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A Future for Archaeology: In Defense of
an Intellectually Engaged, Collaborative
and Confident Archaeology

LIV NILSSON STUTZ

Through a critical review of inter- and transdisciplinarity in archaeology, this
paper examines the power relationships within archaeology with regards to
collaborators within and beyond the academy. By making a case for an
archaeology that openly collaborates across disciplines and knowledge sys-
tems, but also more firmly articulates itself and its value, the paper makes a
case for an engaged and problematising archaeology for the future.

INTRODUCTION

What is the future of archaeology? As we con-
template half a century of Norwegian
Archaeology Review (NAR) this year, I have
been asked to articulate my visions for the
future of the field as part of a session organised
by NAR at the annual meeting for the
European Association of Archaeologists. As a
discipline, archaeology has reinvented itself
multiple times since 1968, incorporating new
methods and theories, branching across multi-
ple new disciplines and across academic bound-
aries between the natural sciences, the social
sciences and the humanities. By constantly
moving, it is a dynamic and exciting field, but
it has also become almost impossible to pin
down. Few academic disciplines want to be as
much as archaeology, which ranges from
laboratory science to philosophy, from the
field site negotiating with contractors and the
public to seminar rooms at the university, and
from ordering and reconstructing the past to
articulating activist political positions in the
present. This diversity of the field itself is clearly
visible in the ways in which it has been

organised and defined by university structures,
where, depending on local and historical cir-
cumstances, it is alternatively placed within
faculties of the natural sciences, the social
sciences or the humanities. It is probably fair
to say that its history makes archaeology, at
least on paper, the most interdisciplinary aca-
demic field of all, at least among disciplines
already firmly established 50 years ago.
Archaeology is so many things, in terms of
epistemology methods and theory, that there
is little consensus even within the field about
what ‘good archaeology’ or ‘interesting archae-
ology’ is. This, in and of itself, makes it difficult
to predict where archaeologywill be going next.
But one way of trying is to look at the present
and at the phenomena that are currently shap-
ing our path forward, in particular with regards
to howwe are perceived by the public and other
academics. I have decided to focus on two
separate but important phenomena that each,
in different ways, gravitate around the idea of
collaboration and the value of archaeology.
The first focuses on collaborations inside the
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academy. The so-called Third Science
Revolution has had a pervasive impact on
archaeology, simultaneously affecting huma-
nist perspectives in the discipline and the pub-
lic’s interest and expectations about
archaeological knowledge. The second focuses
on the role of collaborations outside of the
academy. Movements emphasising indigenous
archaeology and concepts around identity pol-
itics are more important than ever in the
ongoing democratisation and decolonisation
of the field. While constituting two very differ-
ent debates, these different fields of collabora-
tion bring into focus power and our concepts of
trans-disciplinarity. In both cases, I want to
argue for a more confident archaeology, one
that is strong enough in its convictions to be
both open minded and stand its academic and
activist ground, when needed. It is my belief
that this will strengthen our connections with
other disciplines andways of knowing, and that
it will also make us more relevant in contem-
porary social and cultural debates. This leads
me tomake a plea for the future of archaeology
as a discipline, one that, through its complex
transdisciplinary knowledge-production, can
be an active contributor to the public intellec-
tual debate about the past, the present and the
future.

ARCHAEOLOGY,
INTERDISCIPLINARITY AND THE
THIRD SCIENCE REVOLUTION

Archaeology has a long history with interdisci-
plinarity. It is in our bones. Where other aca-
demic disciplines are eloquently debating how
to do inter- and transdisciplinarywork andhow
to define it (e.g. Jantsch 1972, Stember 1991,
Tress et al. 2003, Choi and Pak 2006, 2007,
2008, Littlefield and Johnson 2012), archaeol-
ogy is doing business as usual, often without
much fanfare. While there is still some debate
regarding the definition of different genres of
workacross traditional disciplinaryboundaries,
I will use the definitions by Stember (1991) and

Choi and Pak (2006), whose definitions tend to
overlap, suggesting a general consensus.

