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Abstract approved:

There is a widespread problem with looting and vandalism of cultural resources in the

Pacific Northwest. To combat this problem law enforcement must have the assistance of the

archaeological community. To be able to assist law enforcement, archaeologists and cultural

resource specialists must have the proper training in cultural resource law and crime prevention.

The focus of this study is to investigate the preparedness of archaeologists and cultural

resource specialists within the federal government, specifically the United State Forest Service

and the Bureau of Land Management, to assist in the investigation and prevention of cultural

resource crime. To answer this question a survey was sent out to all of the aforementioned

subjects within the Pacific Northwest. This survey asked for data concerning types of cultural

resources affected by crime, prevention methods, training, opinions on quality of training, and

demographic information. The respondent was also asked to reply to various fictitious scenarios

concerning cultural resource crime, and the answers compared to a control group made up of law

enforcement personnel.

Information obtained from this survey showed that there is a lack of training among both

of these agencies. A large percentage of the respondents feel that their training was either

nonexistent or was lacking in depth and quality. The ability of the subject group to make

decisions concerning the fictitious scenarios was closely analogous to those made by the law
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enforcement group. However, from information obtained from the respondents and from

analysis of other data these scenarios may not have been a good indicator of the preparedness of

the subject group.

To improve their abilities at preventing and assisting in the investigation of cultural

resource crimes, all archaeologists and cultural resource specialists need to have the opportunity

to have access to quality training. These persons must also take it upon themselves to protect the

resource using methods that are allowed by their respective agencies.
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Cultural Resource Protectors: A Survey of Federal Archaeologists

and Cultural Resource Specialists in the Pacific Northwest

Chapter I: Introduction

It is a well known fact that there is a problem concerning the looting and vandalism of

cultural resources within the United States (Harpers , 1954; Davis, 1971; Meyer, 1973; Simmons

1979; GAO 1987). The perpetrators of these crimes believe it is their right to be able to continue

activities that at one time were not only ignored but condoned by a majority of the public.

Through ignorance and greed the public has seen these crimes as victimless, and attempts to

educate these people as to the destruction of our nation's heritage have fallen upon deaf ears.

The struggle to protect cultural resources has resulted in various forms of legislation. The

history of cultural resource legislation has been well documented in several publications (Lee,

1970; Rogers, 1987; Hutt, Jones and McAllister, 1992). However, two pieces of legislation were

pivotal in this history. The passage of the Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 U.S.C. 431-433) started a

slow, but steady trend towards the protection of our national heritage. Due to inadequate

definitions and penalties (Anderson, 1978; McKinney, 1978) the Antiquities Act was only used

sporadically (Hutt, Jones and McAllister, 1992) and in 1974 was almost reduced to uselessness

in the United States vs. Diaz case (368 F. Supp. 856 (D.Ariz.1973); reversed, 499 F2d 113 (9th

Cir. 1974)). In the case of Diaz the stolen artifacts were only 3 or 4 years old; however, because

of a convincing argument from the prosecution it was decided that these artifacts were antiquities

based upon their use in a religious ceremony dating back into antiquity, and Diaz was convicted

based on this argument. In the appeal, the Ninth Circuit Court agreed with the prosecution, but

the definition of antiquities from the 1906 Antiquities Act was vague and did not fully define the

role of artifacts. Based on this vague definition the conviction was overturned.
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After the Diaz case several concerned archaeologists with support from the Society for

American Archaeology and Congressman Morris Udall of Arizona decided to draft a bill that

would cover the deficiencies of the Antiquities Act and expand the legislation protecting cultural

resources (Cheek, 1991). With the passing of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of

1979 (16 USC 470) (ARPA), federal law enforcement finally had the proper legal tools to

prosecute cases concerning the destruction of cultural resources on Federal land. Since 1979,

ARPA has been used in the prosecution of cases involving crimes against cultural resources.

In the exercise of enforcing this legislation, law enforcement personnel must have the

assistance of fellow employees and the public. In particular agency archaeologists and cultural

resource specialists should take extra effort to assist law enforcement in investigation and

prevention of cultural resource crime. If law enforcement has the proper legal tools to combat

these crimes then the archaeologists and cultural resource specialists need the proper training and

support to instill confidence in their efforts, not only to assist law enforcement, but also actively

participate in prevention.

Most ARPA training has been generalized for the whole United States and the use of

example cases has predominantly come from prosecutions conducted in the southwest (see

description of FLETC training in Chapter V). Because of this it is not always easy to apply this

training to an archaeologist's particular area, in this case the Pacific Northwest (Oregon,

Washington, and Idaho). Looting and vandalism of cultural resources in certain areas of the

Pacific Northwest are well documented (Schalk, 1991; Davis, 1993). Although not as well

publicized or sensational, the threat to cultural resources in the Northwest is just as real and

critical to the national heritage as that occurring in other parts of our nation.

In the Pacific Northwest, the Federal Government owns 77,335,691 acres of land (BLM,

1991), this is approximately 49 percent of the total land area of these three states (Pease, 1993).

Public lands have been hit heavily by looters and vandals (GAO, 1987; King, 1991). Due to the

ease of accessibility, and because most of this land occurs in areas of low population density, the

incidences of cultural resource looting and vandalism are high. On large tracts of public lands
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that occur in the more remote areas of the Northwest, the chance of encountering government

employees or other public land users is much lower. Also, the archaeology in these areas is

better preserved because of the low impact by the public, presently and historically. Due to this

increased problem the federal government has attempted to try and prevent these crimes through

various means, including increased enforcement and programs of education (Davis, 1993).

If law enforcement methods are to be effective the personnel implementing the laws must

be properly trained and supported. This study was designed to investigate the preparedness of

federal archaeologists and cultural resource specialists in performing their part in the prevention

of cultural resource crimes.

Research Question

Stated in a concise manner the main research question for this study is: Are federal

archaeologists and cultural resource specialists in the Pacific Northwest properly equipped,

through training and agency support, to assist in the prevention and investigation of criminal

activities against cultural resources?

To properly answer this question a number of basic questions need to be asked. Do

cultural resources occur over most of the public land in the Pacific Northwest, and is there a

widespread problem with looting and vandalism? If either one of these questions is negative

then the main research question is invalid. If looting and vandalism are a problem, who is

responsible and what is being done to prevent it?

Are the archaeologists and cultural resource specialists receiving training that they need to

assist in the prevention of this crime? How much training do they receive? Is the training

adequate and relevant? And finally can the archaeologists and cultural resource specialists react

appropriately to actual incidents of cultural resource crime?

There are several methods that can be used to obtain this information. One method would

be to interview each subject in the population and thereby being assured a 100% response rate.

By obtaining responses from all the population there would be no need of having inferences to
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the research questions. The disadvantage is that the cost and time investment would be beyond

the resources of the researcher. A further drawback is that not all interviews would be conducted

exactly like the previous ones and therefore the possibility exists that the answers to the

questions may not always coincide with the intention of the original questions.

Another method would be to use previous research and infer the answer to the research

questions through these data. The major problem with this approach is that this type of study has

only been done infrequently and not in this geographic area (Williams, 1976). It would not be

prudent to infer answers based upon people and conditions from other geographic and cultural

areas.

The final method and the one used in this study was to employ a written survey.

Questionnaires was distributed to the subject population and the returned answers were tallied,

analyzed and the resulting analysis used in the formulation of assumptions. The advantage of

this method was the standardization of questions and responses, and cost and time effectiveness.

Scope of the Study

As stated earlier federal lands are among the hardest hit by vandals and looters (GAO,

1987). This study will concentrate on these lands and in particular the United States Forest

Service (Region 6, Washington and Oregon) and the Bureau of Land Management (Washington,

Oregon, and Idaho). The Forest Service controls 24.5 million acres within Washington and

Oregon (USFS, 1992) and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) administers to approximately

28 million acres within these two states and Idaho (BLM, 1992). Between both of these agencies

68% of the land owned by the Federal Government or 33% of the total land area of these three

states is represented. These two agencies are also the most active in cultural resource prevention

and investigation within the Pacific Northwest and employ a large number or archaeologists.

The subject population within these agencies are the archaeologists and cultural resource

specialists at the district (Forest Service) and resource area (BLM) level. These subjects were

chosen because of their direct involvement and familiarity with their administrative area. I also
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believe that they are the ones who should be the most prepared to assist in the prevention and

investigation of cultural resource crime because of their direct involvement with the land and

subsequently cultural resources. Forest and regional archaeologists were not used in the study,

as their data would only be a compilation of the data directly acquired through the questionnaires

sent to the district level. Forest and regional archaeologists are also limited in their direct

association with cultural resources in any specific area.

Background of Researcher

In parts of this study statements and assumptions are made concerning law enforcement

and the possible ramifications upon cultural resources by looting and vandalism. In most of

these cases there is no previous research to draw upon. These statements and assumptions are

based upon my own experience. Prior to returning to college to pursue a degree in archaeology,

I was a police officer for a municipality in Alaska. To qualify as a law enforcement officer I had

to go through the training for a Basic Certificate in Law Enforcement for the state of Alaska.

This required me to attend the Alaska State Troopers training academy for 7 weeks, prior to 5

years of practical experience and additional training in drug enforcement, crime prevention, and

crime investigation. I resigned from the force as an Investigator at the rank of Corporal and had

received approximately 600 hours of law enforcement training.

During the pursuit of my Master's degree I have also worked as an archaeologist for the

Bureau of Land Management for 2.5 years. During this time I was able to learn and observe the

inner workings of cultural resource management in a government agency. Although I did not

work as a Forest Service archaeologist, I did have numerous contacts with employees from this

agency who are cultural resource oriented. These contacts ranged from seasonal employees to

the Region 6 archaeologist. Through my experiences I feel qualified to make the statements and

assumptions presented in this study.



6

Chapter II

Methodology

Once it was decided to use a survey, the content of the questionnaire needed to be designed

to answer the particular points of the research questions. Three of the questions in this survey

form are based upon a previous survey conducted in the Rocky Mountain region by Lance

Robert Williams in 1977 (Williams, 1977). These are questions 1, 2 and 5. These 3 questions

are adapted from Williams' work; however, the versions in my survey have been updated and

modified to fit the scope of the study.

The first part of the survey (questions 1 through 4) asks questions concerning criminal

activities against cultural resources (see Appendix A). The information requested relates to the

type of cultural resources on the respondent's particular district/resource area and if they are

affected by looting or vandalism. Methods used to protect cultural resources, and the opinion of

the respondent as to its effectiveness. Type of looters responsible for cultural resource crimes on

their district/resource area, and finally number of ARPA cases (in various stages of prosecution)

occurring on their management area.

