complete the task but would find color imbalances due 

to light reflections, visual imperfections, challenging compatibility on macro photographs 

necessary for capturing small artifacts accurately, and the studio setting (such as background, 

rotation device, color, and white balance). The job proved to be complicated. However, we soon 

discovered a few tricks to overcome these challenges, such as powdering shinier artifacts, using 

putty to separate the artifacts from the background in the photograph while it spun on the rotation 

device, and optimizing the number of photos taken. Using too many pictures for the artifact 

using small angles confused the software; thus, we had to determine the right degree and timing 

for each shot and which lens to use on different artifacts. 

Though more professional and comprehensive photography skills such as lighting and 

studio set-up could have helped expedite this process, there were still limits inherent in the 

process. Therefore, the process of photographing the artifacts themselves was still time-intensive 

and a case-by-case process was necessary for achieving the most accurate transformation of the 

object as a 3D model. The most extended portion of the 3D model creation process was working 

with the software itself. Felicia, who was self-taught via the software manual, continually had to 

work around complications in the process.  

Aside from my experiences in 3D modeling, my experience at Lisa’s lab provided an 

example of how a single project can set up its lab and archival work to achieve a more successful 

artifact process. When artifacts are transported back from the field, they are stored aside on some 

shelving to be picked from for analysis, with a proper and digitized box log that was made in 

Jordan, describing what bagged materials are there awaiting further sorting.  
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 Lisa Maher explains how she adopts materials from the field into her lab for analysis. She 

and her team “only ship back materials to be analyzed with methods not possible in Jordan (due 

to a lack of facilities, specialists, equipment). All other material remains in Jordan in a storage 

facility co-run by me and the Department of Antiquities. I bring a team to Jordan regularly to 

study the collections there and, at the same time, train Jordanian students in analysis” (Maher, 

2020).  

Materials brought to her lab are sorted and entered into a database by being assigned an 

accession number coordinated in organized provenience; information on the materials’ 

identification and quantity along with any other analytic notes are recorded before the materials 

are stored in a corresponding cabinet drawer. Materials that have made it through the analysis 

process are now stored in the archive cabinets, instead of the lab shelves. The database has been 

the same throughout the exchange of materials in the steps of the artifact process. Lisa describes 

this process of her lab and storage space. “We have a very detailed (and sometimes redundant) 

recording system. All imported material is re-entered into my lab database upon arrival, and this 

catalog is updated and revised during every stage of analysis, including where materials are then 

sent to another lab for analysis. The content is imported to my lab as both temporary loans, 

returned to the Department of Antiquities of Jordan in one year, or on 'permanent' loan meaning 

that it resides in my lab until the Department requests its return (which could be at any time)” 

(Maher, 2020).  

The database is a shareable Google Drive catalog including all material inventory, with 

restricted access to project managers and supervisors. When asked why the database is not open 

to the public, Lisa responds that although, “this would be instrumental from a research 

perspective, I think it is not feasible to have openly accessible and unified databases given the 
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sensitive nature of some projects and their material for affiliated communities. I think this is 

important to set up within a research project (amongst specialists and collaborators), but not 

possible between research projects or for the general public” (Maher, 2020).  

There are no practices of deaccessioning performed at Lisa’s lab because the materials 

are all on loan and are property of the Department of Antiquities. “All materials, therefore, 

remain in archival storage, even after analysis, unless being returned to the custody of the 

Department in Jordan” (Maher, 2020). Though the lab does act as a location for long-term 

storage and for conducting further in-depth analysis of the materials, it is not the materials’ 

permanent home. By treating the materials as someone else's property, she understands that they 

must be appropriately cataloged, organized, and stored throughout the duration of her care for the 

artifacts even when placed in her archival storage. When the materials are returned to the 

Department of Antiquities in Jordan, they will have been further sorted and analyzed, with 

proper archival work and organization completed.  

Research grants fund Lisa’s project, UC Berkeley provides her lab space and workforce, 

and her operations with international cultural materials remain heightened to globalized 

curatorial standards. If there were more time and a larger budget available, Lisa would be able to 

pay more technicians to sort and analyze her materials to expedite the artifact process (Maher, 

2020).  

Lisa and her technicians utilize the practice of educating students in lab and archival 

work to process the materials. Given the decade-old backlog on sorting excavated materials, Lisa 

has decided to stop conducting excavations on the site for a couple of years until all the materials 

in possession have gone through analysis and the artifact process successfully. 
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Description of Results 

Analysis of this case study describing my experiences at a lab in academic archaeology 

results in the revelation of why this scenario has proven to be more successful in conducting 

successful artifact processes. Beyond the higher funds acquired to help enact the pull system of 

artifact processes within Lisa Maher’s lab, many other factors promote adequacy in proceeding 

the artifact process. These factors include fewer wastes in the process, such as defects and over-

processing.  

The artifacts are excavated on specific days chosen for excavation each year, and the 

well-protected archaeological site is in a rural area of the desert with little to no foot traffic all 

other days of the year. Therefore, the artifacts are pulled from the ground through scheduled 

excavations designed around research ideas, and the value of the artifacts is related to the data 

the artifact has to offer. The pull process begins with the retrieval of artifacts and continues 

through the rest of the artifact process. Materials are categorized for assorted analysis and put 

into an informational database. Written analysis based on the findings from the site is produced 

both by Lisa and her graduate students, and also other leaders of labs for the whole excavation 

project are produced often.  

From the field, the artifacts that come back to Lisa's lab for analysis are accounted for in 

a field log and become digitized in a database upon arrival at the lab. That same database is built 

upon through adding information, and thus adding value, from existing bags, removing and 

adding new bags, and marking the current location of the materials during every step of different 

analyses and research projects. Without this adequately made database, there is over-processing 

because of the high amounts of rework of artifact data as artifacts go through different projects 

and labs for further analysis. Lisa’s database is easily shareable to those needing access to it, 
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including other head archaeologists on the project and within the region, or the Department of 

Antiquities, which might want to see the artifacts’ organization and analysis without having to 

physically transfer back the materials. 

The standards held by the Department of Antiquities of Jordan require the handling of 

artifacts to be under contract as a loan of materials. This is a top-down approach because the 

rules, and the people practicing them, uphold high measures on success in artifact processing and 

organization. This is comparably different from the handling of artifacts in the Monterey Bay 

Archaeological Archives (Case Study B), filled with artifacts acquired through CRM 

archaeology in Northern California that were held to a much lower standard, primarily 

incentivized by the need for storage during the formation of the MBAA. Therefore, the artifact 

process in Lisa Maher’s lab exhibits success through a top-down approach utilizing the pull 

system of processes by setting these standards and inhibiting push systems of production.  

When asked about how 3D modeling prevails within her lab, beyond Felicia’s trials on 

photogrammetry and reconstruction, Lisa responded, “We model objects primarily for use in 

teaching without having to use the real material if it is fragile, and to display digitally to people 

who would not otherwise have access to examine the material” (Maher, 2020). I also agree that 

3D modeling is an excellent answer to the curation crisis due to the ability to share artifacts 

without harming fragile ones. However, I maintain that it is not the universal answer for 

replacing artifacts to be deaccessioned unless funding is substantial. The processes of 

photogrammetry and 3D modeling are useful to the curation crisis but create high waste in the 

processing of models without the funds for a laser scanner. Even then, laser scanners are not as 

accurate in their representations as photogrammetry.  
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With the curation crisis at hand, there are many other ways to spend time handling 

materials that are more responsive to solving the problems of artifact and data destruction. These 

include focusing on issues such as the lack of analysis, artifact hoarding, improper database 

recordings, turning push into pull processes, and eliminating waste through established processes 

of continued improvement, such as Kaizen.  

 However, if the use of photogrammetry and knowledge on how to photograph artifacts in 

different settings to make accurate 3D models were more widespread, and the best practices were 

distributed, the experience of working with 3D modeling would be more expedient. Further and 

more thorough education on 3D modeling for students in archaeology would enable the removal 

of wastes in these processes and prove to be more beneficial in battling the curation crisis.  

Lisa’s lab is in no way deficient at promoting education and offering knowledge to those 

dedicated to achievements within the field of archaeology. The graduate student Felicia De Pena 

had spent much of her time teaching lithic analysis, sharing what she knew about 3D modeling, 

and showing us newly discovered methods in conducting a reconstruction of lithic artifacts from 

flint-knapped fragments. Lisa considers it essential to teach students and the general public, with 

permission from the Department of Antiquities of Jordan, and she therefore displays her 

materials. She “brings materials to various museums in Jordan for display by the Department of 

Antiquities” and uses her “collections at Berkeley for public outreach, particularly with 

elementary school groups from the local community” (Maher, 2020).  

 By sharing the knowledge of her findings often and having multiple projects of analysis 

operating on the materials, Lisa provides good foundations for pull systems to enact in successful 

artifact processing for her projects. Lisa works on forms of public outreach, practices ethical 

curation, and promotes adequate education in archival work and analysis. Lisa’s lab and site 
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materials escape many of the challenges associated with push systems of CRM archaeology, and 

therefore avoid complications from accumulation of inventory and missing artifact information 

such as provenience or analytic data. Through these operations, Lisa’s project is inventory 

neutral. All projects in academic archaeology can further help eliminate overstock on inventories 

that contribute to the curation crisis by drawing from orphaned materials and establishing 

archival asylum for “at-risk” collections.  

It is essential to note the differences between the conventional ways of conducting 

archaeology in international projects and those excavated and conducted in California. It appears 

that researchers become more reputable with higher standards in curation throughout 

archaeological communities for projects that are international and overseas. Materials and 

projects from other parts of the world are held highly in academia and do not face the same level 

of process challenges as those derived from CRM archaeology. Considering these differences in 

perspective on the handling of archaeological materials, a question arises regarding ethics for 

archaeology in California to find the balance of working within descendant communities and 

respecting scientific boundaries that coordinate with their belief systems. 

Many cultural materials on loan from the descendants or the landowners for analysis and 

possible storage are mistreated and mismanaged in disorganization. Much of California 

archaeology in the past was CRM archaeology and only recently has academic archaeology 

increased. Therefore, materials are often left orphaned from the lack of value in the data for 

research. Much of international archaeology is academic archaeology, and only recently has 

California archaeology has begun to adopt such practices of academia.  

 These positive changes have no utility in achieving overall successful processing unless 

they are operating on a pull system; essential changes must be made to remove overall waste by 
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working with inevitable push systems outside the isolation of academia. Proper standards for 

handling cultural materials that are on loan from the descendants must be implemented, rather 

than leaving materials with the project leads to be mismanaged and improperly store. This use of 

standards will allow for more success in California archaeological artifact processes.  

In this case study, wastes in processes such as defects in over-processing are avoided. 

The defects of halts in the artifact process only occur when overdue analysis of materials from 

past excavations is high compared to what is acceptable to bring back to this lab from the field 

project. Lisa Maher has identified this defect of overdue analysis. Lisa seeks to resolve it by 

refraining from further excavation until the analysis has caught up with existing artifact 

processes.  

 The waste of over-processing is avoided with the archival work of creating a single 

shareable database accessible by all project members before transportation of the artifacts and 

updated during every transition between steps of the artifact process. However, the wasteful 

defect of under-processing of lab analysis is still showcased in this study; analysts and higher 

funding for these positions is required in order to catch up on the excavated materials, if the 

project is to begin excavation again.  

The case study of Lisa Maher's lab showcases the successful operations of pull systems 

within the artifact process. Unlike those in push systems, materials passed through pull systems 

are pre-funded and researched and their intake was already planned. With higher value placed on 

gathering and keeping all data from the artifacts, the artifact process is carefully considered in 

the completion of organization and database entry. However, academic archaeology operating 

within a pull system in artifact processes does not avoid the problem of over-intake and lack of 

analysis. Proper decisions to continue the project accordingly through a pull system are 
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necessary, or the project will fall victim to the push processing systems that create significant 

waste.  

Kaizen philosophies emphasize eliminating wastes to assure successful movement and 

completion in manufacturing processes; similarly, in the case of the artifact process, pull systems 

within academic archaeology align with Kaizen philosophies due to the minimal amount of 

waste in their practice. Lisa's lab and others like it are following continuous improvement 

strategies by operating in a manner that prioritizes achieving overall and shared goals. These 

goals are to process the materials, discover as much as possible about them, and support further 

publishing on the materials. 