● Multidisciplinarity denotes a model
where different disciplines, each provid-
ing its own perspective, collaborate by
bringing their disciplinary expertise to
bear on an issue (Stember 1991), and
where the disciplines stay within their
boundaries (Choi and Pak 2006, p.
351). In archaeology an example of this
research model would be traditional col-
laborations with osteologists who add
their expert analysis of human and ani-
mal remains of a site excavated and
interpreted by an archaeologist.

● Interdisciplinary work denotes a higher
level of integration by analysing, synthe-
sising and harmonising links between dis-
ciplines ‘into a coordinated and coherent
whole’ (Choi and Pak 2006). The interde-
pendent parts of knowledge fromdifferent
disciplines are brought ‘into harmonious
relationships through strategies such as
relating part and whole or the particular
and the general’, thus creating a synthesis
of approaches (Stember 1991). In archae-
ology this kind of workwould be exempli-
fied by a close collaboration between
different specialists, bringing their per-
spectives into the research design of an
excavation project from its conception
and through to interpretation.

● Finally, transdisciplinarity, even more
integrated, creates a unity of intellectual
frameworks beyond the disciplinary per-
spectives (Stember 1991). In archaeology
one example of this could be work in
archaeothanatology where the methods
of recovery, documentation and analysis
are all interconnected to a multi-disci-
plinary frame of analysis based on anat-
omy, physiology and archaeology to
reconstruct the handling of the dead
body and its decomposition, and where
the reconstruction is interpreted with a
framework of theory from ritual studies,
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body theory, mortuary studies and cul-
tural anthropology (e.g. Nilsson Stutz
2003). Choi and Pak (2006) are more
specific in considering the medical field,
defining transdisciplinary work as an
integration of ‘the natural, social and
health sciences in a humanities context
… [It] transcends their traditional
boundaries.’ They stress that ‘the objec-
tives of multiple disciplinary approaches
are to resolve real world or complex pro-
blems.’ This adds an additional layer of
integration that would be relevant for the
archaeology dedicated to migration, the
Anthropocene, climate change, violence,
demography, health and illness, social
exclusion, disability, etc. A growing
number of scholars propose viewing
transdisciplinarity as activities that con-
nect to stakeholders outside of the acad-
emy (Zierhofer and Burger 2007,
Mobjörk 2010, Østreng 2010). This
vision articulates in interesting ways
with archaeology engaging with diverse
stakeholders; for example, through pub-
lic archaeology or in cases of repatriation
or other kinds of collaborations with
communities of origin (this will be dis-
cussed further below).

Given its history with interdisciplinarity, it
is easy to imagine that archaeology should
be leading this movement. But is that the
case? Are we really doing the most creative
interdisciplinary and best transdisciplinary
work? Or does the bulk, or at least a signifi-
cant part of what we do, still fall in under
the category of multi-disciplinarity? The
answer will be as fragmented as the disci-
pline itself. A number of archaeologists are
working with exciting and creative new ways
of engaging a range of disciplines as issues
along the whole spectrum of interdisciplinar-
ity as they connect their archaeological scho-
larship to contemporary issues (e.g.
Gonzáles-Ruibal 2006a, 2006b, 2007, De
Léon 2015, Pétursdóttir 2017, Hamilakis

2017, Niklasson 2017, Niklasson and
Hølleland 2018, to only mention a few).
But while many archaeological projects
today are conceived within an interdisciplin-
ary framework, I argue that, by not being
more explicit about the mechanics and epis-
temologies of our collaborations, archaeol-
ogy may be falling behind the development
of inter- and transdisciplinary research.
The question becomes especially important