Questions 5 through 7 ask the respondents' opinion on the effectiveness of ARPA as a

deterrent, the amount of law enforcement training received and if they believe that their training

was adequate.

Questions 8 through 14 provide demographic data that will be used to create a profile of

the respondents and are primarily used in the analysis of question 15.

Question 15 is used to test the archeologists/cultural resource specialists' reaction to

possible acts of cultural resource crimes. This question contains 20 scenarios that need a

response from an allowed list of responses given in the instructions for this question.
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All questions are based upon the knowledge of the respondent. Answers did not need to be

qualified by "hard" evidence. At the end of the questionnaire three definitions were included to

clarify terms for survey questions 1 and 3.

After the questionnaire was prepared it was given to Jim Keyser United States Forest

Service (USFS) regional archaeologist for Washington and Oregon; Carl Davis USFS forest

archaeologist for the Siuslaw National Forest, formerly with the Willamette National Forest;

Richard Hanes, state archaeologist for the BLM in Washington and Oregon; Dan Hutchison,

state archaeologist for the BLM in Idaho; and David Brauner, my major professor, for review

and comment. Their comments mainly focused on questions 1, 2 and 15 as well as the

definitions at the end of the questionnaire. The comments on questions 1 and 2 expanded and

refined the lists concerning types of cultural resources and protection methods. The comments

on question 15 were for clarification of some of the scenarios and definitions of the allowed

responses. The definitions at the end of the questionnaire for questions 1 and 3 were reworded

for clarity and accuracy. The questionnaire was rewritten and sent to the reviewers for approval

and endorsement. The final version appears in Appendix A.

The questionnaire for the law enforcement personnel (also known as the control group)

was based upon the original survey. The first 14 questions were discarded due to

innapropriateness. Three qualifier questions pertaining to the respondents experience in the

Federal Government, law enforcement and law enforcement training were added. Then the 20

scenarios were asked with the the same response choices allowed as those allowed on the first

questionnaire. The final version of the questionnaire for the control group can be seen in

Appendix A.

I had originally decided to include law enforcement personnel from both agencies.

However, after the difficulties I had with the BLM law enforcement personnel (explained later in

this chapter), I decided to use the USFS law enforcement personnel only. I do not think that this

will prejudice the statistical comparisons as the laws being used are based upon the same

regulations put down in the United States Code and the Code of Federal Regulations.
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No perceivable errors were made in the final version of the survey. When the surveys

were returned and the data was tabulated some possible errors were noted. These were due to

possible misinterpretation of the questions by the respondents. The errors and possible

ramifications will be discussed in Chapter III, Results.

Distribution

The study area comprises Oregon and Washington for the Forest Service (Region 6). The

Bureau of Land Management is represented also by these two states and additionally Idaho was

included to increase the sample size for comparison purposes between the two government

agencies, although this comparison is only a minor part of this study. The land area involved

between these two agencies is roughly equal; however, the Forest Service districts are more

numerous because they administer smaller tracts of land. Because of this the study population

for the Forest service in Oregon and Washington is 87 districts, but the BLM, which administers

large tracts of land for each of their resource areas, only has a potential population of 21

respondents among three states. By increasing the scope of the population for the BLM the

agency comparisons could be more accurate in the final assessment. The study area can been

seen in Figure 1.

On October 15, 1990, 108 questionnaires (see Table 1) were sent to the district

archaeologist or cultural resource specialist of each Forest Service district and Bureau of Land

Management Resource Area in Washington and Oregon, and additionally to the BLM resource

areas of Idaho. Each survey was accompanied by a cover letter introducing myself, a short

explanation of my thesis subject, a general explanation of the questions on the survey, and

endorsement from individuals within the particular government agency, and several encouraging

paragraphs on why the questionnaire should be completed and returned. A copy of the cover

letters can be seen in Appendix A.

Each questionnaire was assigned a number corresponding with the district/resource area it

was sent to, this number was written at the top of the first page. Also at the beginning of each
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number sent

additional (copied)

Total

number returned
(percent)

USFS BLM Total Law
Enforcement

10

87 21 108 87

2

89 21 110 87

73 19 92 44
(82%) (90%) (84%) (51%)

Table 1: Distribution and return rate of questionaires.

questionnaire there was a space for the respondent to write the management area and state of the

district/resource area where they worked. As each questionnaire was returned the number was

checked to see that it corresponded with what the respondent had written down.

Four weeks after the questionnaire was sent a follow up postcard was sent to those district

or resource areas that had not responded. This postcard was a reminder and the contents of the

mailing can be seen in Appendix A. The total questionnaires sent and received are tabulated in

Table 1. Eighty-four percent of the population responded to the survey, representing a wide

geographic area of the Pacific Northwest. The 73 questionnaires returned from the Forest

Service included two additional, unsolicited, photocopied responses, representing three filled out

questionnaires from the same district.

Eighty-seven questionnaires were sent to the Special Agent in Charge of each Forest

Service district within Region 6 (Oregon and Washington). Forty-four were returned

representing a 51% response rate (see Table 1).

I had originally planned to obtain a mailing list of rangers (title of the BLM's law

enforcement agents) from the BLM state office in Portland. However, a law enforcement agent

from the state office suggested that I send a copy of the questionnaire and that he would

distribute it among the law enforcement personnel within Oregon and Washington. He would
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then gather the forms and return them to me. He told me that due to restructuring, getting a

response from the rangers may be difficult. He also seemed reluctant to give me any information

for a mailing list. I decided to follow his suggestion and sent a copy of the questionnaire to him.

After waiting approximately two months I attempted to contact the same person, but after several

unsuccessful attempts and negative responses to the messages I left, I decided that the BLM Law

Enforcement division was not interested in my study. Therefore they are not included in the

control group's responses.

Data Analysis

The data was analyzed using the Statview II statistical package on an Apple Macintosh IIx

and Quadra 650 computers. The data consisted of 88 tabulated variables and 3 open-ended

questions. The tabulated data will be presented in Chapter III and the analysis and discussion of

the data will be presented in Chapter IV. The statistical tests used were frequency, oneway

ANOVA, unpaired t-test, and linear regressions.

Frequencies were used on all tabulated data to total the number of occurrences. The

oneway ANOVA, unpaired t-tests, and linear regressions were used on question 15 to compare

and contrast the responses of the archaeologists/cultural resource specialists to the control group.

The open-ended questions were put into categories dictated by the responses.
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Chapter III

Results

The following results are based on a sample of 92 respondents from a population of 110.

Of the 92 respondents, 73 are from the U.S. Forest Service and 19 are from the Bureau of Land

Management. Figures 2 and 3 shows the geographic distribution of the returned questionnaires.

Geographically Oregon, Washington and Idaho are equally represented as far as public lands are

concerned.

As stated in Chapter II, one district responded with three questionnaires. As the data for

questions 1 thru 4 were already represented from the district archaeologist/cultural resource

specialist, these responses were not recorded from the 2 additional questionnaires. The data used

from the two additional questionnaires deals with the respondent and not the district, and

therefore is still valid in its inclusion for the remainder of the survey.

Another respondent is responsible for two districts, and returned only one questionnaire

representing both of these districts. His responses for questions 1 thru 4 were used for each one

of the districts he represented. The responses for questions 5 thru 15 were only used once in the

analysis of these questions. To clarify; questions 1 thru 4 have a possible 90 respondents, while

questions 5 thru 15 have a possible 91 respondents.

The remainder of this chapter presents the raw tabulated data. The question, as it appears

in the survey, is shown in italics.



Areas represented in survey
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Figure 2: Public lands represented in study.
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Question 1: From the list below please check off those cultural resources that are within

your area, to the right of the checked resource indicate if the resource is affected more by

looting or vandalism. If the resource is affected equally by each then check both boxes. (Before

filling out this question please read definition #1 on the back page.)

For a list of the resources and definition #1 see Appendix A.

This question was used to establish the existence of specific types of cultural resources and

if a problem existed with looting or vandalism. Eighty-nine respondents indicated the existence

of cultural resources on their district/resource area. The tabulated results for question 1 can be

seen in Table 2, prehistoric cultural resources and Table 3, historic cultural resources. The

"other" category is broken down into individual responses for each table.

Prehistoric Site Type existing
looted
only

vandalized
only

both
not

affected

camp sites (lithic scatters) 77 32 5 23 17

rock shelters or caves 50 30 9 11

ceremonial sites or structures 34 2 10 4 18

rock art 40 2 15 9 14

village sites 34 19 2 7 6

burials 28 12 5 4 7

quarries 8 3 2 2 1

peeled trees 6 2 4

rock cairns 3 2 1

rock alignments/hunting blinds 2 2

plant gathering sites 2 2

tree cutting for canoes 7 1

vision quest sites 1 1

storage pits 1

juniper structures 1 1

bedrock mortars 1 1

Table 2: Number of districts/resource areas containing these prehistoric site types and which are
affected by looting and vandalism. (n=90)
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Historic Site Type existing
looted

only
vandalized

only
both

not

affected

building: residences 76 8 16 21 31

building: commercial 28 6 9 6 7

industrial sites 67 16 11 19 20

roads, trails 78 2 25 1 49

bridges 27 2 9 1 15

mining ditches 38 1 8 28

Chinese mining sites 23 10 4 8

dumps 74 38 4 11 20

cemeteries 34 2 6 2 24

C.C.C. camps 9 4 2 3

dendroglyphs/arborglyphs 4 1 1 2

government structures 4 2 1 1

railroad structures/features 4 1 1 2

fire lookouts 3 2 1

shelters/cabins 3 1 2

homesteads 2 1 1

recreation sites 2 1 1

isolated historic burials 2 2

telephone/telegraph lines 1 1

privys 1 1

grazing corrals 1 1

camps 1 1

mining shafts/adits 1 1

peeled cedar trees 1 1

guard stations 1 1

irrigation canals 1 1

signs 1 1

historic markers 1 1

Table 3: Number of districts/resource areas containing these historic site types and which are
affected by looting and vandalism. (n=90)
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Two potential problems were observed after the questionnaires were returned. First, the

respondents may have interpreted the question relative to only those cultural resources that exist

on their district/resource area that are affected by looting or vandalism. This problem seems to

have affected at least one and possibly two of the returned questionnaires. The one questionnaire

that was affected had only one type of cultural resource marked. After talking with a former

employee of this district (not the respondent) it was discovered that this area contains numerous

types of archaeological sites, however the one type named from the respondent was the only one

known to be affected by looting/vandalism. However, since I am unable to assume what the

respondent's true meaning is, the data was used as it was presented.

The second problem that may have occurred was the lack of instruction in the question

about cultural resources that are not affected by either looting or vandalism, but do exist on the

district/resource area. This problem was not seen in the other responses as the majority do have

cultural resource types that exist but neither the looting or vandalism box is checked.