  In keeping available education and new types of research circulating in the lab, Lisa has 

promoted enhanced work with cheerful peer-to-peer criticism. Thus, workers at the lab share the 

goals of success and conduct their work with promise in adequacy and inspiration. Furthermore, 

within each educational level of analysts at the lab, analysts are aware of the fact that performing 

their task, whatever that task may be, has an effect on the overall success and expediency of the 

project’s process and should be held to a high standard of achievement. Through further 

enactment of Kaizen philosophies, the lab is sure to catch up on the process of analysis and 

continue on the path of sustainable science. 

In conclusion, the case study of Lisa’s lab operates under a pull system of processing 

artifacts within academic archaeology, a less wasteful artifact process than in other cases 

operating under push processes, common within CRM archaeology. The progress on successful 

artifact processes seen in this case derives from more consistent artifact flow, substantial project 

research, little waste in processing, and no rework in databases.  
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IV. Interpretation of Results 

1. Comparing Academic and CRM Archaeology in Push Vs. Pull Systems of Processing 

 It is crucial to understand the distinctions between the artifact processes of academic 

archaeology and CRM archaeology in order to fully investigate the curation crisis. Artifacts in 

academic archaeology are propelled through the process by the researcher’s stated goals and 

funding. The focus is on the end outcome, which means that materials excavated are specific to 

the needs of data collection, and data collection is specific to the needs of the analysis required 

for the research. Thus, artifacts are often more successful in making it through the entire artifact 

process. In contrast, artifacts in CRM archaeology often begin the artifact process as CRM 

companies excavate, propelled by the need for rapid recovery. CRM archaeology also includes 

projects outside of CRM that function on a push system of artifact processing when beginning an 

artifact process. Sources for the orphaning of archaeological materials also include landowner or 

hobbyist digs and finds, with missing provenience.  

 The excavation in CRM archaeology is usually not initially funded to meet the goal of a 

researcher. Instead, projects in CRM are funded through state and federal obligations. Thus, the 

artifact process within CRM archaeology tends to not include funding for analysis and archival 

work, which results in materials being inefficiently stored for long periods of time.  

In CRM archaeology, most of the artifact collections originate as orphans, and there is no 

guarantee of the adoption of materials post-excavation into further artifact processing. If artifacts 

are progressed, it is often only as resources become available. Full progression through the 

artifact process only happens when the materials are adopted by researchers conducting 

academic driven by grant funding or when resources become available for successful and ethical 

deaccessioning. Thus, successful progression through the artifact process is precluded for many 
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collections originating in CRM archaeology. Altogether, regardless of funding level, the artifact 

process is likely to become halted in some way. 

Academic archaeology is built around a pull system of processes, producing less waste in 

the processing of artifacts. This pull comes from the high value of the data archaeologists need to 

fulfill funding imperatives and work on the project at hand, and this pull propagates through 

every step of the artifact process. Projects originating in academic archaeology are pulled 

because research and material intake is planned, and funding is accessible through grants, 

institutions, and public outreach (Pyke & Cohen, 1990). Funding is also limited in this field, but 

it enforces the steps of finding funding and finding adopters to conduct further research before 

excavation, rather than funding the excavation itself and falling off for the rest of the artifact 

process. Conversely, CRM archaeology often receives funding for the excavation and seeks 

additional resources for further processing of artifacts after the step of excavation in the process.  

Systems in academic archaeology can be practiced by those who are involved in CRM 

archaeology, but only when collections are flagged for further analysis and the CRM company 

holds value in achieving artifact data. Other materials and collections do not successfully fulfill 

the artifact process when they are not adopted into practices of academic archaeology. In 

addition, strong biases on which materials are approved into the world of academia for reasons of 

artifact aesthetic or descendant relativity affect the materials’ inclusion in the artifact process.  

 Materials that are falsely overvalued with regards to these distractions acquire priority in 

fulfilling the artifact process over those that might hold higher value in scientific data. These 

biases usually stem from consumer values in CRM archaeology and should otherwise be ignored. 

Academic archaeology should look to adopt materials and remove false values on what is the 



 

 59 

most exciting to publish or report so that consumer biases outside archaeological perspectives do 

not contribute to the overvaluing of treasure artifacts as a reason to conduct excavation.  

In comparison, the field of CRM archaeology has less funding for time and resources. 

The materials are usually a surprise, or research and funding for their processing is not planned 

for. CRM archaeology is filled with well-accepted project volunteers on any level and pay-to-

play workers are cheered along the way to be part of the projects. If it were not for them, even 

fewer artifacts would not make it through the entire process successfully, and proper analysis 

could not be conducted. However, with the imbalances in this push system, free labor only offers 

limited fuel in funding projects for long-term business, as jobs become more and more scarce. 

The job titles of archaeologist and analyst themselves are pushed to be without pay beyond 

excavation, only meeting the minimum legalities necessary from state and federal funding 

programs.  

CRM archaeology functions on a push system when artifacts are produced through 

excavation and proceed through the artifact process without any demand on artifact data. The 

push processing system leaves artifacts and research uncoordinated with timing of handling the 

value of the data from excavated materials. Further analysis, research, proper archival work, and 

storage suffer in this system and are often unplanned for in funding processes (Pyke & Cohen, 

1990).  

A discussion of CRM archaeology includes not only CRM companies but also 

archaeology enthusiasts who have conducted their investigations without accordance with 

scientific processes or academic connections. It is overwhelming and dismaying to note how 

many collections and artifacts exist under these forms of discovery and analysis. Many sites are 
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unidentified or improperly excavated, and cultural materials are stored in places of appropriation 

as trophies or else left outside or in garages or rotting basements.  

While the terrible acts of treasure hunters or enthusiasts could provide content for an 

entire other paper, they also hint at the origins of the interest in archaeology within the 

individual. With the recognition of these origins, archaeologists and enthusiasts can find unity, 

promote education, and spread public knowledge on archaeology together. Unity can be found 

between enthusiasts and archaeologists because they both hold interest in an artifact and what its 

existence could mean to people of the past. Materials that have been lost to provenience and 

which hold little value to the analytic archaeologist must still go through the artifact process, 

following ethical values with regards to cultural materials. Though CRM archaeology does 

include this shadowed portion of people who violate the benefits found in the standards of 

archaeology and the artifact process, the use of the term CRM archaeology is more about CRM 

practices that are enacted under state and federal laws of excavation and storage conduct. The 

benefits of proper conduction of archaeology are adding value to an artifacts’ data during its 

removal.  

The need for artifact recovery helps explain why it is imperative to accept forms of 

archaeology that work only on push systems. If it were not for companies working in cultural 

resource management and other low-funded projects among construction zones, there would be 

overall data loss. Many CRM archaeologists are aware that they are working under a push 

system and do wish to find further backing for proper research and analysis on the materials that 

they uncover. Many CRM workers are also students of archaeology and hold idealized 

perspectives on artifact analysis similar to academic archaeologists.  
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With the improved education on analysis and archival work among field archaeologists in 

CRM archaeology, those involved in CRM projects became more aware of how critical the 

curation crisis is in the separation between academic and CRM archaeology projects. There are 

cases of some CRM archaeology projects conducted with the research goals of academic 

archaeology in mind. However, this is not always the case, and the lack of funding for research 

in CRM is low.  

One could argue that funds should be more evenly spread across the artifact process and 

not just reserved for fieldwork. From the Sesnon CRM project (Case Study A), it is apparent that 

projects are short for time and funding in just the fieldwork. It is rarely the case that funds are 

further spread to pay for lab technicians and organizers of materials beyond a primary or 

inadequate form, and volunteer work is usually required in these processes. If state and federal 

funding were higher for productions in CRM archaeology, then the push systems that operate 

within CRM archaeology would meet its demise.  

It is not actions within cultural resource management that are causal to the enactment of a 

defective push system in artifact processes, but rather how the artifacts are unearthed. As the way 

they are uncovered is through interaction with modern developments and private landholders, 

CRM works to recover the materials already birthed into a wasteful process. Because of this fact, 

CRM companies should put further efforts into funding and research grants in order to transition 

artifacts into the less wasteful pull process driven by research outcomes.  

 This additional effort includes finding funding for entire artifact processes, such as lab 

and archival work, and not just excavation. CRM companies should plan for the number of 

projects they usually take on annually and be sure that each of these have successful artifact 

processes through pull system transitioning. Holding resources such as provisioned cash for an 
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unexpected site and a list of community volunteers to support professional archeologists will 

allow for more successful artifact processes.  

The positions of both field operations and analyzer in CRM should be combined. That 

way, workers attending to materials in excavation have the fundamental abilities to oversee lab 

and archival work and remove wastes in artifact processing. There should be no split between 

who works in the field and who works in the lab, as fieldwork is only a small percentage of work 

in the artifact life cycle. Benefits from removing the splits between the job titles of lab and field 

workers include defeminizing the lab and archive within archaeology and adding more interest to 

successful lab and archival work in the artifact process.  

From my interview with Diane Gifford-Gonzalez, I gathered general percentages on the 

artifacts that are recovered and analyzed during CRM artifact processing in most cases. In CRM 

archaeological excavations, participants are lucky to recover 10–20% of all the materials that are 

in the ground. Of those found materials that come from the field for further processing, only 10% 

will fulfill proper analysis, feed data in publications, and achieve adequate archival processes. 

According to the Pareto Principle, archaeological artifact processes cannot be considered 

supportive for analysis publishing unless a minimum of 20% of those excavated have been 

through the artifact process. The Pareto principle generally states that 80% of the ultimate value 

of most efforts derives from 20% of the contributors. In archaeology, the corollary is that a small 

fraction (around 20%) of the artifacts recovered will hold the vast majority of value for 

progressing the field of archaeology, with the other 80% being close to irrelevant, at least for the 

time being (Craft & Leake, 2002). 

  Academic archaeologists have the privilege of being selective when studying high-value 

yielding artifacts. However, when academic archaeology is not involved in excavation processes, 
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they are restricted to dealing with artifacts of less certain data quality, collected from CRM 

archaeology excavations. Because of this, the selection of materials for academic early on is one 

of the most important elements for defining the future use of what is excavated, by adding values 

across the value chain in artifact processing. This perspective of the Pareto Principle, therefore, 

can explain how the transference of materials between CRM to academic archaeology is 

difficult.   

When materials are arbitrarily excavated, roughly 20% percent of the artifacts recovered 

will impact the research findings when analyzing a site. Therefore, the current 10% of artifacts 

that make it through successful processes is only half of the amount necessary to truly capture 

the entire archaeological value of a site's information.  

 With funding and time so limited, it is hard to transition push systems to successful pull 

systems of processing. With little to be done for the time being for financing the excavation step 

in CRM, CRM archaeology projects find themselves in a sticky situation. This situation is that 

project participants work hard to recover materials and believe in the archaeological research 

they are conducting, but they are not supported enough on either side by their consumers or 

academic archaeologists. If academic archaeologists do not get involved in adoption processes 

early enough, such as before or during excavation, then their research will depend on a lower 

quality source.  

Until such state or federal funding comes in to support analysis and archival work on 

materials in CRM archaeology, academic archaeology must be incorporated into the fields of 

CRM. A successful example of this is the graduate student from the Sesnon project (Case Study 

A) on CRM, who worked for the CRM company and found funding to proceed with the 

orphaned collection and moved the materials along in their artifact process.  
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Students of archaeology can be found in the fields of both academic and CRM 

archaeology. These and other volunteer workers are usually donating their time for the education 

in archaeology or to experience something new. However, it is common to find funding for any 

project through conducting field schools that invite both professionals, students, and enthusiasts 

in the field to pay to participate in the excavation. The field school is significant to financing, 

and public outreach for it inspires occupants in archaeology. However, the field school is abused 

in both academic and CRM archaeology. The abuse results from the wasteful over-processing of 

more notable projects that have added to the curation crisis.  

In both CRM and academic archaeology, project funding should be coordinated in 

abundant creations of paid jobs within the field. These jobs should include education on all steps 

of the artifact process, and people should be endorsed for their analytic skills and abilities 

depending on which level they operate on within the project. The overuse of unpaid internships 

and volunteers should be reduced.  

 Using volunteers or less-qualified workers can be beneficial to budgets early on; 

however, a more qualified professional who can engage in better-conducted artifact processing 

can contribute to significantly greater outcomes for analysis and research later on. With less 

rework of volunteer effort and more paid positions, malfunctions in the industry of archaeology 

will cease as budgets are spread to support analysis and archival work, not just field 

technicalities.  

Because free or low-cost labor has become commonplace and overused, there is a 

widespread view that qualified paid labor is less critical; this view is held by many, including 

those operating within the financial systems supporting artifact processes. If free labor is 

commonly offered by students and volunteers, then the funding of both jobs and the entire 
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artifact process appears unimportant, since the projects have seemingly been able to function 

successfully without the installation of state and federal funding or scholarship grants. As this 

was the case earlier in the history of archaeology, this would seemingly be true, because 

archaeology was conducted in a variety of ways as the science itself was still developing. 