now, as archaeology is undergoing what
Kristian Kristiansen has termed the Third
Science Revolution (Kristiansen 2014), which
constitutes one of the most powerful transfor-
mative trends in archaeology at the moment. It
is closely embedded with the development of
laboratory-based sampling and analysis meth-
odologies, alongside big-data mining or
hypothesis-driven research design – core prac-
tices in the natural sciences. It constitutes a
return to the material dimension of archaeol-
ogy, with – in an important respect – awidening
of the epistemological scope to include more
scientific theory, and a desire to fill the gaps of
the post-processual archaeology (used very
loosely here for lack of an all-encompassing
term for the theoretical currents that reshaped
archaeology in the 1980s and ’90s, and that
emphasised interpretation over empirical
grounding in the material manifestations of
the archaeological record, while rejecting the
natural science paradigm of New or
Processual Archaeology). It also relies on inter-
disciplinarity. The question is: does it deliver?
In their thoughtful essay from 2013, addres-

sing the challenges of interdisciplinarity in
archaeology, and in particular considering
the role of archaeological science in this rela-
tionship, Kerstin Lidén and Gunilla Eriksson
ask why the natural sciences in the service of
archaeology are perceived as threatening and
provocative to so many archaeologists (Lidén
and Eriksson 2013). As an archaeologist who
has long worked with methods grounded in
the natural sciences (archaeothanatology),
while asking questions about rituals and
embodiment, I can testify to the veracity of
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their claim. Despite the lip service given to
interdisciplinarity, it often appeared as if the
‘Handmaiden of History’ had found a hand-
maiden all of her own in the natural sciences,
one that should just do the work and not ask
too many questions. This is not a way to
develop inter- or transdisciplinary research.
Lidén and Eriksson point out that, in order
for the collaborations to succeed, the research
must be driven by research questions formu-
lated on the basis of a shared interdisciplinary
understanding (Lidén and Eriksson 2013).
This requires efforts beyond the scope of
one’s own specialty. It also requires a familiar-
ity with other research traditions (what I have
elsewhere referred to as disciplinary literacy;
see Nilsson Stutz 2016). One could easily state
that today, only five years after the publication
of Lidén and Eriksson’s piece, the tide has
truly turned. The disregard for the natural
sciences in archaeology has wavered, as the
post-processual perspectives have lost their
hegemonic position within the field. Today,
most archaeologists call for a firm empirical
grounding and recognise the value of archae-
ological science. But does that mean that we
are harnessing the true potential of transfor-
mative transdisciplinary work on equal terms,
or are we simply seeing a shift in the positions
of power?
One problem with contemporary interdisci-

plinarity involving archaeology is that it tends
to be formulaic. Interdisciplinarity in practice is
often limited to a dyadic relationship of two
sides – usually one natural science-based per-
spective paired with one humanities or social
science based perspective. This tends to main-
tain the disciplinary divisions and engage them
in a power relationship. It also tends to embody
an epistemological hierarchy. In the 1990s this
played out in a way where the natural sciences
were degraded to deliver data to be interpreted
by ‘archaeological theory’. Today, the tables
have turned and the data emerging from the
material sources or from scientific analysis are
viewed asmore objective andmore reliable than
insights emerging from the more interpretative

humanities and social science side (the debates
around aDNA is a good example of this (see
Ion 2017)). In that sense, the material sources
tend to be viewed as a stable foundation for
analysis, often not being sufficiently problema-
tised through thorough critique. Here, we can
pinpoint an unreflected hierarchy in the knowl-
edge production that, if it goes unchecked, will
hinder, not stimulate, interdisciplinary work.
The Third Science Revolution is also hav-

ing transformative effects at a deeper level of
the archaeological knowledge production
chain. The shift is not only about adding
disciplinary specialisation, competence and
data, but also about a return to a hypoth-
esis-testing approach, the likes of which we
have not seen in European archaeology since
the emergence of processual archaeology in
the 1960s. The scientific approach has merit,
in that it anchors the scholarship in empiri-
cal data and arguably more theoretically
transparent methods, questions and argu-
ments. Yet, if we are not careful, this knowl-
edge production can become very limited in
scope. When considering where this research
is published (high-impact science indexed
journals are strongly encouraged by ‘biblio-
metric’ frameworks), it tends to follow the
expectations of scientific publishing. There is
rarely room to branch out into the huma-
nities and even social sciences. The model for
publication tends to shut out other disciplin-
ary insights, not because the researcher does
not know better, but because it does not fit
the standard for how a hypothesis-driven
study is published at a high level. In that
sense, the interdisciplinary work is stifled
rather than expanded.
This development is further amplified by the