Question 2: From the list below please check off those measures used in your area to

protect cultural resources. To the right of the checked measure write in a number to rate the

effectiveness.

For a list of the protection measures and effectiveness choices see Appendix A.

This question asks whether and what type of protection measures are used for cultural

resources. There is also a space to rate the effectiveness of each type of protection measure.

Nine respondents state that no protection measures are used on their district/resource area and

the remaining 72 respondents use one or more protective measures. Results can be seen in Table

4. The "other" category is broken down into individual responses. No potential problems were

noted with this question.
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Protection Measures # who use
this measure

very
effective

moderately
effective

not effective
decline to

rate

surveillance (patrols on a
regular basis) 39 0 24 12 3

erection of physical barriers 25 5 14 6

posting of signs 42 1 28 11 2

closing off access 36 5 23 6 2

interpretation or education
conducted for visitors 45 15 24 0 6

working with local
organizations 27 12 12 0 3

excavation or removal of
cultural resource 43 30 8 2 3

surveillance (not regular) 9 1 6 1 1

employee education 3 1 2 0 0

information control 3 1 2 0 0

electronic/photographic
surveillance 2 0 0 2 0

caretaker 1 1 0 0 0

successful prosecutions 1 1 0 0 0

media interviews
& presentations 1 0 0 1 0

no protection measures used 9

Table 4: Number of districts/resource areas using these protection methods and how they rate
their effectiveness. (n=90)
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Question 3: In your opinion is the illegal collection of artifacts in your area done by

hobbyists, or by commercial looters? (Before filling out this question please read definition #2

on the back page.)

To see definition #2 see Appendix A.

This question asks the respondent to differentiate between artifact collectors as either

hobbyists or commercial looters. The respondent is also asked to explain the answer in an open-

ended format. The tabulation of the first part of the question can be seen in Table 5.

In the open-ended part of the question various answers were given for the definitional

distinctions used by the respondent. The responses were summarized and will be presented in

Chapter IV.

A potential problem observed with this question is that it does not specifically state that the

respondent may answer with an indicator that both types of looter are responsible. This problem

may have influenced some of the respondents but 13 of the respondents did answer "both."

hobbyists 66

commercial looters 1

both 13

neither 9

no response 1

Table 5: Tabulation of question 3. (n=90)
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Question 4: How many persons (to the best of your knowledge), on your district, have

been arrested or charged with an ARPA violation? Of these how many have been

prosecuted, and of these how many were convicted, . How many cases

are pending?

The respondents were asked to pass on their knowledge about actual ARPA violations.

Tabulations can be seen in Table 6. After the surveys were returned and the results tabulated it

was discovered that this question, as it was presented, had no bearing upon the study. The data

supplied by this question could have been easily and more accurately obtained through the head

offices of the Forest Service and BLM.

# arrested or charged 33

# prosecuted 17

# convicted 11

# pending 5

Table 6: Tabulation of question 4.

Question 5: Do you think that ARPA is an effective deterrent?

This question asks for the respondents opinion on the effectiveness of ARPA as a deterrent

to cultural resource crime. Respondents who answered no were asked to elaborate in an open-

ended format. The yes/no results can be seen in Table 7.

In the open-ended part of the question various answers were given for the decision of the

respondent. The responses were summarized and will be presented in Chapter IV. No potential

problems were seen with this question.

yes 49

no 36

Table 7: Tabulation of question 5. (n=85)
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Question 6: How many hours of training have you received in law enforcement? Of

these how many pertained to ARPA regulations?

The results of this question are based upon the hours of training in law enforcement for the

respondent. The results are summarized in Table 8, law enforcement training, and Table 9,

ARPA training. No potential problems were seen with this question.

no training 25

2-10 hours 8

11-20 hours 7

21-39 hours 6

40 hours 28

41-79 hours 5

80 hours 5

>80 hours 7

Table 8: Summary of responses for law enforcement training. (n=91)

no training 36

1-10 hours 33

11-20 hours 9

21-39 hours 2

40 hours 9

>40 hours 2

Table 9: Summary of responses for ARPA training. (n=91)
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Question 7: Do you think your training was adequate?

This question asks for the opinion of the respondents on their satisfaction with their law

enforcement training. If the respondent answers no then the second part of the question asks for

the reason for the negative answer in an open-ended format. The results of the first part of the

question are seen in Table 10.

In the open-ended part of the question various answers were given for the decision of the

respondent. The responses were summarized and will be presented in Chapter IV. No potential

problems were seen with this question.

yes 38

no 41

Table 10: Tabulation of question 7. (n=79)

Question 8: Do you have arrest powers?

The results of this question are based upon the number of respondents with arrest powers,

see Table 11. No potential problems were seen with this question.

yes 5

no 85

Table 11: Tabulation of question 8. (n=90)
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Question 9: How long have you worked with the Federal Government?

Question 10: How long have you worked with cultural resources (either as an

archaeologist or cultural resource specialist)?

Question 11: How long have you worked in your present district?

These three questions were used to find out what experience the respondents had in the

government, cultural resources and their respective district/resource area. The results can be

seen in Tables 12. No potential problems were seen with this questions.

Time in Service Federal Government cultural resources
district/

resource area

<1 year 0 2 10

1-5 years 22 32 36

6-10 years 17 24 17

11-15 years 30 26 19

16-20 years 11 5 2

>20 years 11 2 7

Table 12: Summary of responses for questions 9, 10, and 11. (n=91)



Question 12: Are you temporary, or permanent employee?

Question 13: What is your rating? GS-
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These two questions establish the status of the respondents within their respective

government agencies. The results can be seen in Tables 13 and 14. No potential problems were

seen with this questions.

temporary 15

permanent 76

Table 13: Tabulation of responses for question 12. (n=91)

GS-5 12

GS-7 20

GS-8 2

GS-9 33

GS-10 1

GS-11 22

Table 14: Tabulation of responses for question 13. (n=90)
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Question 14: What is the highest educational degree you hold?

This question was used to find out the highest degree and the major study obtained by the

respondent. Table 15 summarizes the results. No potential problems were seen with this

question.

Associates Bachelors Masters Doctorate

Anthropology/Archeology 23 25 4

Forestry 6 7

Natural Resources 2

Biology 2

Agriculture 1

Mgmt/Supervision 1

Pre-med 1

Art 1 1

English 1

Physical Sciences 1

Education 1

Spanish 1

History 1

Geology 1

No degree 11

Table 15: Distribution of educational background. (n=91)
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Question 15: Below is a list of possible actions that could be used in case of situations

affecting cultural resources, following these are specific situations that may occur. On the line

next to each scenario write in the number of the action you believe should be taken.

1 - Ignore, (no action is taken on the situation).

2 - Lecture, (the persons involved are told of the laws that they are breaking, but with no

intention of any legal action).

3 - Warning, (the subjects are threatened with arrest, using the threat as a deterrent).

4 - Arrest or charge, (the subjects should be arrested or charged with a violation).

Note*: Arresting or charging could be for any violation, not just those under ARPA.

The data from this question is based upon 20 one-line scenarios of situations that may or

may not be illegal. The respondent is asked to react to the situation based upon four allowed

responses. The responses from the test group (archaeologist/cultural resource specialists) will be

compared to a control group consisting of law enforcement agents from the Forest Service.

After receiving the surveys back from the test group I observed that a mistake was made in

the instructions for question 15. This was the lack of telling the respondents to answer each

scenario with only one response. Due to this error, 24 of the respondents answered one or more

of the scenarios with two or three responses. After observing this I attempted to alleviate this

problem with the control group by adding a final instruction that said "Please, 1 answer only

per scenario."

When the data was compiled I realized I had placed upon the control group a restriction

that was not placed on the test group. Due to this restriction the control group was limited in its

choice of answers. Although the instructions for the test group did not specifically allow more

than one response the control group was not allowed to interpret this question at the same level

of bias as the test group.
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The allowed responses were originally assigned a numerical value for ease of answering

the questions and for analysis. Upon preliminary analysis of the data I performed three separate

sets of t-tests comparing the test and control groups. Each bank of tests was based upon one of

the three responses possible for the test group involving the high numerical response, the low

numerical response, and the average of the two or three responses for those who answered with

more than one allowed response. I determined that there were no significant differences between

them, and decided to use the average of the responses.

Before presenting the data for question 15, Tables 16 and 17 show the compilation of the

experience questions for the control group. The first two questions asked for the amount of time

the respondent had in the government and as a law enforcement agent. The third question

referred to the amount of training each respondent had in law enforcement.

The responses for each scenario for each group will be presented concurrently. Each

scenario will be presented with a table representing the compiled responses from each group.

Some of the results for the test group contain answers that lie between the allowed responses,

these represent the averaging mentioned above.
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Time in Service Federal Government law enforcement

<1 year 0 3

1-5 years 2 12

6-10 years 2 16

11-15 years 10 5

16-20 years 9 5

>20 years 21 3

Table 16: Frequency totals of federal government and law enforcement experience for the control
group. (n=44)

0-100 hours 12

101-500 hours 9

501-1000 hours 14

1001-1500 hours 4

1501-2000 hours 4

>2000 hours 1

Table 17: Frequency totals of law enforcement training for the control group. (n=44)
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Question 15a) A family on a picnic discovers and pockets an arrowhead.

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 2 3

Lecture 78 30

3

Warning 7 11

Arrest or Charge 1

Table 18: Frequency totals of question 15a.

Question 15b) A person is outlining a petroglyph with chalk.

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 2

Lecture 39 12

4

Warning 32 19

2

Arrest or Charge 12 12

Table 19: Frequency totals of question 15b.
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Question 15c) During the excavation of a site you see a field technician pocket a piece of chip-
ping debris.

Test
(n=90)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 2 1

Lecture 35 7

2

Warning 38 19

3

Arrest or Charge 10 16

Table 20: Frequency totals of question 15c.

Question 15d) Two men are digging a hole and screening dirt, you find no artifacts, even after
investigating

Test
(n=90)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 4 2

Lecture 19 10

4

Warning 31 16

1

Arrest or Charge 31 16

Table 21: Frequency totals of question 15d.
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Question 15e) A group of individuals is using metal detectors around an old cabin site

Test
(n=90)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 2 5

Lecture 29 19

4

Warning 39 16

2

Arrest or Charge 14 4

Table 22: Frequency totals of question 15e.

Question 150 While out surveying you see a hunter pick up an arrowhead that you recognize as
one you had discovered and recorded earlier; the hunter pockets the point and continues on his
way.

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 3

1

Lecture 45 20

7

Warning 30 18

Arrest or Charge 5 6

Table 23: Frequency totals of question 15f.
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Question 15g) A person is digging in a dump behind a 100-year old building.