The profession of archaeology is descending to a lower standard of occupancy as unpaid 

labor becomes the primary driver. The role of an individual is therefore becoming a commodity, 

where price is the main concern, and skill, professionalism, and value-add are not taken into 

account. As it is entities outside the archaeological profession who often fund the processes, this 

commoditization means that more and more outsiders will view archaeology as a task to perform 

rather than a value-added proposition.   

This is not to say there should be no volunteer labor involved. There is an acceptable 

amount of volunteer and student work within archaeology that is allowable here. These 

exceptions are driven by the need to educate those seriously inclined to work in archaeology and 

to process the overabundance of artifact processing backlog involved in the curation crisis. 

However, there needs to be a greater representation of professional archeologists in the field 

where proper selection and management of artifacts can have massive downstream effects. 

Around 90% of the volunteer workforce and manpower should therefore be reallocated from the 

fields to the labs and archival work where it is needed most.  

In battling the crisis on the improper curation of artifacts, those engaged in academic 

archaeology should act in awareness of and coordination with CRM archaeology to ensure that 

all uncovered archaeological materials, no matter how they are found, make it through a stable 

and organized artifact process. Funding and workforces in all of the archaeology projects, no 

matter the system they operate in, are shared problems and should be monitored with regards to 
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volunteer use, work and time distribution, and goal setting for values in artifact data to ensure 

successful artifact processes.  

To further refine the discussion of transferring materials from the push systems of 

processing operating within CRM archaeology to the pull system operating within academic 

archaeology we must find procedural balance. Procedural balances of finding the connecting 

points and larger difference between the two field of archaeologies are demonstrated in the 

provided case studies, as they show specific attributes from each processing system.  

 

Figure 4 “Comparing and Contrasting Academic and CRM Archaeology” through reward and funding systems, common wastes 
in processes, philosophies on waste improvement, and mindsets for conducting archaeology. 
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Solutions: A Trade Off — Push For Pull and Finding Balance 

 As shown in the studies above, the most successful and least wasteful artifact processes 

are those in pull systems, and thus the ultimate goal should be to move artifacts into a pipeline 

where their continuation is driven by (pulled by) an established and funded final outcome, 

whether it be research, curation, or deaccessioning, no matter which field of archaeology they 

originated in. 

Both process modes and areas of archaeology require the setting and meeting of certain 

standardizations of the artifact process. These standardizations include a single digital database 

utilized from the point of excavation through all steps of the artifact process that houses 

information on what materials are part of the collection and what step of the artifact process the 

materials are in. Another critical standard, which a database could support, is that a proper 

deaccessioning and storage plan must be tied to each artifact, which is updated as the artifact 

progresses through the value chain. Case Study C on Lisa Maher’s lab provides an example of 

successful artifact processing through specified standards on what must be completed at each 

step of the artifact process. 

Also showcased in Case Study C is the pull system. A pull system with specific standards 

results in peer-level, egalitarian competition in the name of concluding lab and archival work 

favorably, for the measurable prosperity of resulting data quality in the entire group project.  

The pull system of processing artifacts is enacted during each step of the artifact process. 

First of all, since the materials in Lisa's project were excavated after funding and research had 

already been gathered in Step 0, as is often the case in academic archaeology, the project was 

already off to a good start in meeting pull system standards. After funding (Step 0) and 

excavation (Step 1), she continues the pull system by hosting multiple research projects (Step 2, 
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analysis) conducted through lab processes. She uses a single database to fill with acquired 

information and shares one organized structure to prepare materials for re-storage in the lab.  

 This brings us to Step 3, in which archival work is conducted to receive the artifacts and 

adequately place them back into the cabinets in a library system, using the provided database and 

entering information according to the artifact’s physical location in storage. Finally, in Step 4, 

exhibit curation, by using the authorized material for education and displaying it to encourage 

studies in archaeology, she inspires students to build human resources for current and future 

forces in the field of archaeology.  

By following standardizations that eliminate wastes in defects of over-processing (see 

Interpretation 2), the work required for a successful and complete artifact process is 

accomplished in a competent manner through the processual systems practiced in her lab. The 

standardizations of artifact processing with international materials significantly differed from 

those set and acted upon with regards to materials in the United States.  

 Therefore, projects in academic archaeology in the United States must also look to 

international standards of processing materials, such as who the materials genuinely belong to 

and the valuation of the work of fulfilling successful artifact processes. By enacting further 

standards in the US regarding what is to be ethically deaccessioned, proper databases and 

suitable organization of materials, paired with the already necessitated storage of artifacts, would 

eliminate many of the wastes occurring in all systems of processing.  

Certain standardizations within the field of CRM archaeology must be established to 

allow analysis and archival work to be conducted at every step during the artifact process (see 

Figure 1). These standardizations must include proper funding. If they do not, suspension of the 

artifact in its process will occur, and the value of the data becomes less and less relevant, to the 



 

 69 

point that its discovery and rapid recovery become nearly useless. This window of opportunity 

begins to diminish as soon as artifacts are excavated. A specific “adoption period” time frame 

must be set at excavation, after which the excavated materials should be ethically deaccessioned. 

This ensures that all artifacts have a specified, albeit changeable, outcome in mind, which in turn 

allows the artifact to be “pulled” through the value chain. By identifying the default outcome 

from the onset, the inherently push system of CRM archaeology will come to better resemble the 

pull system of academic archaeology, and in turn, significantly reduce wastes deeply embedded 

in the system.   

These materials produced in CRM archaeology have specific adoption periods during 

which they are most susceptible to becoming an “at-risk” collection. If researchers and analysts 

do not adopt the project soon after the materials are found, the artifacts are at risk for remaining 

permanently orphaned. 

This situation is exemplified in the study of the Sesnon House project and field lab (Case 

Study A). The CRM company in this scenario is currently practicing the push system of CRM 

archaeology, due to the manner in which the artifacts were found and the need for speedy 

recovery. However, they were not able to find proper academic research with funding for 

processing the materials in a timely and adequate manner, causing the artifacts to sit for months 

in a dirt pile; only through volunteer help were they slowly worked through.  

If the CRM company and management team had found a graduate student or researcher 

ready to adopt the collection for analysis sooner and had planned for proper processing and 

archival storage of the artifacts, the artifact process would have then functioned on the pull 

system, and the defects of time loss and improper storage would have been avoided. The case 

study of the Sesnon House does provide an example of how push systems can be transformed 
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into pull systems. The goal now would be to encourage these kinds of transitions and partnership 

between CRM and academic archaeology. 

Also demonstrated in the Sesnon study is the importance of recovery work performed by 

CRM archaeology, even when facing a defective system of artifact processing. There is currently 

blame for improper curation of artifacts placed on actors in CRM archaeology. Instead, I frame 

the outcomes from the push system of processing to be at fault for the high wastes in defects and 

over-processing. 

The worlds of academic and CRM archaeology could further integrate to assure higher 

success in artifact processes overall. Leaders in academic archaeology should be ready for the 

management of materials derived from CRM archaeological sources. This readiness to work with 

CRM archaeology should replace some of their research interests, and they should incorporate 

ethical standardizations on practices within archaeology. Advantages enjoyed by academic 

archaeologists who adopt materials from CRM archaeology include the ability to fund projects 

with grants specified for sustainable and ethical archaeological practices, the expedition of 

materials in artifact processing, and the reduction of expenditure from not having to conduct 

excavation. 

Leaders in academic archaeology may have to make the sacrifice of reducing the number 

of workers within their project; however, they will instead be able to make an ethical and 

sustainable decision to practice recovery archaeology, by not only recovering data but also 

preserving archaeological materials from destruction. The reason why it is up to archaeologists 

within academic archaeology to successfully process materials and mitigate the curation crisis is 

that projects originate in academic archaeology start with a research goal, for which sometimes 

alternate sources of supporting artifacts may be available. Excavating unnecessarily is a form of 
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waste. In CRM archaeology, excavation is central and usually unavoidable, and the materials are 

not anticipated as they are usually found in unplanned excavations for urban development. 

There are examples in which enlightened CRM companies reduce wastes by balancing 

these materials derived from urban expansions with successful pulling processes for artifacts. 

Pete Banke, a CRM archaeologist and fellow UCSC undergraduate states that “usually, in CRM 

we catalogue and curate artifacts ourselves. The assemblages are then given back to the 

landowners or stakeholders, or sent to a curation facility, or curated by the [CRM] firm as part of 

the contract with the client. If the client gives permission for further interpretation the collections 

will be held onto a bit longer” (Banke, 2020).  

 These activities differ significantly from the operations that had orphaned collections at 

the MBAA after they were excavated by CRM companies in the past. Pete took the curation 

practicum offered by Chelsea and worked on organizing and cataloging materials in the MBAA 

at the same time as me. He agrees with the assessments on the archives’ current state, stating, “In 

the case of orphan collections I’ve worked with at UCSC, they are often in very poor condition 

and a high level of triage is necessary. It is hard to make definitive interpretations due to the 

condition of artifacts, especially if things are no longer in provenience” (Banke, 2020).  

 Pete further elaborates on artifact processing in the separations of CRM and academic 

archaeology. “In my experience there is very little difference between academia and CRM when 

it comes to larger companies, except that the curating and processing is conducted by more 

experienced professionals in a consistent manner in CRM. Whereas it is often the case that 

curation and cataloguing is performed by students in academic facilities” (Banke, 2020). By 

using workers who are more qualified in given paid positions, many CRM companies reduce 

their downstream waste (including subsequent rework or rejection) which would have otherwise 
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been generated from less-informed curation and cataloging. However, much of academic 

archaeology relies heavily on student workforces for artifact processing. Although this assures 

human resources are available, it creates opportunity for increased error and loss. 

 In Pete’s statement on the differences between the practical work in CRM and in 

academic archaeology, both of which were experienced by Pete separately and together in 

projects of artifact processing, the distinct line appears between paid positions in CRM 

archaeology and student workforces in academic archaeology. When projects within CRM 

archaeology receive proper funding to conduct necessary analysis and archival work, the quality 

of those archived materials is much more useful, and the value gap is reduced between this and 

academic archaeology.  

 However, in the suggested reliance on academic workforces adopting at-risk projects for 

analysis and archive for other scenarios in battling the curation crisis, it is necessary to remain 

aware of the potential for abuse of volunteer work. One of the major solutions for CRM 

companies to clean up their reputation with regards to producing orphaned collections and 

conducting little to no archival work is to manage the creation of more paid jobs for students in 

CRM that result in successful artifact processing. Academic archaeology projects can also learn 

from this and manage the creation of more paid jobs and internships for those who work harder-

than-expected student workloads in order for successful artifact processing to occur.  

 The need for these paid positions mainly lies with analysis and archival work, and 

extensive experience in field work should not be necessary to those applying for the positions. 

Those who administer an archaeological project should highly prize educated participants and 

sharing education of specialty with all, whether the project be in CRM or academic archaeology. 

With diverse education in academic archaeology, those who go on to find paid positions usually 
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discover that they learn more in the application of concepts and methods on physical, active 

materials than through what they have been theoretically discussing in their studies. The key 

qualifications for an archeologist are learned on the job, and therefore this is a Catch-22 for those 

students who hope to become archeological professionals. This drives a massive supply of free 

labor: students and graduates who hope to gain the experience to become paid professionals. 

 The combination of excessively high experience requirements for entry-level jobs and 

overwhelming acceptance of apparently under-qualified volunteer work in archaeological 

projects presents an unethical manipulation that is unfair to archaeological workers. As is the 

case in other fields, students and graduates in archaeology can quickly become more qualified 

workers through paid positions, and as those workers increase in qualification, their pay can 

reflect their relative contribution.  

 The spectrum of filled positions, ranging from outstanding archaeologists who have 

achieved careers to those who join as volunteers with newer interest in archaeology, should be 

taken into account in workforce management and budget placements for payroll. The proper 

management of the creation of jobs within this spectrum that educate all levels of archaeologists, 

in or outside of academic archaeology, will allow for the goals of successful artifact processing 

to be met. The creation of new positions that hold multiple titles for working as a field technician 

and as a curator allows for crossover and understanding when transitioning materials between 

steps in the artifact process. The titles of analyst or archivist should be paired with the title of 

fieldworker, and workers should be trained to properly conduct both the duties required by both 

titles. These titled positions are to be filled by multiple teams of people with all levels of 

qualification prioritized underneath a team member’s sincere interest in the science.  
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In trying to comprehend possible futures for archaeology, it is imperative to understand 

how to practice sustainable sciences. This includes balancing what is necessary to be excavated 

now as a result of urban expansion with excavation driven by the research interests of excited 

scientists in academic archaeology. In either case, however, existing archives should be the first 

source for researchers in archaeology, and only after that option is investigated should new 

excavation be considered. 