fact that reward systems in the academy
increasingly seem to favour singular, not mul-
tiple, paths of knowledge production, be it in
the grant system or the publication game. The
natural sciences have been much faster in
adapting to the metrics and results-oriented
academic landscape of the twenty-first century
than have the humanities. This is probably due
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to the fact that the system has been tailored to
fit them, but in addition, and here we must be
more critical of our own practices, the natural
science culture itself is more thorough and
systematic in its citation of works of others
within their field than traditional archaeology
has been. This means that the natural sciences,
and the archaeology that moulds itself onto
this model, have a greater impact and reach
than the studies that take a humanities or
social science perspective to problematise and
discuss the same phenomenon from their point
of view. The result of this power dynamic is
visible in the research grant politics (which has
direct implications for individual scholars’
careers), in the citation-index-driven publica-
tion culture (which drives professional promo-
tions and rewards) and in how these highly
publicised results are communicated to the
public through media, where simplified,
newly uncovered ‘truths’ are provided and
consumed. The marketability of the results
from a hypothesis-driven study, tested in the
laboratory evidence, should not be underesti-
mated. The natural science publishing model
may not allow for deep transdisciplinary
reflection or argument, but it does allow for
nuance and an emphasis on uncertainty, on
outstanding questions or lines of inquiry.
Still, what gets disseminated by science jour-
nalism – and, especially, its headlines – all too
often takes the form of a deceptively clear
answer, one that is easily communicated to
the broader press outlets with large public
audiences. The overriding picture is of a highly
competent researcher (with his or her research
team) who provides clear, ordered scientific
knowledge. This emphasis on scientific knowl-
edge and its professional supplier becomes
privileged over what is actually critical nour-
ishment for us academics: tangled theoretical
debate. The system is more generally adminis-
tratively fuelled by neo-liberal values of ‘use-
fulness’, reflecting the logic of a culture that
values natural sciences more highly and there-
fore allocates more resources to it, through
grants and marketability, and where the

value of scientific thought is compromised by
the power of a few select and powerful jour-
nals that drive the agenda to the point of
sensationalising and simplifying our way of
thinking about the past.
This starts tomatter if the power relationship

between the different kinds of archaeology
becomes too uneven. The return of empirical
evidence and natural science-based hypothesis-
driven research has, in many ways, been extre-
mely beneficial for the discipline and has pro-
vided essential anchoring of our interpretations
in the archaeological record. At the same time,
the paradigm has tended to drown out the
archaeology that seeks to understand the past
from amore humanities-based perspective, one
that complicates the past (see e.g. Callaway
2018, Criado-Boado 2016, see also coverage of
a recent debate regarding aDNA and the
archaeology of the Iberian peninsula in Galan
2018) and seeks explanations that cannot be as
easily tested. Similar concerns have been voiced
by Alexandra Ion, who – in a recent article –

points out the risk in tipping the scales from
archaeological science to scientific archaeology
(Ion 2017). The challenge, as she puts it, is ‘to
integrate these new data in order to go beyond
the limitations of Processualism’ (p. 192). Can
we do this, or does the Third Science
Revolution just swing us back to the old ques-
tionswe used to ask? I would argue that we can,
and the solution lies in breaking away from a
view of interdisciplinary studies that is orga-
nised around the fault line of natural science
(‘materiality’) vs. humanities (or ‘interpreta-
tion’, more broadly). To accomplish this, we
must redefine the forms that interdisciplinarity
in archaeology tends to take. I suggest a more
radical approach that systematically includes a
broader set of collaborative partners, fromboth
the humanities and the social sciences, into our
critical epistemological dialectic at the same
level of expertise as the natural sciences.
Through more sophisticated forms of transdis-
ciplinary collaboration, we will deepen our
understanding of the past and strengthen its
broader relevance in the present.
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ARCHAEOLOGY, MULTIVOCALITY
AND DEMOCRATIZATION