Test
(n=90)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 1 1

Lecture 7 9

4

Warning 25 15

3

Arrest or Charge 50 19

Table 24: Frequency totals of question 15g.

Question 15h) A road construction crew hired by your agency uncovers a site, and the workers
are going through the backfill collecting souvenirs from the site.

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 1

Lecture 6 5

3

Warning 41 15

5

Arrest or Charge 36 22

Table 25: Frequency totals of question 15h.
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Question 15i) A family on a picnic discovers a surface scatter and is collecting the numerous
flakes

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore

Lecture 52 25

5

Warning 31 16

1

Arrest or Charge 2 3

Table 26: Frequency totals of question 15i.

Question 15j) A fellow employee, not an archaeologist, is collecting surface artifacts from a site.

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 1

Lecture 15 6

6

Warning 35 12

4

Arrest or Charge 31 24

Table 27: Frequency totals of question 15j.
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Question 15k) Five men are using a backhoe to collect artifacts from a village site.

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore

Lecture

Warning 2 1

Arrest or Charge 89 43

Table 28: Frequency totals of question 15k.

Question 151) A young man has just finished carving his initials in part ofa covered bridge that
was built in 1903

Test
(n=91)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore

Lecture 14 6

6

Warning 28 7

2

Arrest or Charge 41 31

Table 29: Frequency totals of question 151.
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Question 15m) A person is making a pencil rubbing of a petroglyph.

Test
(n=89)

Control
(n=42)

Ignore 36 16

2

Lecture 37 16

5

Warning 8 7

Arrest or Charge 1 3

Table 30: Frequency totals of question 15m.

Question 15n) A group of people is camping in an area that has a high concentration of archaeo-
logical sites.

Test
(n=88)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 60 28

l

Lecture 24 15

Warning 2 1

Arrest or Charge 1

Table 31: Frequency totals of question 15n.



36

Question 15o) A person is digging in a dump that is behind a 50-year old building.

Test
(n=89)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 5 9

Lecture 24 13

4

Warning 31 16

6

Arrest or Charge 19 6

Table 32: Frequency totals of question 15o.

Question 15p) Two hikers are taking photographs of each other standing next to a pictograph.

Test
(n=89)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 78 40

I

Lecture 9 3

Warning 1

Arrest or Charge

Table 33: Frequency totals of question 15p.
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Question 15q) A camper is scavenging wood from a fallen-down cabin that is 120-years old.

Test
(n=90)

Control
(n=44)

Ignore 2 4

Lecture 35 12

5

Warning 36 22

4

Arrest or Charge 8 6

Table 34: Frequency totals of question 15q.

Question 15r) A group of people is having a picnic on the site

Test
(n=88)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 63 30

1

Lecture 24 13

Warning

Arrest or Charge

Table 35: Frequency totals of question 15r.
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Question 15s) Some of the people are picking up rocks and throwing them into the river.

Test
(n=87)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 11 7

1

Lecture 68 29

2

Warning 4 7

1

Arrest or Charge

Table 36: Frequency totals of question 15s.

Question 15t) The children are making piles out of the "pretty, black rocks."

Test
(n=86)

Control
(n=43)

Ignore 6 4

1

Lecture 70 36

3

Warning 5 3

Arrest or Charge 1

Table 37: Frequency totals of question 15t.
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Chapter IV

Analysis

The first part of the survey dealt with the existence of cultural resources and whether they

were effected by vandalism or looting. There was a 99% positive response for the existence of

cultural resources on the respondents district/resource area. Ninety-one percent of the

respondents replied that the cultural resources within their management area were affected by

either looting, vandalism, or both. Tables 38 and 39 show the most prevalent types of cultural

resources, in descending order, by percentage of occurrence within the survey sample

population. The "other" total contains those cultural resources that occur 10% or less within the

survey area. For a breakdown of this category see Tables 2 and 3 in Chapter III.

As can be seen from Table 38, camp sites, rock shelters, village sites, and burials are more

frequently affected by looting than by vandalism. This may be because these sites contain a

Prehistoric site types exist looted vandalized both not affected

camp sites (lithic scatters) 85.6 41.6 6.5 29.9 22.1

rock shelters or caves 55.6 60.0 0.0 18.0 22.0

rock art 44.4 5.0 37.5 22.5 35.0

ceremonial sites
or structures 37.8 5.9 29.4 11.8 52.9

village sites 37.8 55.9 5.9 20.6 17.6

burials 31.1 42.9 17.9 14.3 25.0

other total 28.9 11.5 38.5 7.7 42.3

Table 38: Percentage of district/resource areas containing these types of prehistoric sites and the
percentages of these totals affected by criminal activities (n=90).
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higher yield of artifacts and are easily removable, i.e. arrowheads, spearpoints, ceremonial

artifacts, knives, tools, etc. These site types are also not easily identified and would not normally

be victim to vandalism, a crime of wanton destruction. A looter usually knows what he or she is

after and realizes that these sites may contain a "treasure trove" of artifacts below the surface.

Rock art and ceremonial sites appear to be more affected by vandalism than by looting.

Rock art is obviously difficult to steal and therefore would more likely be affected by wanton

destruction. There are cases in which rock art is destroyed by persons attempting to remove

them by prying or cutting the art from the rock face. Ceremonial sites also suffer a higher

percentage of vandalism. Ceremonial sites in this case may mean rock cairns (vision quest sites),

and those sites and areas designated by archaeologists or local tribes as having religious

significance.

Historic site types exist looted vandalized both not affected

roads, trails 86.7 2.6 32.1 13 62.8

residences 84.4 10.5 21.1 27.6 40.8

dumps 82.2 51.4 5.4 14.9 27.0

industrial sites 74.4 23.9 16.4 28.4 29.9

mining ditches 42.2 2.6 21.1 0.0 73.7

cemeteries 37.8 5.9 17.6 5.9 70.6

commercial 31.1 21.4 32.1 21.4 25.0

bridges 30.0 7.4 33.3 3.7 55.6

Chinese mining sites 25.6 43.5 0.0 17.4 34.8

other 47.8 4.7 46.5 163 32.6

Table 39:Percentage of district/resource areas containing these types of historic sites and the
percentages of these totals affected by criminal activities (n=90).
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In Table 39 dumps and Chinese mining sites are mainly affected by looting. Bridges,

roads/trails, commercial buildings, mining ditches, and cemeteries have the highest impacts from

vandalism. The looted site types represent cultural resources that have removable artifacts. The

vandalized historic sites are probably not recognized as being culturally important. These

historic sites may not be recognized as being significant. An example would be an informational

kiosk and an historically significant bridge. The vandal would more likely than not destroy

either one without any thought to cultural importance. From this question there should be no

doubt that theft or destruction of cultural resources on public lands is a problem.

The results for question 2 are summarized in Table 40. Protection measures used by the

district/resource area are listed in descending order. The "other measures used" heading is a

Type of Measure Measure
Used

very
effective

moderately
effective

not effective
decline
to rate

interpretation or education
conducted for visitors 50.0 33.3 533 13.3

excavation or removal of
cultural resource

47.8 69.8 18.6 4.7 7.0

posting of signs 46.7 2.4 66.7 26.2 4.8

surveillance 43.3 61.5 30.8 7.7

closing off access 40.0 13.9 63.9 16.7 5.6

working with local
organizations

30.0 44.4 44.4 11.1

erection of physical barriers 27.8 20.0 56.0 24.0

surveillance (not regular) 10.0 11.1 66.7 11.1 11.1

other measures used 12.2 36.4 36.4 27.3

no protection used 10.0

Table 40: Percentage of district/resource areas using these methods of prevention and the
respondent's rating of these methods (n=90).
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compilation of those measures that were used by less than 10% of the respondents, for a detailed

list refer to Table 4 in Chapter III.

As can be seen from the table no one measure exceeds 50%. In most all cases the

respondents answered with several different measures being used within their district/resource

area. Most of the measures were only rated as moderately effective.

There are several standouts on both ends of the effectiveness scale. The most effective

being the "excavation or removal of cultural resources." This is of course removes the "victim"

before the crime can be committed. The most widely used protection measure was interpretation

or education of the public. This measure was rated predominately moderately effective, but also

very effective by 1/3 of the respondents who use this method. No one rated this measure "not

effective."

The least effective measure, based upon a large percentage of measures used, was

surveillance (patrols on a regular basis). Even though 62% rated this as moderately effective,

31% or almost one-third rated this as not effective. No one rated this method as very effective.

The other type of surveillance (not regular) was rated by 66% of the respondents using this

measure as moderately effective and the remainder split evenly among the other three categories.

However, only 10% of the respondents use this method compared to 43% who use regular

patrols.

Question 3 asks who is responsible for the looting of cultural resources within the

respondents district/resource area. Does the perpetrator do it for profit or personal satisfaction?

73% of the respondents' believe that the hobbyist is the main culprit, while the rest either don't

have a looting problem or believe that it is a combination of both types of looter.

The second part of the question asks for the reason behind each respondent's decision.

This proved to be more interesting in that it reveals how this survey group perceives looters and

their methods.

Table 41 shows the tabulation of the open-ended responses for question 3. Seventy of the

responses to this part of the question fell into four categories. The 20 remaining responses were
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put into minor categories with the "no looting" category having the most with nine responses.

Figure 4 shows those district/resource areas that do not have a looting problem. It should be

noted that the second and third highest responses were the opinion expressed by the respondents

for answering "hobbyist" in the first part of the question.

Reasons summarized # of
respondents

% of survey
group

Personal knowledgelocal contacts, local knowledge, land use
history

31 34%

*Sites are not worth itonly lithic scatters, no spectacular sites, sites
are difficult to find (excessive ground cover), artifacts are not
collectible

15 17%

*Type of disturbance or lacksurface collection only, dump digging,
did not appear professional, no systematic looting 14 16%

Documentation-investigations, arrests, court cases, records, academic
publications 10 11%

No looting 9 10%

Did not answer 4 4%

demographicstourist area, high population, high land use 3 3%

*Site areas are too visible 2 2%

*Site looting exhausted 1 1%

*No evidence of commercial looting (no explanation other than this) 1 1%

*these responses were specifically used to explain why the responden believed that only hobbyists
were doing illegal artifact collecting.

Table 41: Summary of responses from the second part of question 3.



Districts that report
no problems with looting

Figure 4: Respondent districts with no looting problem.
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The highest number of respondents fell within the "personal knowledge," category. The

reasons cited were contacts with locals and/or local collectors, personal knowledge/familiarity

with their district/resource area, and land use history of their particular district/resource area.