 In coordination with academic archaeology’s readiness to adopt collections, participants 

of CRM archaeology must practice standardized database input and adequate preparation of 

materials to transition them to the pull system of processes. This archival work is the first step in 

transitioning the materials to pull systems from the push system in which they originate. It is up 

to CRM archaeology participants to begin the transition process by following proper lab and 

archival work upon retrieving the artifacts in the excavation process. This work includes 

following the adequate artifact processing steps indicated in Figure 1, and all available 

information listed in Figure 3 must be entered into a single, shareable database.  

If artifacts are not handled appropriately in organization and database creation, the 

collection is less likely to be adopted, and therefore objects will remain in the originating push 

system. This tendency is exemplified by the study on the Monterey Bay Archaeological Archives 

(Case Study B) as they had become unorganized, backlogged, and overcrowded over the years. 

The MBAA is currently practicing under the push system of CRM archaeology, even though it 

exists under the same roof as many projects in academic archaeology.  

Instead, all archives and their archaeology faculty should endorse actions to modify their 

systems to work on pull systems of processing. This modification is made possible through 

embracing the efforts of adopting collections of current and past CRM archaeology collections 
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into their labs and archives for artifact processing. The modification is also possible through 

deaccessioning materials after detailed photographs or models and a single database including 

pertinent information (see Figure 3) has been completed. The decision to work with existing 

collections is exemplified by the actions of Diane Gifford-Gonzalez in identifying faunal 

materials from older projects at the archives with her zooarchaeology students to achieve an 

adequately filled database that fulfills needs in archaeological research.  

Even so, her work alone is not enough to battle the need for analysis and archival work 

within the MBAA. Mentalities and perspectives within the field of archaeology must also be 

changed if the curation crisis is to find some resolution at the MBAA. Other helpful actions 

include the further adoption of the materials by more staff and faculty into their labs in academic 

archaeology. Or perhaps, the university should make the call to take in graduate students and 

staff with the purpose of working with past materials, including those at the MBAA. This call 

would help resolve the ethical problems of the curation crisis from the practice of archaeology on 

the UCSC campus.  

To further tilt the MBAA away from the world of CRM archaeology and to help find 

funding for archival processing of materials, it was suggested by members of the future 

curatorial team that the archives no longer remain a nonprofit repository. In response to the 

curation crisis, non-profit repositories may choose to become for-profit, by renting out their 

storage space rather than accepting materials for proper storage. This choice may ameliorate the 

situation of overcrowding and underfunding for workers at the archives and promotes the idea of 

including funding for storage space within a project’s budget pre-excavation. 

However, I believe that an archive denying proper storage at any point signifies that the 

archive’s managers do not properly value the artifact data that may possibly exist among the 
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materials. I do not stand against the idea of archives becoming for-profit. However, much work 

in deaccessioning and proper database creation, analysis, and reorganization at the new archive 

location will need to be performed to add value to the artifacts and the way they are processed 

within the archives. Without this value, researchers and projects will not have the funding to 

purchase storage space for their artifacts; thus, the artifact process will be halted, and artifacts 

will not be ethically stored unless adopted by the archives as an “at-risk” collection.  

In the end, whether the researcher or project manager finds a way to pay for the archiving 

of the materials or whether the archives find funding, both will come to a standstill when people 

are pointing fingers at each other regarding whose job it is to fund the archival step of the artifact 

process. As the blame is placed by each party on the other for not enough archaeological value 

for data in CRM archaeology and too much isolation in academic archaeology from other 

materials in need of their expertise, the problem of unsuccessful artifact processes cannot be 

solved. Instead, it is not funding or the defects of value that occur in processing, but the style of 

push or pull processing to be blamed. After this is understood, differences can be put aside and 

no longer will artifacts in unsuccessful processes take the fall for a disconnected community of 

practitioners.  

  In assessing value of artifact data from projects, project managers should showcase the 

need for funding the artifact process in its entirety, not just artifact removal, to contractors they 

work with. When artifact processes are not funded and a collection becomes “at-risk,” archive 

heads who take in materials are better off following the data value and working out ways to 

mitigate the curation crisis with fundraising.  

 With overall goals for successful artifact processes throughout archaeological projects, 

the materials project leads submit to the archives with contract proposals of what they can fund 
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for further processing should be previously organized and easily transferable to the archives. 

With less time spent on artifact processing for adequate databases, heads of archives can spend 

their time focused on finding adopting researchers and funders for the at-risk collections they are 

fostering.  

It is the job of every project member and of heads in the institutions to find funding for 

the successful processing of archaeological materials that come across their worktables, live 

within the same building, or have been adopted into the project labs and archive. I agree that in 

all cases of academic archaeology, it is the researcher's role and to the researcher’s benefit to 

support the storage and processing of their materials financially. However, it is less clear that all 

projects in CRM archaeology could adopt the idea of paying more for proper processing when 

CRM companies are already spreading themselves so thin with time and budget influenced by 

outsider values for artifact removal.  

Academic archaeology can indeed experience similarities in the difficulties of finding 

funding. However, I believe that it is more fitting to the task of scholars and heads of archives to 

adopt actions that create cash flow within the rest of the artifact process after excavation for both 

their academy and other projects originating in CRM archaeology. The shared job within both 

fields of archaeology to find further funding on all archaeological materials no matter what field 

they are excavated in is necessary to implement. Arguably, the world of academic archaeology 

could henceforth borrow some practices from the push system of processing, to find more 

financial resources. By outsourcing the process of fund gathering and finding investors for both 

time and money, the pull system of artifact processing is further enhanced.  

By adopting parts of the push system for school-funded projects, executive members of 

the archaeological community on campus can see the problem of the curation crisis as separate 
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from lack of funding from campus and act of their own volition. These adoptions can include 

finding research grants, working on public outreach, hosting charities, and stepping out of their 

community to find the right people to fund the productions of archaeology. The job of 

fundraising alone is a necessary component of all steps of the archaeological process, and those 

involved should be educated on how to outreach and how to convince others to donate to the 

cause. Furthermore, with the public expression of the specific need for charity to fund the storage 

of at-risk collections and pay for artifact processes in CRM archaeology projects, 

acknowledgment of the curation crisis among people outside of the archaeology community will 

rise.  

Some forms of the push system of processing that are healthy to implement include 

emphasizing the need for every archaeologist in the field, lab, and the archives to begin working 

in fundraising. All money gathered through fundraising should be donated to archaeological 

societies to be disbursed as research grants under the premises of fighting the curation crisis, if 

not for a particular “at-risk” collection at an archive that was specially considered for fundraising 

purposes. An excellent example of this type of grant is the SCA Orphaned Archaeological 

Collections Professional Services and Curation Project 2020 funded by the Bureau of Land 

Management. 

This suggestion for more financial reliance on academic archaeology is no excuse for 

CRM archaeology to continue to deny payment and acknowledgment of analysis and archival 

work, but rather should be seen as a support system enacted to mitigate the curation crisis. In 

other ways, heads of CRM archaeology can work to provide more jobs in the lab and archives by 

conducting work with and creating legal relevance for federal or state funding. They can also 

practice academic archaeology and collection adoption from the beginning of the artifact process 
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in the field, to quickly transition the CRM archaeology push processing system into a defect-free 

pull system. Academic archaeology and CRM archaeology are to find balance within their push 

and pull systems by working together and meeting halfway to enable successful artifact 

processes.  

By merging lab with fieldwork, projects in CRM and academic archaeology will remove 

the understood bias held in appreciating aesthetic archaeology and replace these biases to with 

appreciation for conducting ethical and scientific work during excavation. Funding should take 

into account the annual average number of site projects that a team or company in CRM 

archaeology conducts; funding should thus revolve around the completion of each of these 

projects in readiness for the deployment of the artifact process before materials are discovered. 

Funding should always be gathered with the inclusion of complete and successful artifact 

processing. CRM archaeology should adopt perspectives of academic archaeology.  

 The way in which archaeology is defined should include the processes beyond excavation 

grunt-work of analysis and archival work. Therefore, popular definitions of archaeology and the 

demand for it to be conducted will include the complete follow-through of the artifact process. 

Both fields of archaeology can find more successful systems in artifact analysis through acts of 

sharing lab and archival work throughout the artifact process.  

The diffusion of the two, both CRM and academic archaeology (see Figures 4 and 5), 

will allow for more materials to meet acceptable standards in the artifact process. To mitigate the 

curation crisis, the community of archaeologists, though differing in their field practices, must 

merge their practices on artifact processing. The blame for defects such as halts or over-

processing such as rework in databases during the artifact process must be placed on the system 

process within which the artifact is currently operating and not the archaeology that produces the 
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system. Due to the inevitability of the push system in the start of production for CRM 

archaeology, it cannot be said that it is the field of CRM archaeology that produces the defects of 

under- and over-processing, but the push system that operates within it.  

In working together with the pushes of CRM archaeology and the pulls of academic 

archaeology, the success of an archive or repository lies within the line of balance (see Figure 5). 

Archaeological accomplishment does not lie solely in how many achievements are accounted for 

in artifact processes and get published. Archaeological success resides in valuing artifact 

recovery and protection as well, without holding a bias against which system produced the 

artifact.  

Finding the line of balance within a project on either a push or pull system is the key to 

practicing ethical and sustainable science in archaeology. More projects operating on the pull 

system should adopt “at-risk” collections formed through pushing policies, and push systems 

should remove waste to embrace the values of a pull system of processing.  

  

Figure 5 “Push Vs. Pull Systems of Manufacture in Artifact Processing” details the separation of the forces and how the enact 
through different fields of archaeology. Note the Line of Balance between the two systems, as this is where sustainable 
archaeology is actively practiced and the acceptable standards for artifact practices begin to be met in both systems. Case 
Studies A, B, and C are placed on this spectrum of sustainability and success in artifact processes to showcase the outcomes of 
the archaeological projects. 
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2. Lean and Kaizen Improvement Methods to Reduce Waste in Artifact Processing 

In order to find a line of balance in the push and pull systems of processing (see Figure 5 

above), the fields of both CRM and academic archaeology must establish lean methods under 

Kaizen improvement strategies to eliminate waste in artifact processes. In order to apply lean 

functions to both push and pull systems of artifact processes, it is helpful to follow Kaizen 

strategies for operational improvements and waste removal. As lean thinking and operations are 

practical ideas derived from ideologies in manufacturing to eliminate waste, Kaizen applies to 

any business seeking improvement in work and material value.  

In order to adopt lean thinking into archeological projects, it is imperative to understand 

the difference between production management systems and information flow management 

systems. The workflow or production system in archaeology comprises each step of the artifact 

process. In contrast, the analogous information management system consists of the actors 

interacting with databases and material logs containing the possible information to input from 

Figure 3 (Hicks, 2007).  

One of the significant causes of the crisis in the curation of artifacts is the disruption of 

information flow in management systems in the artifact process. By removing wastes that disrupt 

the information flow in database exchange during work and information flow management 

systems, better outcomes in artifact processes will result.  

Uninterrupted informational flow will lead to better results in operations within the 

artifact process due to better capture of materials, exchange of materials, storage of materials, 

organization of materials, and photographing or modeling of materials in the artifact process 

among researchers and colleagues involved in the project (Hicks, 2007). To help better 

understand the separation between the physical recovery of materials and the continuous 
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information flow of artifact data is to understand the defects between the steps of the artifact 

process. The lean management flow charts, derived from the work of B.J. Hicks, are provided 

below (Figure 6) and showcase pull systems of processing, their value streams, and organizations 

to implement within the system to achieve waste-free and sustainable assignment in 

archaeological work.  

 

Figure 6  (Hicks, 2007) “The Value-Flow Model as Applied to Information Management” details how artifact information passes 
through steps of systems and is to be managed and exchanged accordingly for optimal flow. Work cells are detailed in 
production and manufacturing systems, thus denoting the separated steps of the process. Note the value stream flows one 
direction, thus each work cell and exchange add value to an artifact through its processing. “Customers” and value for 
excavations have direct influence on which steps of an artifact process are included or removed. Adequate artifact processing 
requires conducting all steps of the process. 
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Lean thinking consists of assessing waste made in the artifact process with the ultimate 

end value of the artifact in mind, after it completes the artifact process. Steps in the artifact 

process must be evaluated in terms of whether they add or remove value. Adding value is 

achieved through continual flow of artifact data through the steps of processing. Value removals 

(negative wastes) occur when time is spent waiting for steps in processing, or during other halts 

in the artifact process such as required rework.  