The second set of ideas relating to archaeol-
ogy and its collaborative partners is situated
in the growing field outside of the traditional
academy. If we take the broadest definition
of transdisciplinarity – as explicitly encom-
passing engagement with stakeholders out-
side of the academy, to solve current social
challenges – and we apply it to archaeology,
we encounter familiar concepts: public
archaeology, multivocality and repatriation,
but also more recent concerns, like indigen-
isation of knowledge. About 50 years ago,
archaeology started on a path toward deco-
lonisation. Alongside the civil rights move-
ment, indigenous peoples were rising up,
demanding their rights, and among the
things they claimed were the right to their
past, the right to their culture and, quite
literally, the right to their dead stored in
museums and collections across the world.
Over the decades that followed, archaeology
gradually shifted from a colonial tool to
becoming more reflexive about its own past
and position, and sometimes became a part-
ner in the emancipation of oppressed groups.
Several nations, including the United States
and Australia, have since implemented legal
instruments to regulate the process of repa-
triation. In other places, the sharing of
authority over the past is being negotiated
(with varying degrees of enthusiasm and
results) in museums, conferences, publica-
tions, excavations and other research-related
and pedagogical contexts. While archaeol-
ogy as a field shows the same lack of clear
consensus as we noted above for its disci-
plinary identity in general, and while this
development still may be questioned in
some places, it is still safe to say that we
are moving toward decolonization. This is
an important development that must remain
a significant part of archaeology in the
future. Successful collaborations between
archaeologists and descendant communities
have shown, time and time again, that the

gains from productive collaborations are not
limited to progressive politics and increased
democratization of knowledge production,
but also often result in a better archaeology,
better science and an enriched understanding
of the past. The knowledge that emerges
though the dialogue with descending com-
munities and local people is simply
undeniable.
That being said, we must also continu-

ously examine this relationship, because it
is not without risk. I have argued elsewhere
that there is nothing inherently progressive
or tolerant in embracing claims or rights to
culture as such, and that claims to culture
can be both progressive and reactionary
(Nilsson Stutz 2003, 2008). When contrast-
ing the debates about right to culture in
post-colonial archaeological contexts – such
as the US – with post-nationalist archaeolo-
gical contexts – such as Sweden – we can
highlight just how much historical and cul-
tural reference points matter (Nilsson Stutz
2008). Nationalist and ethno-nationalist
claims to the past are a case in point, and
as we can see across Europe, this is hardly
only a theoretic possibility. It is a political
reality. What happens when the collabora-
tion breaks down or when archaeology
becomes co-opted into political discourses
with which we do not necessarily sym-
pathise? Given the political reality of our
contemporary moment, and the rise of
importance of claims to prehistory and cul-
tural heritage in identity politics that range
from progressive left to conservative and
even reactionary right, archaeology must
find its footing. We can no longer afford to
gloss over the problems that may arise as
archaeological readings and understandings
of the past are challenged by other knowl-
edge systems.
If we approach this challenge not as a politi-

cal struggle, but as a transdisciplinary colla-
boration, we may be able to extricate our
political leanings from the factors that influence
our sense-of-disciplinary-self and our strategies.
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What forms can this transdisciplinarity take,
and what does archaeology bring to the table?
What archaeology can bring – and should bring
– to a collaboration is its way of knowing the
world.Moreover, there are situations when it is
important to stand by our way of knowing. To
be clear, it is one thing to admit that people
from a particular community know more
about their history, their traditions, their belief
systems, their technologies, their landscapes
and their world than archaeologists from the
outside do. It is quite another to claim that they,
because of this knowledge, also have better – or
at least as valid – insights into phenomena like
human evolution, or practices constituting how
to identify and interpret archaeological features
or how to date a site. We cannot abandon our
disciplinary knowledge and accept indigenous
interpretations at every juncture, because if we
do, we have nothing to offer in the collabora-
tion. If we entirely avoid engagement, we deva-
lue archaeology and archaeological knowledge.
Even worse, we risk reproducing historical sys-
tems of power production, along with archae-
ology’s privileged position in academic and
museum institutions; if we as archaeologists
simply take on and repeat indigenous stake-
holders’ claims and arguments, we risk using
that position to appropriate others’ culture.
If we accept the premise that there are dif-