The second highest was the "sites are not worthy" category. These responses had

statements that claimed that the particular district/resource area contained no cultural resources

worthy of a commercial looter's time, i.e. only lithic scatters, no spectacular or high profile sites,

and that the artifacts aren't worth stealing.

The third ranked response is "type of disturbance." These respondents noted that the theft

of artifacts was only from the surface, or dump digging, and that the excavations were not

professional in appearance and that there was no systematic looting.

The fourth category was documentation. These respondents used investigations, arrests,

courts cases, records from previous contacts, and academic publications, as justification for their

response.

Fifty-six percent of the total responses are based upon familiarity of the respondent with

his/her district/resource area. Using the data from question 11, only 11% of the respondents

have worked in their particular area less than 1 year. Forty percent have worked 1 to 5 years,

and 49% have worked greater than 5 years and up to 25 years on their district/resource area.

Question 4 supplies data on the number of ARPA cases that have occurred in the sample

population. As stated in Chapter III this question supplied no direct data to the study, however it

does show that actual ARPA cases occurring are of a low percentage. Only 18% of the

responding districts/resource areas had this type of investigation that may have been charged

under the ARPA statutes.

In question 5 the respondents are asked their opinion on the effectiveness of the ARPA

regulations. If respondents thought ARPA was effective then their participation in the question

ended here. If respondents answered no then these persons were asked to give their reasons for

their negative answer. Table 42 is a summary based upon the prevailing themes of the answers.
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Reasons summarized # of
respondents

lack of enforcement and commitment to prosccution 20

lack of education to public, judiciary,fellow employees 19

lack of funding 4

law not applied equally-only spectacular sites are afforded protection 1

archaeologists have a poor public image
there is no popular support base 1

did not answer 1

Table 42: Summary of responses from the second part of question 5.

It should be noted that the total number of responses exceeds the number of no answers as

several of the respondents answered with more than one reason.

This part of the question exhibits two prevailing themes among the respondents, both

almost equally cited. They are the lack of enforcement and commitment to prosecution, and the

lack of education focused on the public, judiciary, and fellow employees. All of these expressed

a frustration in the enforcement of ARPA. Over half of these respondents said that law

enforcement does not investigate these cases with the same amount of determination as other

types of cases. Nor do the prosecuting attorneys see this type of crime as being important.

There is also the feeling that there is a lack of understanding of ARPA by fellow

employees, the public, and the courts. These respondents also believe that these people do not

understand the ramifications if ARPA is not enforced.

In question 7 the respondent is asked to answer on the adequacy of their training. If

respondents answered negatively then they were asked to explain why their training was

inadequate. Of the 91 respondents 41 said yes, 38 said no, and 12 did not answer. Some of the
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12 responded by writing N/A next to the first part of question 7. When referring back to

question 6 all of the 12 had no law enforcement training. Because I am unable to conclusively

know what these respondents intended from their not answering question 7, I was unable to place

them in either the negative or positive categories, although one could assume that because the

respondent had no law enforcement training or ARPA training then they felt question 7 could not

be answered.

The second part of question 7 was summarized in Table 43. As with question 5 some of

the respondents gave more than one reason for answering no. The main issue was that the

Reasons summarized # of
respondents

no ARPA training or not extensive enough 23

no training 10

lack of refreshers 4

*lack of funding 3

*only for perm employees 2

did not answer 2

training not pertinent to archaeology 1

instructor lacked knowedge of ARPA 1

ARPA did not exist 1

policy of agency not well understood
as to its significance with ARPA 1

*- these responses were used to explain why the respondent did not get law
enforcement training.

Table 43: Summary of responses from the second part of question 7.
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training was not extensive enough. This meant that the law enforcement training contained

either little or no training concerning ARPA.

The second issue is obvious in that the respondents did not think their training was

adequate as they did not get any law enforcement training. The remaining issues are varied and

only a small percentage of the respondents used these.

Question 8 determined status of the respondents in regards to their powers as possible law

enforcement agents. Several respondents wrote negative comments next to this question,

expressing their displeasure that I would intimate that they should have arrest powers. This

question had no intention of advocating full law enforcement powers to archaeologists/cultural

resource specialists. This question was designed to gather data on the status of the survey group

concerning law enforcement powers. As 94% of the respondents to this question answered in the

negative it should be safe to assume that most of the respondents are not law enforcement agents.

Questions 9, 10, 12, 13 and 14 are used as demographic data and as contributing data in the

analysis of question 15.

Question 15, as stated earlier, is composed of 20 one line scenarios of fictitious situations

that may or may not be illegal. The respondent is asked to react to each scenario based upon

four allowed responses. The archeologist/cultural resource specialists will be compared to a

control group made up of law enforcement agents from the U.S. Forest Service. The allowed

responses were assigned a numerical value, 1 for Ignore, 2 for Lecture, 3 for Warning, and 4

for Arrest or charge. The means for the groups as a whole or for each scenario are in a

numerical form that may fall between those values assigned to each allowed response. These

mean values are indicators as to how the group would answer.

The first test conducted was a one way analysis of variance with repeated measures. The

null hypothesis of this test was that the sample mean of the control group equaled the sample

mean of the test group, the alternate hypothesis being that these two means were significantly

different. Upon completion of this calculation the F-test returned a value of 0.78 and a p-value

of .3795 with the degrees of freedom being 1 and 133. The results intimate that the null
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hypothesis is true and that there is no significant difference between the mean of the control

group and the test group.

Although the overall F-test showed no significant difference between the test and control

groups I decided to run individual t-tests on the scenarios. These tests were run to see if there

were any subjective differences between these two groups. The results from these tests will also

be used to compare with subgroups determined from question 14.

Each scenario will be presented and discussed. The discussion will be based upon only the

scenario, and no extrapolation of each situation will be made. Possible criminal code citations

will be referred to in a set hierarchy. If the situation is a violation of ARPA then this will be

used as the initial determination for an illegal act. If there are no violations of ARPA then other

applicable regulations may be cited. Not all possible regulations or agency specific regulations

will be referred to, although other laws do apply and could be used for prosecution (Rogers,

1987).

The control group responses were not based upon this hierarchy. Their answers were to be

based solely upon their reaction and were not restricted to any particular laws or regulations.

The mean response from the control group will be used as the correct reaction to each situation

and the mean response from the test group will be compared to this. Each scenario will also

have a column graph that compares the two groups. This graph contains the results in

percentages so that the results from both groups are standardized.

Finally there will be the results of an unpaired t-test to see if there are significant

differences of the mean responses for both groups. The results will contain the p-value and the

means for each group. The significance level for all tests is .05.

Most of these scenarios do not have obvious outcomes, although if the law is taken literally

most of these situations are illegal and technically the perpetrators can be charged with some

type of violation. In reality almost all situations like these need to be handled on a case by case

basis.
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These scenarios also contain enough information to make an initial decision as to what

type of response should be made. Several of the returned survey forms had comments from the

respondents about lack of information about the scenarios. Both groups had the same situations

presented to them and the result of this part of the survey was to compare the responses from the

test group to that of the "correct" responses from the control group. These results are for the

purpose of investigating any possible shortcomings from several different factors, such as length

of employment with the government, amount of law enforcement training, amount of ARPA

training, and experience in cultural resource management, and therefore involve the group and

not the individual. Questions, statements or words that appeared in the survey are italicized.
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Question 15a) A family on a picnic discovers and pockets an arrowhead.

Under ARPA regulations no crime has been committed (16 USC 470 Section 6(g)). Under

Title 18 U.S.C. Section 641, theft of public property, there is technically a crime being

committed. But due to the family situation and because the initial reason for this outing is not

for criminal intent then arresting or charging does not seem the proper reaction to this situation.

The control groups response (mean = 2.18) and the test groups response (mean = 2.09)

were not significantly different (p = .2735). The correct response is to lecture the family about

the laws and the laws that they may be breaking. Consequently the test group indicates it would

respond in the correct manner to this situation.
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Figure 5: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15a.
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Question 15b) A person is outlining a petroglyph with chalk

Under ARPA this act would be a violation of 16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a), defacing an

archeological resource. This situation is an example of a case-by-case reaction, the

determination would be as to how much damage can be done with the application of chalk to the

petroglyph. Since this type of rock art is carved or pecked in, there is the possibility that the

petroglyph would suffer harm is less than if it were a pictograph.

The correct response is to warn the subject and to use this action as a deterrent. The

control group's response (mean=3.00) and that of the test group's (mean=2.65) were

significantly different (p=.0119). This indicates a tendency for the test group to act less harshly

toward the person.

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Test Control

Ignore Lecture Warning Arrest or Charge

Figure 6: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15b.



53

Question 15c) During the excavation of a site you see a field technician pocket a piece of

chipping debris.

This situation is a violation under ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a)), removal of an

archeological resource. Responding to this situation is would be extremely difficult and I leave

it to the control group for a proper response.

Based upon the control group (mean=3.16) the response to this situation is a warning. The

test group responded with a mean of 2.68 and the t-test indicates a significant difference

(p=.0006). The graph shows that the majority of both groups would warn the field technician.

However, the remainder of the test group would act less severely with a tendency towards

lecture, while the remainder of the control group would act more harshly with a tendency

towards arrest or charge.
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Figure 7: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15c.
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Question 15d) Two men are digging a hole and screening dirt, you find no artifacts, even

after investigating.

This situation is not covered under ARPA; however, this would be a violation of

destruction of government property (18 U.S.C. Section 1361). It is not known whether the two

men are looking for artifacts or something else, and maybe they're rock collectors? If the two

were charged, prosecution would be difficult because criminal intent would be hard to prove.

The correct response based upon the control group (mean=3.05) is to warn the subjects.

Comparing the test group (mean=3.03) shows no significant difference in the responses

(p=.9127). The graph further supports this with an almost identical spread of responses.
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Figure 8: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15d.



55

Question 15e) A group of individuals is using metal detectors around an old cabin site.

Based upon the information from this scenario there are no laws or regulations being

broken. The situation does present a very real potential problem. It can be safely assumed that if

the subjects do get a reading from their equipment they probably won't ignore it.

The correct response from the control group is split between a lecture and a warning.

When comparing the means of the two groups (control=2.43, test=2.78) there is a significant

difference (p=.0150). In this case the test group would have a tendency to react with a warning,

while the control group would lecture the subjects.

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

II Test Control

Ignore Lecture Warning Arrest or Charge

Figure 9: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15e.
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Question 150 While out surveying you see a hunter pick up an arrowhead that you

recognize as one you had discovered and recorded earlier; the hunter pockets the point and

continues on his way.