After the positive values and negative wastes are examined in a project, many project 

conductors will find that their current artifact processes do not balance out, as there are more 

wastes than values achieved. This imbalance means that their artifact processes have been less 

successful; whether their project is a single lab or a shared archive, the equation determining 

waste in artifact processing is the same for the materials excavated.  

In terms of adequate speed and efficiency of artifact processing, lean thinking in 

archaeology operates on the fact that an artifact spends 99.9% of its life cycle in storage after it is 

excavated. With the negative wastes in processing outweighing the positive value of scientific 

data, the projects within Case Study B at the MBAA appear to be unsustainable as the work 

conducted on the materials there has added six months of valued time for every decade to take 

and waste time. In asking the question of whether any project in archaeology acts as a 

sustainable science, the answer is no if the values of positive and negative are so unequal.  

This purpose of this statement is not to suggest that archaeological and archival work are 

irrational and should not be performed at all, but rather to point out that archaeological work 

currently is not practiced in sustainable and successful ways. By eliminating wastes in the 

artifact process, the balance of values and wastes even out. It is understood that in the CRM 

sciences, such as archaeology, negative wastes in processes and positive values in the scientific 
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data can be individually defined and therefore can be diverse in definitive opinion throughout 

different projects.  

Therefore, the positive and negative equations for finding a line of balance (see Figure 5) 

within a project can also be individually defined. However, through the reconnection of 

individuals within the artifact process and standardization of the definition of a successful and 

ethically processed artifact, individualized researcher definitions for their own lines of balance 

are more likely to coincide. Lean thinking provides potential for creating a new outlook on how 

to conduct projects in archaeology and encourages individuals to choose to engage with, rather 

than avoid, existing collections.  

It is important to note, though this is not showcased in the case studies provided, that the 

processes within academic archaeology can still fall victim to the curation crisis even with high 

success rates of proper completion of the artifact process when facing comparable under- and 

over-processes found in CRM archaeology. Projects within academic archaeology should look to 

the defects found in both CRM archaeology studies A and B as scenarios to be avoided to 

maintain their pull system operations. The wastes of defects in under- and over-processing in 

academic archaeology are easily understood through the comparable defects displayed in CRM 

archaeology.  

To determine which possible defects and over-processes are necessary to avoid in 

academic archaeology, the case studies above in CRM archaeology provide information on 

causal factors. Lean thinking contributes to the elimination of these defects of under- and over-

processes during the artifact process for both fields. Defects and waste can vary amongst cases, 

but the application of lean thinking in archaeological artifact processing and shared ideologies on 

standardizations and goals for success in the artifact process are universal in function.  
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The underlying benefit that emerges from Kaizen improvement strategies is that workers 

in the field of archaeology become aware that by using their skills to improve processes, projects 

will become more successful, thus creating more job security for researchers and employees 

(Khan, 2011). Through the Kaizen improvement processes (see Figure 2), standardizations are 

made in order to eliminate waste. Elements of Kaizen implementation include teamwork, 

suggestions for locating and battling defects in processing, personal discipline to responsibly 

handle an artifact through successful processing, reconnecting the artifact processing steps to 

create more high quality and shared circles of researchers within projects, and improving morale 

among project members with an overall shared goal.  

“The underlying [idea] of Kaizen is that it makes employees aware that by using their 

skills to improve a process, results in the business [to become] more successful, which lends 

itself to meaning more job security for the employee. Kaizen requires bringing employees 

together to look at their jobs, sections, and processes to realize changes that will help 

performance” (Khan, 2011).  
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Figure 7 “Wastes in Artifact Processing” details the case studies in this thesis to their wastes of over- and under- processing, as 
well as the marketing defects involved. The graphic also details what steps of artifact process had witnessed halts in processing 
artifacts, as well of the symptoms that occur due to the wastes apparent. 
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Solutions: Choosing Values Over Wastes in Under- and Over-processing 

 In order to broaden perspectives on practicing archaeology using business perspectives of 

waste elimination during processing, I recommend that practitioners exercise lean thinking in 

determining defects in processing and adopt Kaizen philosophies for improvement throughout 

projects. The above case studies show examples of under- and over-processing in the artifact 

process, marketing defects, and other symptoms of defects in their processes. The practices 

described within each case study are evaluated in terms of their positive or negative value in the 

outcome of processing, and the practices that remove value during the artifact process are 

determined to be defects. These value removals are further detailed in their wastes in Figure 7 

above.  

The wastes displayed in the case studies provided include under-processing and 

production, as well as over-processing and production. The waste of under-processing includes 

under-processed digital and shareable data logs, under-processed analysis, and input of proper 

full information in a single database. Under-processing also includes the under-productions of 

following and creating standards, and the under-productions of ethical deaccessioning.  

The waste of over-processing in these cases are seen in the rework on data logs and 

analysis, over-use of volunteers, as well as over-due time for artifact movement in the artifact 

process such as over-storage and waiting for analysis. Over-processing also includes the over-

production of artifacts with under-powered laboratories, and the over-production on variations on 

set management systems. Other wastes include marketing defects in the lack of value in 

scientific data instead replaced with value in artifact removal, 

After the removal of wastes, it is important to promote values among process participants 

that will prevent the defect from showing again. Take, for instance, the change of values when 
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discussing the overuse of volunteers. Projects that promote over-processing of unpaid work are 

unknowingly providing examples to funders of how artifact processes can be conducted without 

funding throughout the process. Instead, the skills that contribute to successful artifact processing 

that a specialist in archaeology can bring to a project should be promoted and valued to 

demonstrate the potential of financial support when it is necessarily used for supporting scientific 

artifact processes.  

With diverse reasons for conducting archaeology in the modern world today, battling the 

curation crisis requires understanding the industry of archaeology from the perspectives of 

outsiders to the field along with the values of researchers. The characteristics of a push system of 

processing have been showcased by the fact of overvalued volunteer work and the volunteer's 

inability to analyze or conduct proper archival work due to lack of education. This excessive 

value placed on volunteer work paired with the conductor's undervaluation of successful artifact 

processing, and thus undervaluation of the archaeological data, are causal to defective processes 

within archaeology.  

With many volunteers wishing to conduct fieldwork over analysis or archival work, 

volunteers are not working where they are needed. Attracting students to archaeology mainly 

through field schools and excavation services is a disingenuous tendency that further enhances a 

push system, with an overabundance of volunteer workers who only have to engage in 

excavation in order to be an archaeologist. With the field school only glorifying excavation and 

often serving as the first hands-on experience for those interested in archaeology, only some of 

those who decide to seriously continue in archaeology become interested in analysis and archival 

work. 
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The removal of some volunteer work from the fields of academic and CRM archaeology 

does not imply that artifacts are allowed to go into positions in a halted artifact process or are 

handled with carelessness. In the CRM case study of the Sesnon house (Case Study A), it seems 

that the artifacts would have gone through lengthened processing procedures or faced being left 

in a dirt pile until proper funding had been found. In this scenario, it was helpful to include 

volunteer workers to assist with the artifact process. The number of volunteers at the beginning 

of the Sesnon house project was high because there was still dirt involved; thus, the work could 

be closely tied to excitements of excavation, and luckily the volunteers were able to be further 

educated in some analysis and field lab work based on their interest. Even so, the fact there was 

no paid staff onsite during this step of the artifact process was a direct oversight in terms of 

determining the funds that should be set aside in preparation for a scenario of a site that would 

produce an orphaned collection.  

Instead, the removal of volunteer work as an option or a reality when discussing funding 

with investors, or in legal cases with state or federal law, could lead to the widespread 

understanding of the necessity to pay trained workers. This worker employment is necessary to 

gain abilities to execute a project in ethical and sustainable manners. In both CRM archaeology 

and academic archaeology, a high amount of volunteer workers in contrast with the ethical 

demand that should be set in order to create more jobs in archaeology enhances the push system 

that causes a defect in under- and over-processing in the artifact process. The removal of paid 

workers and overabundance of untrained workers pushes the project along further in steps that 

should not even be conducted until proper database log, storage options, and deaccessioning 

assessments and creations have been made in order to fit a successful artifact process.  

 Though volunteers can be successfully trained to conduct proper artifact processing, their 
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training is often overlooked as it would take an otherwise paid member's time to train them. 

Therefore, many projects that use volunteers to conduct work have suffered defects in artifact 

processing such as under-processing and lack of standardization. This case can be seen in the 

lengthened procedural step of artifact analysis in Lisa Maher's lab (Case Study C), as student 

interns and volunteers conduct most of the sorting and fundamental analysis of the materials. The 

material's halt in the step of sorting and primary analysis showcases one of the only few defects 

in the artifact process at Lisa Maher's lab.  

Lisa's lab operates on a pull system of processing in the field of academic archaeology. 

She currently practices some forms of Kaizen waste reduction but could further adopt Kaizen to 

assure successful artifact processing. Projects in academic archaeology, after their adoption of 

Kaizen waste removal, will find themselves more efficient in their projects. Researchers and 

archaeologists in academic archaeology should adopt Kaizen improvement methods to truly 

eliminate waste in all artifact processing by diffusing their projects and labs with projects in 

CRM archaeology. Kaizen in academic archaeology will be more effective in waste removal 

under perspectives of improving the practice of archaeology as a whole and not just in correcting 

deviants within the field of academic. This application means that academic archaeology must be 

adaptive and adoptive to CRM archaeology pushes and projects.  

The defect of under-processing in artifacts from the lack of analysis and over-excavation 

within Lisa's lab is now in its decline, as it has been identified as a problem, and excavation will 

not be conducted until further analysis catches up. This halt in the step of analysis is not due to a 

lack of education of those who join in by the project team, but rather is due to the need for paid 

positions and technicians, reliance on graduate students with busy schedules, and over-
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acceptance or over-excavation of materials. These are commonly occurring problems within 

projects that operate within and are funded by institutions such as a university.  

On the other hand, there are cases when time and education has been spent on volunteers 

who are not serious enough in the field of archaeology to see artifacts through the entire artifact 

process or move beyond that particular project, and thus defects of over-processing have 

occurred. Volunteers have proved themselves successful at basic data log entry and storage of 

artifacts with such little guidance as a paper discussing the qualifications for the artifact process; 

thus, volunteer work should be utilized. However, I recommend the number of volunteers on a 

project should be maintained at a ratio of one volunteer to every three paid workers in order to 

battle under-processing and underfunding.  

The overall practice of limiting volunteer workers could result in less work conducted 

within the field of archaeology. However, it is hoped that the field will present itself as the 

higher scientific study that it is. This can be done by removing steps of over-processing and 

replacing them with work needed on what is currently under-processed. Removing the abuse of 

volunteer labor allows accurate assessment of the value of research at hand and the need to fund 

paid positions in archaeology; this also furthers the ability to place responsibility for a halted 

artifact process.  

With regards to filling positions, students of archaeology should first become educated 

through archival work and curation. This will help them make connections for further work on 

projects requiring analysis, and only after educating in archival and analysis work, should they 

consider conducting fieldwork. With more positions and jobs available for curators and 

archivists within institutions that have artifact labs and storage, the adequate standardizations for 

archival work throughout separate projects are enhanced in their practice.  
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This bottom-up approach to distributing archaeological workers — first to the archives 

and labs, then only some to the field upon scenarios of urban development or after the success of 

other artifact processes — complements ideologies to prioritize the valuation of the artifact data 

and thus successful artifact processes. Through these Kaizen actions to eliminate the wastes in 

volunteer work and create more cash flow within the industry of archaeology, the field of 

archaeology will change outsider perspectives such that mandatory and successful analysis and 

archival work are duties included in the job title of an archaeologist.  

Lean thinking and Kaizen waste removal strategies go beyond balancing volunteer work 

with paid positions and holding values of differing education levels throughout archaeology to 

attain success in artifact processing. Other wastes during processing are to be eliminated to 

procure sustainable practices in the procedural sciences of archaeology.  

In Case Study A, the Sesnon privy project, wastes of under-processing of sufficient data 

logs with public information occurred. This under-processing caused the wastes of over-

processing in the analysis step, as rework will be required on information that should have been 

input into databases during the field lab and before transportation. Other wastes in this case study 

include the overproduction of artifacts for the underpowered lab process, and the marketing 

defect in the lack of funding for values of the artifact's data and instead funding for the artifact's 

removal, which is often the case in CRM archaeology.  