ferent worlds, different ways of knowing,
then we must respectfully bring what we can
offer to transdisciplinary engagement with
communities outside the academy. If we
want to continue on the path of a decolonisa-
tion of the discipline we must focus our
efforts on adjusting our attitude, not our
insights and knowledge. We need to think in
terms of relations – as in power and respect –
rather than in terms of essence of determining
‘a more correct way of knowing’. Just as I
have advocated for greater disciplinary lit-
eracy, I can see greater mutual cultural under-
standing as an important aim – and a likely
outcome – of respectful, sustained engage-
ment with diverse communities seeking and
contributing to decolonization.

A VOICE IN THE WORLD

My final set of thoughts revolves around pos-
sible future roles for archaeology, roles that
we, despite the broad inter- and transdisciplin-
ary aspirations discussed above, have failed to
fill – that of making a difference in the public
intellectual debate. When contemplating the
future of archaeology, and the current state
of archaeology broadly, the question that
seems most central to me is: How do we, as
archaeologists and as intellectuals, position
ourselves in the contemporary moment and
the future we predict, broadly speaking –

encompassing both the field itself, its academic
framing, and society – the world – at large?
Archaeology is ideally situated to lead

debates about cultural heritage, identity poli-
tics, postcolonialism, migration, the
Anthropocene and its challenges, and cultural
change – all central themes for some of the
most urgent intellectual and political debates
in contemporary Europe. But so far, archae-
ology has had little to say in terms of public
intellectual discourse on these matters. This is
particularly enigmatic since archaeology is
consistently being used by political interests,
often to make nationalist and xenophobic
claims. How do we let that sit with us?
Where do we position ourselves as scholars?
Who are we and what do we want to be?
A reason for this may be that archaeology

is held back by its own ‘brand’. People out-
side the discipline, and by that I do not only
mean ‘the public’ but also our academic
peers, journalists and other gatekeepers for
the public intellectual debates, do not under-
stand what archaeology is and what it can be
(and here I must refer back to my introduc-
tory point and admit that given that there is
so little consensus on the topic within the
discipline itself, we can hardly blame them).
They are simply not on board with consider-
ing or acknowledging our potential as social
critics and cultural commentators. They
believe that all we do is study and interpret
the past. Our relevance, for most people, is in
the past. The question is, how we can rebrand
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archaeology for audiences outside of our field
to understand our relevance in the present
and for the future. How can we recast our-
selves from being a field of experts about a
distant past best consumed as product for
cultural consumption in TV documentaries
and museum displays (these media can, of
course, be critical spaces for debate and dis-
cussion, but the critique here is aimed at the
common expectations rather than their actual
potential), to an academic discipline that,
through that expertise about the past, and
about human societies broadly, contributes
to contemporary debates and solutions.
As archaeologists, the future of our disci-

pline is in our hands. We can change the game
by driving a collaborative transdisciplinary
archaeology that truly integrates multiple per-
spectives to understand the past, and that
insists on problematising it – and our contem-
porary world – not on simplifying it. And that
does so publicly. If we as academics do not do
this intellectual work, nobody else will. Herein
lies our greatest challenge for the future. Our
right and ability to do so can no longer be
taken for granted.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I want to thank the editorial board of
Norwegian Archaeological Review for inviting
me to participate in the discussion session Pan-
disciplinary Research and the Future Role for
Archaeology at the 24thAnnual EAA Meeting
inBarcelona. I alsowant to extendmygratitude
to the other participants, Ewa Domanska,
Alfredo González-Ruibal, Karen Milek and
Ruth Tringham, who all presented insightful
thoughts that inspired this paper.