Under ARPA regulations no crime has been committed (16 USC 470 Section 6(g)). Under

Title 18 U.S.C. Section 641, theft of public property, there is technically a crime being

committed. This situation is similar to Question 15a and the only differences are the type of

person involved and the personal contact with the artifact. Again the hunter was not there to

collect artifacts and any intent other than the obvious one would be difficult to prove.

The control group responded to this situation with a mean of 2.68 and would react with an

inclination towards a warning. The test groups response garnered a mean of 2.44 with a result

of the t-test showing a significant difference (p=.0496) between the groups. Although

statistically there is a difference, the graph shows that the majority of respondents in both groups

chose lecture while the second largest majority of both groups chose warning.
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Figure 10: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15f.
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Question 15g) A person is digging in a dump behind a 100-year old building.

ARPA states in the definitions section (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 3(1)) that one of the criteria

for an archeological resource is that it be at least 100 years old. The information supplied in this

scenario states only that the building meets this criteria. However, based on other regulations a

crime is being committed. This act would be illegal under 18 U.S.C. Section 1361 (malicious

mischief).

The means of both groups, control=3.18 and test=3.45, do not have a significant difference

(p=.0535). The results of this test are similar but opposite to the previous one. In this case,

statistically, there is not a difference by a slim margin. When looking at the graph, both groups

follow the same trend, with a greater percentage of the test group respondents reacting more

severely to the subject in the scenario.
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Figure 11: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15g.
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Question 15h) A road construction crew hired by your agency uncovers a site, and the

workers are going through the backfill collecting souvenirs from the site.

This scenario is an obvious violation of ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a)).

The control group (mean=3.35) and the test group (mean=3.34) did not significantly differ

in their answers (p=.9475). Both groups would lean towards a warning; however, there would

still be a significant percentage willing to arrest or charge the workers (see the graph below).
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Figure 12: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15h.



Question 15i) A family on a picnic discovers a surface scatter and is collecting the

numerous flakes.

This scenario is identical to question 15a, except our family has now actually violated

ARPA regulations (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a)). This again presents a situation in which the

respondent must decide if a severe reaction would benefit the public or the agency. This case

would be difficult to prosecute due to proving criminal intent on the part of the defendants.

The reaction from the control group (mean=2.5) would be either a lecture or a warning.

The test group with a similar mean of 2.43 would also react in the same way (p=.4940). The

graph also shows that over 50% of each group would react with a lecture.
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Figure 13: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15i.
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Question 15j) A fellow employee, not an archaeologist, is collecting surface artifacts from

a site.

This is a clear violation of ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a)). The only difference

between this and the previous scenario is the role of the person involved. A fellow employee

may be seen as a person who should know the laws; thus this type of act must be done with the

knowledge that it is illegal.

The reaction from both groups is more severe than with the previous scenario. The mean

for the control group is 3.37 and 3.16 for the test group. Statistically there is no difference

between the groups (p=.1373). From the graph it can be seen that a larger percentage of the

control group would react with arrest or charge as compared to the test group who are almost

evenly split between this response and the less severe one of warning.
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Figure 14: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15j.



Question 15k) Five men are using a backhoe to collect artifacts from a village site.

This scenario is blatantly obvious, ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a)), and any other

reaction than arrest or charge would be surprising.

The control group's mean was 3.95 and the test group's was 3.98. The p-value equaled

.5437. The graph is a further indicator of the near unanimity of both group's responses.
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Figure 15: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15k.
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Question 151) A young man has just finished carving his initials in part of a covered bridge

that was built in 1903.

Due to the definition of an archeological resource this structure does not come under

jurisdiction of ARPA. Other regulations, however, do cover this situation, in particular 18

U.S.C. Section 1361 (malicious mischief).

There is a significant difference between the groups (p=.0327). The control group

(mean=3.57) would more likely react with arrest or charge. The test group (mean=3.27) would

tend to stop short of the most severe reaction. The graph, however, shows that the greatest

percentage of both groups would react with arrest or charge.
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Figure 16: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 151.
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Question 15m) A person is making a pencil rubbing of a petroglyph.

On a technical stance this action could be construed as being illegal, due to the slight

possibility of impact to the petroglyph, ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470 Section 6(a)). This scenario does

not imply criminal intent nor is there obvious destruction or a marketable commodity being

obtained. But due to the possibility of damage, contact with this person may be advisable.

The control group's response was to lecture the subject (mean=1.93) as was the test

group's (mean=1.72). The test reveals no significant difference between the groups (p=.1632).

The graph shows that a large percentage from each group is split between ignore and lecture.
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Figure 17: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15m.
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Question 15n) A group of people is camping in an area that has a high concentration of

archaeological sites.

This scenario presents a condition and not a situation. Where people camp is not an issue

unless they are actually impacting cultural resources. Site location information is not usually

freely given to the public.

The control group (mean=1.39) and the test group (mean=1.36) react overall in the same

way (p=.7881). This situation would be ignored.
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Figure 18: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15n.
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Question 15o) A person is digging in a dump that is behind a 50-year old building.

This scenario is like the one presented in question 15g. The difference is in the age of the

building. Although the subject is not violating ARPA because of the time restriction the subject

is still violating the malicious mischief regulation (18 U.S.C. Section 1361).

The proper response based upon the mean of the control group (2.43) is significantly

different (p=.0136) than the response of the test group (2.84). While the control group would

have the tendency to react with a lecture the test group would react more severely with a

warning.
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Figure 19: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15o.
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Question 15p) Two hikers are taking photographs of each other standing next to a

pictograph.

This scenario is obviously an innocent situation. It should be apparent that no action

should be taken against the two hikers.

The control group's mean of 1.07 and the test group's mean of 1.13 were shown to not be

significantly different (p=.3405). Both groups agree that the ignore response should be used in

this situation.
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Figure 20: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15p.



Question 15q) A camper is scavenging wood from a fallen-down cabin that is 120-years

old.
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The camper in this situation is violating a provision of ARPA (16 U.S.C. 470 Section

6(a)). This, like the family picnic scenarios, is based upon the respondent's assumption about

the true intent of the camper.

The control group responded to this scenario with a mean answer of 2.68 compared with

the test group's of 2.65. These two means are not significantly different (p=.8149), so that both

group's reaction would lean towards a warning.
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Figure 21: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15q.
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The last three scenarios were based upon this setting: The last 3 scenarios involve a site

that is situated next to a river. The site has been recorded and contains a large lithic scatter.

Question 15r) A group of people is having a picnic on the site.

This part of the situation is similar to question 15n. There is no possible criminal action or

intent to damage cultural resources.

The control group (mean=1.30) chose to ignore the situation. The test group (mean=1.28)

agreed with the control group (p=.8072). The graph also shows that a large percentage of the

respondents from both groups would use the ignore option.
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Figure 22: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15r.



Question 15s) Some of the people are picking up rocks and throwing them into the river.

This scenario like the previous one has no obvious violations. There is, however, a

possibility of the site sustaining some damage if the rocks being thrown are artifacts.

The control and test groups coincide in their response to the situation (p=.5368). The

control group (mean=2.00) and the test group (mean=1.94) show that both groups would react

with a lecture. This is further supported by the graph.
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Figure 23: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15s.
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Question 15t) The children are making piles out of the "pretty, black rocks."

Although this question implies that site damage is happening the respondent needs to

realize the intent behind the actions. As the situation is presented there are no obvious violations

being committed.

The control group (mean=1.98) and the test group (mean=2.02) react in the same way as

the previous scenario. Once again both groups would respond to this situation with a lecture

(p=.5588).
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Figure 24: Comparison of control and test group based on percentages for question 15t.



Of the 20 scenarios, 6 were statistically shown to be significantly different at the .05

probability level.

These were:

Question 15b) A person is outlining a petroglyph with chalk

control mean = 3.00 test mean = 2.65 p-value = .0119
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Question 15c) During the excavation of a site you see a field technician pocket a piece of

chipping debris.

control mean = 3.16 test mean = 2.68 p-value = .0006

Question 15e) A group of individuals is using metal detectors around an old cabin site.

control mean = 2.43 test mean = 2.78 p-value = .0150

Question 15f) While out surveying you see a hunter pick up an arrowhead that you

recognize as one you had discovered and recorded earlier; the hunter

pockets the point and continues on his way.

control mean = 2.68 test mean = 2.44 p-value = .0496

Question 151) A young man has just finished carving his initials in part of a covered bridge

that was built in 1903.

control mean = 3.57 test mean = 3.27 p-value = .0327

Question 15o) A person is digging in a dump that is behind a 50-year old building.

control mean = 2.43 test mean = 2.84 p-value = .0136

Theses six questions represent 30% of the total number of scenarios. Even though the F-

test shows no significant difference between the overall means of the two groups, further

investigation into the individual t-test differences using other survey data may show contributing

factors in these individual tests.

To create a standardized collection of data representing all the scenarios for each subject in

the test group, the mean of the control group answers for each scenario was subtracted from the

response of a test subject for that scenario. The absolute values for these results were summed

and divided by the number of scenarios answered for that subject. This value was used as a

measure of the subject's deviation from the grand mean of the control group. Because of the
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method of calculation the control group's grand mean is represented by zero. This data was used

as the dependent variable in all regression analyses.

Independent data used from the test group's surveys were law enforcement and ARPA

training (question 6), time in the federal government (question 9), and time in cultural resources

(question 10).

The hypothesis tested was that as one variable of the data increased, i.e. more training

hours or increased time in the federal government, the respondent more closely matched the

grand mean of the control group.

This deviation of the overall mean from the test group in conjunction with other data

supplied on the test groups survey forms were used to see if other factors may contribute to the

differences observed in the t-tests.

Four simple linear regression tests were run, each based upon the data above. Of the four,

all were inconclusive. The tests were also run by transforming the contributing data using

various common transformations, such as natural log and inverse. Increase in time for each of

the data sets did not seem to make the test group more "correct" with the control group.

As an example, Figure 25 shows the results of the most obvious variable contributing to

reduction in differences between the two groups; law enforcement training. The scatterplot

shows no obvious linear pattern in the data. As can been seen from the results the r-squared

value is extremely small (.002), and the slope of the line actually increases in deviation from the

control mean as the hours of law enforcement training increases. In a subsequent test the three

highest values for law enforcement training, 400, 500 and 600 hours were removed as outliers

and leverage points. The r-value did increase to .05 and the slope of the line did decrease as

training increased. However, there still was no obvious or subtle pattern of linearity in the

scatterplot. The other tests were similar to this.

It was decided to run several multiple regressions based upon law enforcement training/

time in federal government, law enforcement training/ARPA training, time in federal

government/time in cultural resources. A stepwise regression was also done with all of the data.
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Figure 25: Scatterplot showing results of simple linear regression, comparing law enforcement
training and means of test group.
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Once again none of these tests was conclusive as indicating factors that increase correctness of

the test group.