By choosing to value successful artifact processing and positioning workers around the 

focal point of the lab and archival work, CRM companies in these positions can adopt 

frameworks for lean processing. In adopting Kaizen improvement strategies in the defective push 

system of artifact processing in CRM archaeology, project managers can avoid similar defects 

that occurred in Case Study A in their future projects.  
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If project managers within CRM archaeology adopt Kaizen strategies, processes will 

prove more useful in determining the root causes of defects. Through determining the creation of 

a waste during artifact processing, technicians and project managers will be able to eliminate 

them. Part of adopting Kaizen strategies for waste improvement includes benefits from the value 

created by successful artifact processing and finding better ways to provide care for materials.  

However, it is best to warn projects managers in CRM archaeology when utilizing Kaizen 

strategies, they must initiate an overall and shared goal of successful artifact processing within 

all project partners. If not, the Kaizen ideas of small increments in change for each step of a 

repeated cycle will cause too much of a reliance on the other steps in the process for successful 

cycles, and not enough self-motivation and responsibility. Over-reliance between the steps 

allows people in one step assume others in the next step will engage in care work so they don’t 

have to. The care work of organization, database entry, and further analysis therefore will not be 

completed. Participants in all steps of the artifact process should be held accountable and take 

authority in managing a database with proper information and storing materials according to 

their current situation. The idea that archival work or lab analysis is the clean-up crew for the rest 

of the artifact process after the excavation is a prejudice that must be eliminated among all 

fieldworkers and definitions of archaeology. This reliance on a clean-up crew is what causes 

overstock of materials, the backlog on analysis, and unorganized databases.  

The Monterey Bay Archaeological Archives should adopt lean thinking to eliminate 

wastes that have accumulated over the years through projects with stagnant artifact processing. 

These wastes include the under-processing of a single digital data log, with concomitant over-

processing in the reworking of data logs, over-processing in the variations of system 

management, and under-processing of standardization. Over-processing of artifacts from 
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unsuccessful processes and thus artifact hoarding or overstock, and the under-processing of 

unethical deaccessioning are added wastes. Other wastes include under-processing of analysis, 

including database information, with concomitant over-processing on analysis and archival 

database rework. Further defects in marketing, stemming from a lack of funds to successfully 

process the orphaned artifacts from unsuccessful artifact processing, also leave little room for 

improvement.  

In pinpointing and eliminating these wastes and defects, artifact processing in the MBAA 

will experience better solutions for finding successful ends. In the removal of these wastes, 

holding values such as hosting archive practicums for student workers, and creating positions in 

the archives to resolve the wastes at hand are helpful tools for this time of transition. By making 

the first responsibility of the archives to configure a single database for all of the materials that 

they store, including information on the state in which they are currently stored before they 

transport the materials, they will avoid waste creation.  

By holding values in the artifacts’ data and creating an organized database before moving 

the materials to the larger storage room off campus, participants in archival work during this step 

of artifact processing will experience successful transitions to the next step in the process. 

Rushing the materials to the new storehouse without this proper archival work is a similar action 

to rushing materials from excavation to the lab or archive without this work completed. As all of 

the case studies have demonstrated that delaying archival work for further processing is causal to 

the curation crisis, the MBAA would be making the same mistake by not incorporating the 

values of lean thinking, which include adequate database creation.  

Instead, the future leaders of the MBAA should begin first with transitioning the old 

FileMaker data logs onto a more accessible or more modern file log, such as Google Drive or the 
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new Claris FileMaker. Using tools that more people know how to use, such as Google Drive, 

creates better accessibility and shareability, and thus removes complications around ideas of 

doing database work in every step of the artifact process.  

All of the newly made data logs should also make it into the closed, singular filing 

system. Current available information (see Figure 3) on artifacts stored in the archive should be 

updated to the new single database in coordination with their physical location. Collections with 

missing analysis information should be identified and will be the last collections transported to 

the new archive location. Artifacts that are organized following a comparable database and 

which have the correct provenience filled out can be transported to the new location as whole site 

collections.  

Information on where the collection was stored in the past archive should be in the 

database before transport. As soon as transport is conducted, the only addition that will need to 

be made to the database by workers in the new space is the new location where the artifacts will 

be stored. From there, important questions on ethical deaccessioning are to be addressed for each 

artifact. Though the new archive has more space for storage, not practicing deaccessioning on 

unnecessary or unethically stored artifacts would inhibit changes to enable more successful 

artifact processing. Further solutions for eliminating waste in processes include setting 

deaccession review dates on excavated and archived artifacts to assure that materials will not sit 

packed away for multiple decades without methods of deaccessioning being applied. 

The archival work within the new space should be distinct from old and variated patterns, 

find further researchers for orphaned collections and adopt future collections that would 

otherwise become orphaned. The archive should operate under entirely new business forms 
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utilizing lean thinking and Kaizen philosophies for waste reduction. This way, the new archive 

will operate solely as a library system for accessing artifacts for research. 

Artifacts that are missing information on analysis and coordinated data logs should 

remain in the old archive on campus for easier access by human resources, such as students, to 

rework the artifact processes to be more successful. This rework is necessary before submission 

to the new archive, and the archive should continue to have these standardizations for all future 

arrivals of materials set on a shareable data log format with required information in coordination 

with the physical materials submitted for long term storage.  

For practices in archaeology to operate according to Kaizen improvement strategies, the 

fields of academic and CRM archaeology must find compromises in their project strategies. This 

compromise involves connecting projects and workers to both fields of CRM and academic 

archaeology. Projects operating within both fields of archaeology are collegial with regards to 

the line of balance (see Figures 4 and 5), and thus will achieve the most sustainable enterprise in 

the field of archaeology because the overall rate of successful artifact processing will rise. With 

values placed in successful artifact processing of all materials, bias regarding their location of 

discovery or the personal interest factor of the site or artifacts is removed as a defect that is 

causal to the curation crisis.  

Kaizen and lean waste removal philosophies can help reconnect the separate parts of 

artifact processing and keep time and money for the archival and lab work mobile in growth. 

These philosophies promote understanding among workers in archaeology that each step of the 

process is equally valuable, and that analysis and storage are absolutely required to be included 

in budgeting time and money.  
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In applying holistic Kaizen approaches, a shared attitude among archaeologists to work 

with what resources are available to them and to share what they do have with others, regardless 

of the field of archaeology in which they practice, will improve wastes in processing. A mantra 

for "how we do what we do" is a universal application for Kaizen improvement methods in the 

management of processes (Khan, 2011). The overall shared Kaizen mantra for archaeologists 

conducting ethical and sustainable projects should be egalitarian in nature and call for success in 

full artifact processes. Examples of this kind of mantra are "People for the artifacts" for Case 

Study A, "Find storage first, database next, now excavation and transport" for Case Study B, and 

"We dig only to process" for Case Study C. Mantras can change with each project, but should 

always involve ideas around Kaizen and lean thinking through promoting successful artifact 

processing and waste removal. 
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V. Structural Redesign 

 Practicing ethical or moral archaeology is requisite to become a curator of artifacts in the 

21st century. 21st-century archaeologists are all artifact curators, as they must ensure the success 

in processing regardless of the position they may hold. No matter what step practitioners work on 

in the artifact process, they must consider the rightful owner of the artifact, the rights of an 

artifact to achieve titles in successful processes, and the abilities to choose projects based on a 

personal interest. The need for successful overall artifact processing to limit unethical and 

unsustainable practices in archaeology should forever be held above any personal interest that 

archaeologists hold while taking part in processing artifacts in a project. This exchange of values 

is the duty of archaeologists who want titles in ethical and sustainable practices.  

Archaeology, as an entire field, no matter what the focus of study, must uphold the 

axioms of justice and sustainability by giving an artifact its right to being processed. These 

axiomatic principles on successful artifact processing include working with push systems, 

sharing philosophies, adding value in the archaeological community, and applying critical 

judgment in the diverse perspectives of processing systems applied in artifact processes to 

research further causes of the crisis in curation.  

I. Working with Push Systems 

 It is necessary for practitioners of archaeology to be able to work with push systems in 

order to practice sustainable and ethical science. As pull artifact processes can successfully 

follow archival research, fieldwork, database entry, proper storage, lab work and analysis, the 

archive to the possibility for exhibit curation, push artifact processes instead further defects in 

this artifact process. In order to transition to pull systems successfully, it is necessary to 

determine when the push system of process is at play within a project and define it in the step of 
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the artifact process it occurs. With commonalities between academic and CRM archaeology 

being the faults in design and criteria within a project's artifact processes, it should be easy to 

treat materials arriving from a push process similarly to how materials on a pull process would 

be handled with regards to waste elimination. Through these enactments of eliminating waste in 

defects, the materials will evolve from the push system and into a pull system family that will see 

to their successful processing.  

The critical link between exhibit curation and fieldwork in the artifact process is the 

archives. The critical link between fieldwork and the archives is the lab. Combining important 

parts of lab work and archival work in standardized proportions to be fulfilled at specific parts of 

the artifact process outside of their initial steps (see Figure 1) will allow for the split work to 

become more connected and fulfilled successfully along the artifact process. 

By noticing where these steps in the artifact process meet in critical links, the data and 

comprehensive exchanges within the project become valuable, and it becomes possible to 

eliminate push systems. In order to work with a push system so that it can find a meeting place 

with pull systems to transfer the materials, these essential standardizations on conducted work 

during the eventful links will create value in artifact data. These standardizations include 

conducting archival work in each step of processing, such as adding data regarding analysis and 

the physical material organization into a single database with one type of formatting, before 

proceeding to the next step in processing. There should be no acceptance of materials into an 

archive until basic sorting, identification, and organizational archival work has been conducted. 

The operations of these standardizations should be completed during excavation as soon as the 

materials are excavated.  
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Part of battling the curation crisis is battling the realities of push systems that are 

unavoidable in the initiations of many artifacts into their artifact processes. Operations of push 

are inevitable, and so we must be determined on how to work with them and recover the pushed 

materials into pull systems. It is necessary to procure and implement funding and paid positions 

within the critical links of transferring materials to successful processes in order to see more 

lines of balances met overall in archaeological projects.  

Pull systems of processing already in operation and isolated away from projects 

originating in CRM archaeology must be ready to accept pushed projects within their operations 

and use these materials as optimal learning opportunities for the pupils interested in their main 

project. It is a strong argument to suggest that researchers manage an adopted project if they are 

to parent any project to their pleasure, but it is the argument that needs to be voiced given the 

overpopulation of artifacts with unsuccessful artifact processes.  

It is also necessary to implement laws on handling CRM materials beyond just storage 

requirements, but to the full completion of all steps in the artifact process. Standards in short-

term storage, transport, basic sorting and identification and data logs in order to achieve more 

successful artifact processes are also necessary to implement. These state and/or federal laws 

regarding ethical and sustainable practices of archaeology would help CRM companies find 

further funding for entire artifact processes from the contractors that sign for CRM work to be 

conducted.  

This acceptance for transitioning pushed materials, along with the modern applications of 

conducting archaeological research and procedures with adopted materials previously excavated 

from other projects, will allow for wastes in artifact processing to be eradicated. Acknowledging 

the role of push systems in archaeology and working with them by balancing them with 
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operations such as "curation as research" (Voss, 2012) will allow for more overall successful 

artifact processing.  

 
II. Sharing Philosophies 

 The sharing philosophies from Kaizen improvement methods can help reconnect the 

separate parts of artifact processes. Reconnection to keep the archival and lab work in more 

manageable places will increase processing time and allow money to be spent in optimal ways 

for processing. Every worker in archaeology should be educated to understand that each step in 

the artifact process is equally valuable to the next, and that time and money are required for 

analysis and storage more so than achieving value sets in excavation and artifact removal.  

With the curation crisis at hand, participants in each step of the process should be 

practicing optimal archival and lab work. Executives in the field of archaeology should hold their 

projects and peers accountable and find the best way to see their materials processed in proper 

manners. Tedious archival log work does not belong only at the archives. The archives should 

instead be treated as a library for submitting and researching materials, with the log work already 

completed beforehand.  

All that should need to be done during the final archival step for long-term or permanent 

storage is to put the pre-made artifact log from the field and analysts into the archival collections 

database with a new accession number. Thus, archive workers can be better-trained and operate 

more efficiently in the field and analysis stages of archaeology and with the skills to follow the 

materials throughout the entire artifact process and into the archives. The rest of the information 

on what the bags contain, the quantity of items in bags, and where the artifact can be found in the 

archive should be recorded during every step in both the field and lab in order to conduct an 

ethical and organized project.  
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Archivists are not people reduced only to working in basements, or the clean-up crew in 

the artifact process. They are the librarians for future researchers, and materials on loan from 

descendants or the lab for the archaeological project or archive are to be handled with better care. 