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

No potential conflict of interest was reported
by the author.

ORCID
Liv Nilsson Stutz http://orcid.org/0000-0002-
0575-7075

REFERENCES

Callaway, E., 2018. The battle for common
ground. Nature, 555, 573–576. doi:10.1038/
d41586-018-03773-6

Choi, B.C., and Pak, A.W., 2006.
Multidisciplinarity, interdisciplinarity and trans-
disciplinarity in health research, services, educa-
tion and policy: 1. Definitions, objectives, and
evidence of effectiveness. Clinical Invest Medica,
29 (6), 351–364.

Choi, B.C., and Pak, A.W., 2007.
Multidisciplinarity, interdisciplinarity, and trans-
disciplinarity in health research, services, educa-
tion and policy: 2. Promotors, barriers, and
strategies of enhancement. Clinical Invest Medica,
30 (6), 224–232. doi:10.25011/cim.v30i6.2950

Choi, B.C., and Pak, A.W., 2008.
Multidisciplinarity, interdisciplinarity, and
transdisciplinarity in health research, services,
education and policy: 3. Discipline, inter-disci-
pline distance, and selection of discipline.
Clinical Invest Medica, 31 (1), 41–48.
doi:10.25011/cim.v31i1.3140

Criado-Boado, F., 2016. Tangled between para-
digms in the neo-baroque era. Archaeological
Dialogues, 23 (2), 152–158. doi:10.1017/
S1380203816000192

De Léon, J., 2015. The land of open graves: living
and dying on the migrant trail. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Galan, L., 2018. Enigmas de la prehistoria.
Opinión. El Pais [online]. Available from:
https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/10/12/opinion/
1539345411_768224.html?id_externo_rsoc=
F B _ C C & f b c l i d = I w A R 3 1 e I m w C _
MQeBper1EMgcB8zZocaTcetzUqzElrdzecYtB
B_rACTRY_mKg [Accessed 14 Oct 2018

Gonzáles-Ruibal, A., 2006a. Time to destroy: an
archaeology of supermodernity. Current
Anthropology, 49 (2), 247–279. doi:10.1086/526099

Gonzáles-Ruibal, A., 2006b. The dream of rea-
son: an archaeology of the failures of moder-
nity in Ethiopia. Journal of Social Archaeology,
6 (2), 175–201. doi:10.1177/1469605306064239

8 Liv Nilsson Stutz

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-018-03773-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-018-03773-6
https://doi.org/10.25011/cim.v30i6.2950
https://doi.org/10.25011/cim.v31i1.3140
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203816000192
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203816000192
https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/10/12/opinion/1539345411_768224.html?id_externo_rsoc=FB_CC%26fbclid=IwAR31eImwC_MQeBper1EMgcB8zZocaTcetzUqzElrdzecYtBB_rACTRY_mKg
https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/10/12/opinion/1539345411_768224.html?id_externo_rsoc=FB_CC%26fbclid=IwAR31eImwC_MQeBper1EMgcB8zZocaTcetzUqzElrdzecYtBB_rACTRY_mKg
https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/10/12/opinion/1539345411_768224.html?id_externo_rsoc=FB_CC%26fbclid=IwAR31eImwC_MQeBper1EMgcB8zZocaTcetzUqzElrdzecYtBB_rACTRY_mKg
https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/10/12/opinion/1539345411_768224.html?id_externo_rsoc=FB_CC%26fbclid=IwAR31eImwC_MQeBper1EMgcB8zZocaTcetzUqzElrdzecYtBB_rACTRY_mKg
https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/10/12/opinion/1539345411_768224.html?id_externo_rsoc=FB_CC%26fbclid=IwAR31eImwC_MQeBper1EMgcB8zZocaTcetzUqzElrdzecYtBB_rACTRY_mKg
https://doi.org/10.1086/526099
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469605306064239