If no significant differences could be seen between the control and test groups then perhaps

differences within the test group may be a factor. It was decided to run another set of tests based

upon formal education of the respondents. In the results for question 14 it can be seen that not

all of the test respondents were educated in anthropology/archeology. Of the 91 respondents 39

either had a degree in another discipline or did not have a degree. Using this as a criterion the

individual scenario t-tests were run again, this time between the control group and the

anthropology/archeology educated respondents (archeologists) and again against the other

discipline and no degree group (cultural resource specialists).
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An F-test was run between the two subgroups to ascertain if there was a significant

difference between them. The comparison of the archaeologists and cultural resource specialists

returned an F-value of 0.41 and a p-value of .5255. At a significance level of .05 the results of

the test show that statistically these two subgroups have the same mean.

Although the F-test shows no significant difference it was decided that the t-tests would be

run again for the 20 scenarios, but this time using the two subgroups against the control group.

The reasoning for this is based upon the original f-test between the control and test groups. In

that test the results showed that there was no significant difference of the means; however, the t-

tests showed that in 6 of the 20 scenarios there was a significant difference.

The results for the archaeologist's group were almost the same as the original set of t-tests,

except that one more scenario was found to be significantly different. This was question 15g,

(control mean=3.18, archaeologists' mean=3.6, p-value=.0073).

The tests were then run between the control group and the cultural resource specialist's

group. This time the results showed that only one scenario was significantly different between

these two groups (question 15c, control mean=3.16, CR specialists mean=2.79, p-value=.0286).

What was different between these two subgroups? Why did those respondents without

archaeology/anthropology education respond to the scenarios statistically the same as the control

group? To see if there were any major differences between the archaeologists and cultural

resource specialist's group, other than educational background, several comparisons were made.

The first comparisons made were the law enforcement training and ARPA training. Using

an unpaired t-test to compare the two subgroups it was discovered that both tests were

significantly different. The law enforcement training (data acquired from question 6) results

were a p-value of .0179 with the mean of the archeologist group being 26.54 and the cultural

resource specialist's group mean being 72.23 (hours of training). Figure 26 shows that the

cultural resource specialist's group does have an advantage in that on the average these subjects

receive more law enforcement training.
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Figure 26: Hours of law enforcement training compared between archaeologists and cultural
resource specialists.

The comparison for ARPA training was also significantly different between the two

subgroups. The archeologists with a mean of 12.46 hours of training and the cultural resource

specialist's group with a mean of 4.31 returned a p-value of .0067. Although the archeologists

received more ARPA training on the average the conditions for answering the scenarios was not

conditional only on ARPA law.

The next two tests were based upon time in the federal government and time in cultural

resources. When the two groups were compared in length of time in the government, the cultural

resource specialist's group (mean of 183.62 months) showed that their average employ was

longer than the archeologists (mean of 112 months). The t-test further supports this difference

with a p-value of .0001 . Figure 27 also confirms the results of this test with a graphical

comparison.

The results from the test concerning time in cultural resources yet again returned a value

(p=.0148) that shows a difference between the two subgroups. The mean time in cultural
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Figure 27: Length of employment in the federal government compared between archaeologists
and cultural resource specialists.

resources for the archeologists was 117.35 months and the cultural resource specialist's group

was 82.69 months. This is not unexpected as the assumption would be that the archeologists

would have more time in this particular field. However, like the test for ARPA training, the

amount of time within this field may not be an advantage when answering the scenarios.

Once it was shown that these two subgroups had significant differences concerning these

contributing factors it was decided to run regression tests using these sets of data. Since values

of the cultural resource specialist's group were virtually the same as the control group the

regression tests were run between the archeologists and the control group.

Three types of regression tests were run; simple, multiple, and stepwise. The simple linear

regression tests showed that only the time employed in the federal government data was possibly

significant as a contributor. Figure 28 shows the scatterplot representing this test. The fitted line

in this figure does show a rough linear relationship; however, due to the low R-squared value the

regression equation should not be used as a predictor.
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The multiple regression tests were run using combinations of data sets. These were law

enforcement training/time in federal government, law enforcement training/ARPA training, time

in federal government/time in cultural resources. The results of these tests showed no significant

contribution.

The stepwise regression test involving all the contributing data sets only confirmed the

simple linear regression tests by showing that only the time in federal government data was a

significant contributor.

The last test was based upon an assumption that the cultural resource specialist's group

may have been composed of managers and supervisors, subjects who have had more

opportunities for training. To test this, the data acquired from question 13, GS rating, was used.

The mean for the cultural resource specialists was 7.92 and the mean for the archeologists was

8.92. When these numbers are rounded out, the average GS level for each group, respectively, is
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Figure 29: GS levels compared between archaeologists and cultural resource specialists.

8 and 9. Also Figure 29 shows that the majority of archeologists are GS-9 and 11's, and that the

cultural resource specialist's are GS-7 and 9's. This would lead one to assume that the cultural

resource specialist's group did not have an advantage as supervisors or managers.

The two observable advantages of the cultural resource specialist's group were their length

of employment and number of hours of law enforcement training. Although the regression tests

were inconclusive about a correlation among these factors these still could be contributing

elements. A possible advantage the cultural resource specialist's group may have is its

interdisciplinary background. The cultural resource specialist's group have training in cultural

resources, and a majority of them (72%) were educated in another field. Also, their experience

in the Federal government is considerably longer.

In an interview with Carl Davis (1994), Forest Archaeologist for the Siuslaw National

Forest, and Group Leader of the ARPA Task Force for Region 6, he gave his opinion that the

differences are based on who, besides the archaeologists, filled out the questionnaire.
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Note that of those respondents comprising the subgroup, cultural resource specialists, 38

were Forest Service employees and 1 was a BLM employee. In addressing the survey forms to

the potential respondents I indicated that the district archaeologist/cultural resource specialist

should respond to this form.

Davis explained that on many districts the cultural resource specialists, whom I had

addressed my questionnaires to, were actually cultural resource technicians. These technicians

are usually trained or retrained employees from other programs or disciplines. In addition to the

duties they were originally hired for they are also responsible for the Section 106 compliance and

project clearance duties usually done by an archaeologist. These "CR techs" are given 40 hours

of training with an additional 2 day follow-up. The CR tech is directly responsible to either the

district archaeologist, or in most cases, the forest archaeologist. All projects completed by these

personnel must be approved by a professional archaeologist.

Davis also said that, based upon Forest Service requirements, qualifications of cultural

resource technicians would usually place them at the lower end of the GS level, specifically GS-

5 to 9. (It should be noted that this statement from Davis was made before I had informed him of

my results from my GS level test.) This would account for the results of the comparison of the

GS level means of the two subgroups. Further, these trained CR techs are normally employees

who, on the average, have been in the Forest Service longer than the professional archaeologists.

I believe that the CR techs also have interests and beliefs similar to that of law enforcement

personnel, which may account for the corresponding answers of these two groups Davis concurs.

Based upon Davis' statements my original observations of length of employment and law

enforcement training are accurate. However, the original reason for doing the GS level tests

based upon a false assumption and Davis's description of cultural resource technicians may

explain the results.

The final set of tests run were the differences between the two government agencies

involved. Table 44 is a summary of the demographic statistics from questions 6, and 9 thru 14.

Some of the more obvious differences are experience in cultural resources, GS-level, law
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enforcement training, ARPA training, and educational background. In all of these except for law

enforcement training the BLM has the advantage. However, due to internal structure, the USFS

has more district offices that employ archaeological personnel. This can be seen in the number of

respondents for this agency as opposed to the BLM. The potential population for the BLM had

to be expanded to another state just to increase their representation for this study. Even with this

USFS BLM

Average time employed in Federal Governmentyears.months 12.1 11.4

Average time in cultural resourcesyears.months 6.10 15.0

Average time in present district/resource areayears.months 7.7 7.11

permanent employees 57 19

temporary employees 15 0

Average GS-level 8 11

Average amount of law enforcement traininghours 49 37

Average amount of ARPA traininghours 5 24

Degree in anthropology /archaeology 34 18
(percent of total per agency) (47%) (95%)

Degree in other major 27 1

(percent of total per agency) (38%) (5%)

No degree 11 0
(percent of total per agency) (15%) (0%)

Table 44: Demographic comparisons between subject government agencies.
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f-value p-value

BLM vs. Control 1.23 .2727

USFS vs. Control 0.18 .6702

BLM vs. USFS 0.72 .4000

Table 45: Results of f-tests run between agencies and control group.

increased population and a return of 90% the BLM is only represented by 19 respondents

compared to the 72 for the Forest Service.

To see if the differences between these two agencies were significant enough to make an

impact on the scenario comparisons, F-tests were run between the control group and the two

agencies, and between the two agencies. The results can be seen in Table 45. The F-tests show

that the sample means for each agency is not significantly different from that of the control

group.

To see if there is a subjective difference the t-tests for the scenarios were run with the two

agencies against the control group. The USFS tests resulted in five scenario means being

significantly different (questions 15b, c, e, I, and o) from the control group and the BLM had 4

scenario means significantly different (questions 15b, c, f, and g). Even though only two of the

significantly different scenarios are common between the two agencies, the similarity in the total

number of significantly different scenarios shows that the two agencies are the same in their

overall means.
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Chapter V

Conclusions

To reiterate the basic questions asked from Chapter 1: Do cultural resources occur over

most of the public land in the Pacific Northwest, and is there a widespread problem with looting

and vandalism?. If looting and vandalism is a problem, who is responsible and what is being

done to prevent it?

It is apparent from the data that there is a problem with looting and vandalism of cultural

resources within the Pacific Northwest. Vandalism targets those cultural resources of high

visibility, such as rock art, ceremonial sites, historic buildings, and other types of construction or

creation of historic significance. Cultural resources with removable artifacts such as prehistoric

camp sites, rock shelters or caves, village sites, historic dumps and mining sites are the victim of

looting.

Vandalism, in most cases, does not intentionally target cultural resources (Chokhani,

1979). Some cases of vandalism are a result of the theft of an artifact not easily removed, such

as rock art. The prevention of vandalism is a concern shared by others as well as archaeologists

and cultural resource specialists. Methods used to curtail vandalism should not be resource

specific. When someone is caught destroying a cultural resource he/she should not be charged

under ARPA but instead should be prosecuted under a more general law like malicious mischief.