In order to achieve this, archivist titles should be dispersed among projects through the entire 

artifact process. The creation of these positions will further eliminate the divide between 

fieldwork and lab or archival work; they will also help de-feminize lab and archival work, 

transforming them from being considered housework to being considered as the foundations for 

the entire artifact process, along with excavation. Having hirable archivists for projects to 

organize and ethically deaccession or unhoard materials as well as eliminate wastes in artifact 

processing is an ideal element for all archaeological projects to work into their budgets.  

Sharing philosophies on the adoption of lean thinking and Kaizen waste removal will 

remove wastes in processing and help with the transition of push systems of artifact processing 

into pull systems of artifact processing. Diffusion between academic and CRM archaeology 

practices under Kaizen developments will promote efficiency and sustainability among practices 

in the artifact process.  

 
III. Adding Values 

1. Reconnecting Separation in Archaeological Communities and Process Steps 

 To reiterate, the separate steps of the artifact process require reconnection to add value to 

materials and avoid unsuccessful artifact processes. By creating a more valuable community 

between archaeologists who understand the critical roles of balancing analysis and archival work 

with the push and pull systems at play, the overall values in the archaeological data throughout 

separate processes and types of archaeology become appreciated and accepted.  
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This newly placed value in the artifact and its data for curation processing is to be held 

without bias to the personal interest for one's study of archaeology. As prehistoric and historic 

period archaeologists. and African and Californian archaeologists all become alike, the walls of 

separation will disintegrate. By finding a universal value in archeological data among 

archaeologists and by understanding the diversity of practices within the field of archaeology, the 

already small community of archaeologists will begin to work together to find overall success in 

artifact processing. Therefore, overall success in sustainable, and ethical practices of archaeology 

will spread throughout all who are associated with the titles of being an archaeologist. Sharing a 

commonality in the practice in achieving lines of balance in project operations will unite the 

different kinds and fields of archaeology.  

The role of a shareable and accessible database is essential to creating connections among 

not only the separate parts of the artifact process but the separations of projects in archaeology. 

No matter the field of the project, whether academic or CRM archaeology, if the data can be 

easily accessed and used for research, the database will provide a means of connection or 

transference of information. This kind of database is necessary for the transportation of materials 

of any kind and at any time and will allow for this alteration to happen efficiently. 

The role of 3D modeling can be important to creating these types of databases for all 

steps of the artifact process but is most important for exhibit and museum curation. By creating 

3D models of artifacts, museums and archives can practice interpretive restoration on missing 

pieces of artifacts. 3D model databases also provide a secure way to protect the image data of 

artifacts from all types of damage, such as natural disasters or fires. Using photogrammetry of 

artifact images to create 3D models is a way to restore lost artifacts so that they can be visualized 

again. If 3D models are not within the capabilities of the laboratory or archives, it is necessary to 
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provide photographic evidence of the artifacts in material databases (see Figure 3). 3D model 

databases will also allow for global connectivity in viewing archives from remote locations.  

For CRM and academic archaeological communities to best reconnect, blame for waste 

in processes should be placed on the systems of artifact processing that the project operates 

within and not on the field from which it derives. 

Utilizing the metaphor of a family and adhering to family values, we can understand 

CRM archaeology as the little sibling to academic archaeology. This metaphor helps onlookers 

understand the nuances of the causes and the effects of wastes in artifact processing. As CRM 

archaeology was “married off” to work on push systems not yet practiced in archaeology, such as 

the push systems of artifact processing, academic archaeology must do what is necessary back at 

home to help its little sister abroad succeed. Understanding these family values include adopting 

and analyzing materials unfunded by CRM business contractors and appropriately dealing with 

disorganization and wastes caused by push systems to keep the family name honorable.  

Part of this familial reconnection would involve the creation of ready-to-adopt programs 

of at-risk materials by archaeological researchers to ensure their successful processing. With 

ready-to-adopt programs, the adoption period for excavation material would be shortened as 

there would be human resources in line ready to take on projects in analysis or storage. 

Furthermore, currently orphaned collections from past excavations would easily be “red-flagged” 

in a shared, at-risk database so that distribution of orphaned collections to researchers ready to 

receive them is easily possible.  

When it comes to holding values in successful artifact processing, more space to house 

artifacts and money to fund the processing and time spent by workforces provide significant 

benefits in preventing wastes in processes, but these are not the key to finding resolutions in the 
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curation crisis. Instead, successful artifact processing entails higher standards in general 

spreading of information and education in analysis and archival work, so that the work may 

become shared among participants in every step of the artifact process on a single database.  

In creating communal research between separated fields and types of archaeology, more 

commonalities in the research and sustainable and ethical practices are revealed when applied to 

diverse types of projects in archaeology. These commonalities include understanding that 

everyone involved in the field of archaeology has some sort of purpose and dream to fulfill the 

same as every other archaeologist. In creating a connected culture among all kinds of 

archaeology, preferably separate from CRM companies or institutions of academic, the actions of 

archaeological practices are bound to coincide more deeply with a project manager's original 

goals for their practice.  

Communal research would mean instating communal labs and shared workforces so that 

sharing between the constituents of the archaeological lab can grow educations and specialties of 

an individual to multiple types, fields, and specialties in archaeology. Lab specialists are vital 

components of projects that allow groups of archaeologists to become more educated in the 

profession of archaeology and widen their specialties. However, the overall environment of a 

communal lab is realized through each individual’s own specialization, each bringing something 

new to offer to one another.  

Communal archives are just as crucial as communal labs for more overall successes in 

artifact processing. Sharing archives would lead to better-kept materials directly connected to the 

projects that care for the artifacts through the entire artifact process. Dedicated heads of staff 

within communal labs and archives are to see that there is a continuous educational flow of 

resources for their human workforces by inviting other leads in the field to attend the labs and 
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archives, criticize, assess, and teach what they may know. Individual archives do have a place 

outside the world of archaeology, disconnected from the rest of the artifact process in a project. 

However, they will have to compose their ethical and waste-free contracts and abilities to work 

with “outside” and diverse projects to avoid the wastes and rework seen in artifact processing.  

When it comes to students and volunteers of archaeology seeking to build their 

experiences and skills, they should first turn in the direction of assembling archives and 

conducting an analysis. It continues a recommendation by many agents in archaeology that field 

schools are attended by beginners in order to apply for jobs in CRM and possibly academic 

projects that conduct an excavation. However, there is a suggestion to be made that field schools 

should be reserved for intermediate archaeologists who look forward to their careers in 

archaeology and not used as a source for funding or overvalued volunteers.  

 Those who attend field schools should have experience working on analysis and archival 

work of artifacts beforehand. The inclusion of values in analysis and archival work will also help 

with reconnecting the steps of the artifact process, as those educating in archaeology will be 

inclined to participate in all of its steps before they become venerated as a field worker.  

With this reconnection and placement of values in the successes of artifact processing 

comes the call to action to create curators within current project managers, heads of laboratories 

and archives, as well as archaeology students. The title of the curator is not to be bestowed upon 

only one person, as the success of artifact processing is the responsibility of every archaeologist 

in processing and not just the head of an archive. Instead, everyone has a responsibility to curate 

the artifacts as soon as they take part in the artifact process.  

With the broadening of the use of this term, a curator becomes defined as someone who 

is bound to the materials, and not to the step of the artifact process that the materials currently 
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occupy. This individual attachment with collections means that curators are trained and prepared 

to conduct fieldwork, lab work, and archival work if it means that they can attend to the 

materials with proper storage, organization, and database creation, and can help with analysis 

and promote ethical and sustainable practices within artifact processing.  

The position of curating is shared by those who see to the success of artifact processes by 

following materials through the phases they are transitioned through and promoting expedited 

pull systems of processing to propel processes promptly. The position of lead curator, if not the 

project managers themselves on smaller projects, should be individuals who act as a right-hand 

advisor to the leads on a project, but owe their time and duty to the overall successful collection 

of artifact data through adequate transitioning and organization. Curators can work within 

individual projects from the beginning of artifact life-cycles’ and are not just found in the 

archives. Workforce curation in communal research is a necessary advancement that must be 

made in the field of archaeology in order to add value to not only the data of the artifacts but the 

profession itself. 

 

2. Funding and Exhibit Curation  

The more extensive determinations to reassembling and reevaluating archaeological 

processes must be met with activism for exhibit curation in developing ideologies for honest 

funding within the archaeological community and finding funding through public outreach. 

Honest funding includes determining the identity of the consumer or stakeholder in a project's 

artifact processes and what they are willing to pay for the value they hold in artifact processing. 

The funds and values differ between research archaeologists, interested outsiders who attend 
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exhibits, contractors for CRM projects, and the government under which the artifact process 

operates. 

In order to help bridge the differences among these varying types of consumers of 

archaeology, we must eliminate the disconnect between what is truly valued by the consumer 

and what they say they value through the operations they pay to have conducted. In other words, 

the outcomes of archaeological projects often do not coincide with the initial research goals from 

conducting archaeology. Swayed perspectives for the willingness to pay for the products of 

excavation and successful artifact processes must be convinced to those who can fund 

archaeological projects. This convincing is necessary for abilities of archaeological work to ever 

operate around these honesties of separated reasons for funding or conducting archaeology. To 

provide funding for time and project needs in honest ways, the jobs of providing means for 

funding and conducting grant application processes are the responsibility of every participant in 

a project, whether it be a contractor, researcher, or museum curator.  

The ultimate convincing to provide funding for successful artifact processes will be to 

urban expansions contractors for archaeological projects. Contractors and governments have the 

most influence in funding for projects that create at-risk collections, such as projects in CRM 

archaeology, and leaders from these sources are in the most need of being convinced of the value 

of successful artifact processing. 

Furthermore, how funds are to be dispersed in diverse projects must be debated within 

the archaeological community through communicated validations of what ethically deserves to 

be funded. This dispersion includes making decisions on the cashflow to projects in CRM 

archaeology to provide overall success in artifact processing. Good wishing in considered 

cashflow for sustainable projects promotes ideologies for what should be funded and why. 
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Funding considerations would surround ideas on what kinds of research grants are created and 

what kind of funds are available specifically for ethical and sustainable projects. In other words, 

grants should be more easily accessible for those working within sustainable practices and 

limited to those seeking overall adequate artifact processing, to add value to the reputation of 

archaeological study.  

These are all essential changes to be made with regards to funding proportions so that 

researchers and curators can conduct adoptive work on past collections and have the opportunity 

to receive similar paychecks and reputation to those who are embarking on new projects. It is 

necessary to make these changes so that research workers in archaeology can find a pull to work 

with adoption periods, rather than making a personal financial sacrifice for the sake of overall 

sustainability in archaeology. Grant distribution must be specified under conditions to include 

analysis and archival work within the grant's budget.  

Outside of grants, overall fundraising and public outreach can be practiced by personal 

researchers as well as those in leading positions within institutions. This outreach includes 

putting the "fun" back into fundraising and holding outreach talks, displays, parties, and 

auctions. In the production of public events and gatherings, knowledge on the values for 

successful artifact processing in archaeology becomes a more relevant issue. In raising the public 

value for archaeology, charities and donations to conserve funds for the miracles of artifact 

discovery in urban expansion can be created. In creating interactions between the archaeological 

community and those outside of it, there may be hope for the abilities of outsiders to fund 

adoptions of artifacts by supporting their successful processing or of philanthropists purchasing 

shelf space for artifact storage as archaeological intentions become increasingly relevant.  
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Museum exhibitors can practice all of the above connections on public outreach in order 

to help achieve funding for successful artifact processes. Reconnecting the exhibit royalties from 

museums with the projects that are displayed in them will allow for transference of funds across 

the artifact process. The exhibit curator has the primary function of connecting people with the 

findings of archaeology in the diffusion of cultural knowledge and should take on a second 

function to input fundraising into the equation as well.  

This connection role should include the necessity of museum exhibits to remove aesthetic 

and treasure artifact biases from what is an imperative background in real archaeological science 

of the project research. These imperative backgrounds to showcase instead of aesthetic artifacts 

include site maps, histories of the project and information on modern native consults, overall 

findings, and current contemplations of on-site analysis, as well as interactive stations that 

promote new CRM diffusion with an overall understanding of diverse identifications from past 

and present lifestyles.  