Gonzáles-Ruibal, A., 2007. The past is tomorrow:
towards an archaeology of the vanishing pre-
sent. Norwegian Archaeological Review, 39 (2),
110–125. doi:10.1080/00293650601030073

Hamilakis, Y., ed. 2017. Special issue: the archae-
ology of forced and undocumented migration.
Journal of Contemporary Archaeology. 3, 2.
doi:10.1558/jca.32409

Ion, A., 2017. How interdisciplinary is interdiscipli-
narity? Revisiting the impact of aDNA research
for the archaeology of human remains. Current
Swedish Archaeology, 25, 177–198.

Jantsch, E., 1972. Towards interdisciplinarity and
transdisciplinarity in education and innovation.
In: L. Apostel, ed. Interdisciplinarity: problems
of teaching and research in universities. Paris:
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, 97–120.

Kristiansen, K., 2014. Toward a new paradigm:
the third science revolution and its possible
consequences in Archaeology. Current Swedish
Archaeology, 22, 11–34.

Lidén, K., and Eriksson, G., 2013. Archaeology
vs. archaeological science: do we have a case?
Current Swedish Archaeology, 21, 11–20.

Littlefield,M.M., and Johnson, J.M., eds.. 2012.The
Neuroscientific Turn: transdisciplinarity in the age
of the brain. Ann Arbor, MI: University of
Michigan Press.

Niklasson, E., 2017. The Janus-face of European
heritage: revisiting the rhetoric of Europe-mak-
ing in EU cultural politics. Journal of Social
Archaeology, 17 (2), 138–162. doi:10.1177/
1469605317712122

Niklasson, E., and Hølleland, H., 2018. The
Scandinavian far-right and the new politicisa-
tion of heritage. Journal of Social Archaeology,
18 (2), 121–148. doi:10.1177/1469605318757340

Nilsson Stutz, L. 2003. Embodied Rituals and
Ritualized Bodies. Tracing Ritual Practices in
Late Mesolithicburials. Acta Archaeologica
Lundensia, 46 Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell
Intl.

Nilsson Stutz, L., 2008. Archaeology, identity
and the right to culture: anthropological per-
spectives on repatriation. Current Swedish
Archaeology, 15-16, 157–172.

Nilsson Stutz, L., 2016. Building bridges
between burial archaeology and the archaeol-
ogy of death. Current Swedish Archaeology,
24, 13–35.

Østreng, W., 2010. Science without boundaries:
interdisciplinarity in research, society, and poli-
tics. Lanham, MD: University Press of America.

Pétursdóttir, Þ., 2017. Climate change? Archaeology
and anthropocene. Archaeological Dialogues, 24
(2), 175–205. doi:10.1017/S1380203817000216

Stember, M., 1991. Advancing the social sciences
through the interdisciplinary enterprise. The
Social Science Journal, 28 (1), 1–14. doi:10.1016/
0362-3319(91)90040-B

Tress, B., et al., eds., 2003. Interdisciplinary and
transdisciplinary landscape studies: potential and
limitations. Wageningen: DELTA SERIES 2.

Zierhofer, W., and Burger, P., 2007.
Disentangling transdisciplinarity: an analysis
of knowledge integration in problem oriented
research. Science Studies, 20 (1), 51–74.

Norwegian Archaeological Review 9

https://doi.org/10.1080/00293650601030073
https://doi.org/10.1558/jca.32409
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469605317712122
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469605317712122
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469605318757340
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203817000216
https://doi.org/10.1016/0362-3319(91)90040-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/0362-3319(91)90040-B

	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	ARCHAEOLOGY, INTERDISCIPLINARITY AND THE THIRD SCIENCE REVOLUTION
	ARCHAEOLOGY, MULTIVOCALITY AND DEMOCRATIZATION
	A VOICE IN THE WORLD
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	References