 Therefore, audiences will receive a global understanding of what archaeology truly 

entails and value the worth of the practice in authentic comportment. These actions answer the 

call for ethical and sustainable practice within exhibit curation, as they are essential for achieving 

new goals to redefine definitions of archaeological practices. There is importance in display 

work, but the source of funding from the exhibition itself is not always reliable, as exhibitors can 

also struggle with funding, and some materials are simply just not meant for display. The reasons 

for materials not to be displayed include cultural sensitivity, general public disinterest, legal 

withholdings, and unsuccessful artifact processing. Exhibit curation cannot be the sole source of 

guidance for battling the curation crisis, but it will help promote overall interest in archaeology.  

 



 

 111 

IV. Critical Judgement: A Call for Further Research on Battling the Curation Crisis 

It is necessary to investigate future and current assessments of causes and effects of the 

curation crises in order to turn the practices of archaeology toward an optimal future in 

sustainable and ethical sciences. These assessments include determining the wastes in processes 

in current projects and determining transition points of materials in push systems to pull systems 

in their adoption periods.  

Scientists of archaeology are to determine the success levels in the project procedures 

that they operate on and realize their position in or against a coordination with the line of 

balance, in preserving reputations in archaeology as honest and justified. Other ideologies of 

business, industry, and legal elements are encouraged in application to archaeological endeavors 

to create order in archaeological practices with more successful artifact processing.  

Further research on the matters of the curation crisis can include looking to different 

kinds of archaeological projects in case studies and applying them to concepts of waste creation 

and elimination, as I have done. Some other questions in need of further research to mitigate the 

curation crisis include considerations on how to influence legal mandates for adequate material 

curation, how archaeology as an industry can influence job creation within perspectives of 

valuing artifact data, how to further de-feminize jobs of archival and lab work, and how to create 

accessible connections between orphaned artifacts and curators. 

In re-defining curators to be every archaeologist who pays a duty to an artifact’s 

successful and ethical processing over all else, further research on the successful disbursement 

and exchange of this definition within the archaeological community need be researched in its 

application during projects. In direct adoption of waste removal, case studies of archaeological 
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operations that work knowledgably under Kaizen and lean thinking are also to be researched in 

their successes and failures in waste free production.  

 

V. Recommendations for Right Livelihood Curation 

 Some of the best philosophical business practices to implement in the field of 

archaeology are those followed by the Right Livelihood Foundation (RLF) and the Right 

Livelihood College. The age-old Buddhist principle of right livelihood comes from the fourth 

step of the noble eightfold path. This step incorporates the moral training necessary for one’s 

living and works in righteous ways, with wealth to be gained following specific standards 

(Bodhi, 2010). The RLF describes right livelihood to be the following: "an honest occupation, 

which fully respects other people and the natural world. It means being responsible for the 

consequences of our actions and taking only a fair share of the earth's resources." (The Right 

Livelihood, n.d.).  

 Part of practicing sustainable and ethical science includes this respect for other people 

and the natural world, along with implementing consequences for actions of disrespect. 

Unsuccessful artifact processes are making archaeology unsustainable and less ethical, and thus 

reevaluation and reassembling of processing practices are paramount to paths of right livelihood. 

The identity of acting within Right Livelihood Curation, which is a term referred to by curatorial 

practices in right livelihood moralities, plays an important role in battling the curation crisis.  

 All of the practices within this thesis correspond to ideologies of Right Livelihood 

Curation, or ethical curation, as they encourage adequate processing and dismiss unsuitable 

operations that create waste in production and decline in job reputability. Understanding shifts of 

perspectives in archaeology creates compromise for distinct forms of archaeology to come 
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together to ensure that artifacts make it through the process. The active connection among 

archaeological centers and projects allows for discussion on reasons to conduct archaeology, as 

well as abilities to share funds and research resources. The compromise is to be made by all 

types, fields, forms, and processes in archaeology in activism to achieve Right Livelihood 

Curation.  

 Part of increasing funds in archaeological processing with Right Livelihood Curation is 

removing wastes in processes to promote sustainable health in practice. Applying ideologies of 

Right Livelihood Curation will transition the current lack of funding of an unsustainable science 

to sustainable practices operating on higher funds. The transition of sustainable practices comes 

with exchanges of system processes upon the materials within care. Right Livelihood Curation, 

in promoting ideas on shared resources, work, and display spaces, will help dissolve entitlements 

to isolated resources within lab and archive institutions and reconnect all the steps of the artifact 

process.  

 Right Livelihood Curation's values for successful artifact processing includes proper 

analysis and archival work such as environmental organization, single sharable databases, and 

ethical deaccessioning. Right Livelihood Curation emphasizes that working with existing 

collections contributes to sustainability and advocates that new projects are rarely necessary. 

With heightened accessibility to at-risk collections, students, graduates, and executives are all 

appropriate candidates for processing past collections according to Right Livelihood Curation. 

Right Livelihood Curation must be dogmatized in educating future and current archaeologists as 

a creed to a sustainable field.   
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VI. Conclusion 

By defining waste in processes and determining a project's alignment to the line of 

balance in sustainability (see Figures 5 and 7), archaeological projects must take action to work 

with the push systems that create an imbalance of hoards or halts for artifact curation procedures. 

Critical judgments on waste creation and reduction in artifact processes are to be made for every 

archaeological project, similar to methods used in the case studies provided. The separate fields 

and practices within archaeology demand reconnection and activism to reevaluate and 

reassemble artifact processes in assuring their successes while employing the morals of Right 

Livelihood Curation. 

After investigating the different systems (push or pull) for artifact processing in academic 

and CRM archaeology (see Figure 4), artifact processes in academic archaeology tend to be more 

efficient. However, this does not mean academic archaeology is more sustainable, as many of its 

projects stay distant from the line of balance by avoiding the inevitable push systems in other 

fields of study in archaeology. When researchers neglect the opportunity to adopt pre-excavated 

projects and hold significant bias against materials missing database input in deeming them as 

less worthy of successful processing, they further their distance from the line of sustainable 

balance. Many academic projects isolate themselves from impending births of artifacts in urban 

expansion and existing projects outside of their research goals.  

Contrarily, there is truth to the notion that the ill-kept conditions in artifact storage and 

lost provenience make it hard to create profitable interpretations, and therefore adoption by 

academics can be difficult. The defects of over- and under-processing that occurred during the 

push system of production in the provided Case Studies A and B ultimately caused multiple 

symptoms of the curation crisis. The push system of processing, common in CRM archaeology 
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has proven to be unsuccessful in the steps of the artifact process, with the value of data removed 

from the equation and replaced with the value of rapid removal or recovery.  

However, with a significant number of symptoms of the curation crisis coming from 

CRM projects (such as seen in Case Studies A and B) materials derive from unavoidably pushed 

systems of processing; therefore, academic archaeology must find its place in the call to action in 

recovering and processing materials successfully by making use of those underutilized materials, 

which results in the transfer of materials to less wasteful pull systems. Active curation and ready 

analysis for new projects in CRM archaeology can transfer materials from these push systems to 

pull systems of academic archaeology.  

Adopting the philosophies of lean thinking and Kaizen improvement methods allows for 

improved retention of artifact data through procedural waste removal. This results in successful 

artifact processing, as seen in Case Study C, Lisa’s lab that operates under a pull system of 

processing artifacts within academic archaeology, a less wasteful artifact process than in other 

cases operating under push processes. The progress on successful artifact processes seen in 

Lisa’s lab derives from more consistent artifact and informational flow, substantial project 

research, little waste in processing, and no rework in databases.  

Furthermore, reducing wastes and implementing these improvements of academic pull 

systems in archaeological projects will require facing and changing the unjust governmental 

laws, such as NAGPRA, and the insufficient standards and enforcement in artifact curation and 

processing. These obstruct successful artifact processes by impeding efforts in adequate 

processing including ethical deaccessioning. 

Additionally, United States government entities that create laws on artifact processing do 

not consider conventional archaeological practice such as the time, human resources, and 
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specialists required for processing within its legal bounds, and otherwise lack enforcement for 

quicker processes. This differs from international governments that expend more resources and 

understand the activities necessary to conduct adequate archaeology, and therefore 

archaeological projects in these countries have more successful artifact processes. The fields 

within US archaeology to take on a "work-around" mindset, prioritizing urban expansion and 

construction over fulfilling successful artifact processes.  

 Above all else, the large amount of importance placed on excavation and lack for the 

importance in other steps of artifact processing are causal to under-processing and lack of 

analysis. With time constraints on excavation, as well as the lack of workers and data entry in all 

steps of the artifact process, collections age while missing important data and become even more 

unadoptable. All artifacts should be valued in terms of their needs for analysis and proper 

storage, and questions regarding ethical deaccessioning should be addressed during the decision-

making process for which artifacts are to go through the artifact process. Before artifacts ever 

leave the field and enter the artifact process, or when they are removed from the artifact process 

through deaccessioning in any step of the process, they must receive basic identification and be 

quantified in a database if they are not culturally sensitive materials. It is paramount to actualize 

and enforce rules and standardizations for data and analysis to be recorded before archival 

submission.  

Over-processing and artifact hoarding are directly related to over-acceptance of materials, 

over-excavation of materials, and lack of ethical deaccessioning. Ethical deaccessioning is a 

practice that consists of returning cultural materials either first to the descendants or else back to 

the archaeological land or site, before they are approved for the artifact process. Ethical 
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deaccessioning provides boundaries on where materials go, and where and to whom they belong 

in the first place. 

Reconnecting the different fields, practices, and steps of the artifact process is necessary 

for eliminating wastes and restoring value in the archaeological community. This reconnection is 

sanctioned through uninterrupted information flow (see Figure 6), shareable and accessible 

databases, communal research, and resource sharing. In differentiating what is acceptable and 

stringent data entry versus unacceptable and lax data entry, as well as promoting storage 

standards, the meaningful links of the lab and archive within the artifact process add value to 

collections and materials.  The Monterey Bay Archaeological Archives (Case Study B) provides 

an example of how both CRM and academic archaeology have avoided proper management of 

materials acquired through practices of CRM archaeology at every step of the artifact process. 

By avoiding wastes of over and under processing (see Figure 7), materials derived from both 

CRM and academic archaeology can find lean and proper management through successful 

artifact processes.    

Through reconnecting jobs within artifact processing and implementing widespread 

processing standards, curation becomes understood to be part of the duty of every archaeologist, 

instead of a service work to be provided by others. In making lab and archival work the duties of 

every archaeologist, the lab and archives can be de-feminized and work within them can be 

practiced by all titled as archaeologists. Including onsite specialists throughout the entire artifact 

process contributes to successful data and analysis operations, as well as offers higher education 

through expertise to groups of archaeologists also working within the process.  

Achieving goals in successful artifact processing requires large budgets, and funding is 

an important factor to consider, but systemic actions to reduce waste are most necessary to 
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deliberate within the projects. Funding proportions of which projects receive funding, and why 

they receive funding, along with the resources that can be available to them must only be offered 

for projects operating sustainably within the line of balance, and value attaining artifact data 

through complete artifact processes.  

These changes in funding accessibility to projects worthy of this cause will allow those 

looking to practice sustainable archaeology to enjoy similar income to those renowned for their 

significant projects who have not adopted these values. Income equality among the various 

routes of archaeological careers is essential, as those who practice sustainable archaeology will 

find pay accessibility to provide for their livelihood to meet or further paychecks to those 

practicing unsustainably. More time, money, and storage space are excellent, but on its own is 

not the most effective solution to the curation crisis. Money, time, and storage space are not 

nearly as important as working with push systems and adopting philosophies for resolving 

wastes.  

Motivations for conducting archaeology include attaining research goals that value 

successful artifact data processing and meeting legal mandates for quick artifact removal. In 

these separate drives for project creation, all archaeologists must be directed in their practice to 

ethically handle valuable cultural materials with care, before values in artifact data can be 

accessed.  

When archaeologists and those outside archeological communities share values in 

successful artifact processing and data recovery, archaeological sustainability will improve. This 

is because those outside the communities often are strong partners in funding the archeological 

processes. This will reduce waste and spread scientific perspectives on the importance for 

funding successful artifact processes. Through education, public outreach, event production, and 
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display, exhibits of ethical archaeological productions and a focus on the site's native culture can 

expand the understanding of the archaeology profession to include sustainable and ethical artifact 

practices and not just “dirt-hungry” excavators. 

 To conclude, adopting Right Livelihood Curation results in averting wasteful operational 

procedures and systems such as substandard recovery, transport, storage, data-entry, 

organization, and push systems of archaeological materials. Having more sustainable and ethical 

practices in archaeology will result in the increase of useful artifact data and reduces the archival 

backlog, thus benefiting the profession of archaeology.  
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