No special distinction should be made between a destructive act against a culturally significant

site and any other resource. One of the best ways to protect cultural resources from vandalism

may be to leave it in obscurity. The only difficulty in this method of prosecution is convincing a

judge or jury of the value of a cultural resource, not only monetarily, but also culturally.
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Looting is most definitely a crime against cultural resources. Apprehension and

prosecution of suspected looters should be pursued with zeal and conviction. Results from the

survey show that a majority of the respondents (73%) believe that their looting crimes are being

committed by hobbyists. Hobbyists see themselves as collectors and consider the collection of

artifacts as a legitimate hobby (McAllister, 1991). Since they do not need to steal artifacts to

make a living, prosecuting these offenders may offer a greater chance of stopping future

violations and convince other hobbyists to stop their illegal practices. Commercial looters are

full time criminals. In some cases a successful prosecution may curtail their activities; however,

more likely than not, the penalties involved will be absorbed as "the price of doing business" and

they will change their tactics so that they will not get caught the next time.

Various methods of prevention are used in the fight against cultural resource crime. The

number one rated method for effectiveness was removal of the resource. The problem with this

method is that it usually takes time and money, commodities that are in short supply when it

comes to managing cultural resources. There is also the potential problem of bad archaeology.

If the removal and the subsequent curation are not done with acceptable archaeological methods

then there is no difference between removal of the resource by the agency and looting.

In the prevention of both vandalism and looting the only lasting method can be education.

A majority of the respondents use some type of public education in their prevention methods and

in all cases rate these methods as moderately or very effective. Education does not mean that

people should be taught not to do these acts because the laws say so, but instead because it

destroys our national heritage. The public, in general, have numerous questions about cultural

resources, such as, what is a cultural resource? What importance do cultural resources have, not

only to the researcher but to the public? What is lost when a cultural resource is disturbed or

destroyed by vandals or looters? Why should the public be concerned, and will this destruction

affect them or their lives? By answering these questions in a manner that personalizes and

emphasizes the importance of this resource the public will sympathize and support the
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archaeologist and cultural resource manager in their efforts to protect this non-renewable

resource.

Are the archaeologists and cultural resource specialists receiving training that they need

to assist in the prevention of this crime? How much training do they receive? Is the training

adequate and relative?

The data pertaining to these questions is mixed in its assessment of the respondents'

satisfaction with their training. Seventy-three percent of the respondents received varying

degrees of law enforcement training, 49% received 40 hours or more of training. Where the

deficiency shows up is in the amount of ARPA training received. Seventy-six percent of the

respondents receive 10 hours or less, and 52% of these received no training in ARPA. As for the

adequacy of their training, 52% of the respondents believe their training was deficient. Although

a majority of the respondents do receive some training the amount and quality are not sufficient.

The opportunities available for training in ARPA or related subjects is limited. This

limitation is not due to a lack of training classes, but instead to who is able or encouraged to

attend. Since the implementation of ARPA in 1979 there has been an effort to offer training

specific to this act by federal agencies. Presently there are two choices available for federal

archaeologists and cultural resource specialists within the Pacific Northwest; first is the ARPA

training put on by the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (FLETC) and second the

Region 6 "Field Training in Archaeological Resources Protection (ARPA)." Both of these are

considered excellent training and consist of 40 hours of classroom and field exercises. However,

the FLETC training has been criticized for its generalizations in scope and its specificness in

examples, i.e. the Southwest United States.

The Region 6 Forest Service ARPA training is presented by archaeologists and law

enforcement personnel from the Pacific Northwest and deals with issues related to this area

(Davis, 1994). A problem with this training is that only agency mangers, law enforcement
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personnel, and archaeologists are targeted for this training. According to Davis (discussed in

Chapter IV) those respondents that did not have a formal degree in anthropology/archaeology

were probably cultural resource technicians. These CR technicians do not attend this training.

This would mean that of the 73 respondents from the Forest Service, 38 do not receive this

training although they are initially responsible for the resource on their district.

Based upon these training sessions the recommended amount of ARPA training should be

40 hours. The survey shows that 88% of the respondents receive less than 40 hours of ARPA

training, and 40% have received no ARPA training. If the CR technicians are responsible for the

resource on their respective district, should they not also receive the same training offered by

their agency?

And finally can the archaeologists and cultural resource specialists react appropriately to

actual incidents of cultural resource crime?

In question 15 of the survey I presented the respondents with 20 examples of what I

believe are representative scenarios of possible crimes against cultural resources. When the test

group's answers were compared to that of the control group's no statistical difference was noted:

Based on these findings, several possible conclusions present themselves; the scenarios were not

appropriate, or they were too general. The allowed responses were too restrictive and overall

these restrictions forced the respondents from both groups to answer in a similar manner.

Alternatively, the questions were representative but the reactions are based upon logic and not

how extensively each group was trained. Even though some correlation was seen between length

of employment and similarity in answers between the groups, this could not be shown

statistically. I feel that in most cases logic is the pervading factor and that testing the

archaeologists/cultural resource specialists in this manner does not necessarily rate their

effectiveness nor the quality of their training.
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This comparison does not mean that archaeologists and cultural resource specialists are on

the same level as law enforcement agents. Answering the scenarios did not involve a time

restriction. In real situations taking all the time you need is only a luxury, rarely experienced.

The ability to react quickly and appropriately is an attribute that comes with intensive training

and patrol experience. Using archaeologists and cultural resource specialists as agents to fight

crimes against cultural resources is not a realistic goal. I believe that in most cases this is not a

position desired by these specialists. If this is true, what are archaeologists responsible for in this

battle?

The participation of an archaeologist/cultural resource specialist in the actual prosecution

of a case should be like that of any other expert witness. Their participation should be no

different than other specialists contributing to an investigation involving their particular area of

expertise.

The ability of law enforcement to adequately investigate and support prosecution of

cultural resource crimes is hampered by the fact that they also need to protect other resources. A

majority of law enforcement programs are over-worked and under-staffed. With the increase of

use by the public on federal lands the job of law enforcement can only become more difficult.

The time that is spent investigating cultural resource crimes is extensive. In cases where

there is no definite suspect, investigation becomes a lower priority. By assisting law

enforcement with tasks that do not directly involve contacting suspects or witnesses,

archaeologists not only reduce the load but also will contribute to a valuable database on cultural

resource crimes and criminals.

The results from question 3 showed that over 30% of the respondents based their answer

on their belief of what a looted site should look like or what type of sites exist on their district/

resource area. The ability to look at or recognize a looted site and say that it was done by

hobbyists or commercial looters is not based upon any studies of looters or their mode of

operation. I do not know of any scientific study done on looters and their habits; the closest are
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casual profiles created by specialists who have experience with these type of crimes (Rippeteau,

1979; McAllister, 1991). There is also the the LOOT Clearinghouse, however this database only

deals with cases that have been prosecuted (Knoll, 1991).

If an archaeologist reports a looted site to law enforcement and there are no suspects then

that incident is probably given a lower priority. The crime scene may or may not be processed

due to other higher and more immediate concerns. The difficulty in finding suspects, without

direct evidence or witnesses, usually condemns that particular incident to obscurity. The loss of

crime data from that scene may be just as important as the loss of scientific data. The collection

of data from looted sites could be instrumental in curbing of these activities by discovering

trends, patterns, modes of operation, techniques, types of sites looted, types of artifacts in

demand, areas of looting concentration, trends in types of evidence left behind, and various other

bits and chunks of data that may be useful. Collection of detailed data from a looted site is time

consuming and detracts from other more immediate concerns of law enforcement.

I propose that archaeologists be responsible for the collection of this data. The collection

and recording of evidence is very similar to the training an archaeologist receives in the scientific

processing of a cultural site. Although certain procedures and techniques need to be taught to the

archaeologist, there should not be a need for extensive training. Allowing the archaeologist to

perform this task this would alleviate some of the burden placed upon law enforcement and the

information could be entered into a database and the data used to create profiles on modes of

operation, and possible predictive models. This database shared among archaeologists and law

enforcement may assist in the apprehension and prosecution of suspects, and also supply

information to help in the prevention of cultural resource crimes.
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Are federal archaeologists and cultural resource specialists in the Pacific Northwest

properly equipped, through training and agency support, to assist in the prevention and

investigation of criminal activities against cultural resources?

If you consider all the subjects of this study the answer is no. Because of a lack of training

and those subjects targeted for training, it can be seen that a majority of the cultural resource

personnel may not be familiar with cultural resource law and the prevention and investigation of

cultural resource crime. However, in all fairness, the Region 6 ARPA training was not started

until after this survey was conducted. I believe that this situation has probably improved since

then. But the fact that cultural resource technicians are not targeted for this training, a policy that

has continued into the present, shows a serious deficiency within the Forest Service toward these

positions.

In the BLM, 18 of the 19 respondents had formal degrees in anthropology/archaeology;

however, they show a serious lack of training. Eleven of the respondents had less than 40 hours

of ARPA training, and 5 had no ARPA training. These 19 respondents represent a large portion

of the public land within the Pacific Northwest. Where the Forest Service has to contend with a

larger population of cultural resource personnel, the BLM has a small number of these

individuals covering roughly the same area. There is no excuse as to why the BLM does not

have these employees fully trained in ARPA. In both of these agencies it should be understood

that the typical constraints and excuses apply. Usually these involve varying priorities due to

funding and time constraints.

One other area may contribute to the preparedness of archaeologists for the investigation

and prevention of cultural resource crime. The role of higher education may be an area that has

been overlooked by both federal agencies and academia. A large percentage of students will

eventually work for a federal agency, either full-time or seasonally. The potential for

universities and colleges to educate and train these future professionals may be an untapped

resource for all federal agencies. Classes in cultural resource laws and enforcement conducted
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by a university would be more detailed and extensive than those conducted by an agency. With

assistance and guidance by these agencies the education of these future professionals could

create a potential employee that has already received the proper instruction without the added

expense of specialized training.

Between October of 1990, when this survey was conducted, and April of 1994, when it

was completed there have been some major changes, mainly a change of administration and

change of focuses for both of the subject agencies. As the "old guard" fades out, and more

officials and the public achieve realization that our resource base is finite, profit and interests of

the few will no longer be the main impetus of these agencies. How these changes will affect

cultural resources and their management remains to be seen. The involvement of archaeologists

and cultural resource specialists in the investigation and prevention of cultural resource crime

should only be limited to willingness of these individuals to contribute.
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Appendix A

Cover Letters and Surveys

The following pages contain the cover letters and surveys for both the subject group of

archaeologists and cultural resource specialists and the control group of law enforcement agents

from the Forest Service.

Page 94 thru 96 are copies of the cover letters for the subject group, U.S. Forest Service,

Bureau of Land Management in Idaho, and the Bureau of Land Management for Washington and

Oregon, respectively. Pages 97 thru 102 is a copy of the survey sent to the subject group.

Page 103 is a copy of the cover letter sent to the control group and pages 104 and 105 are a

copy of the survey for this group.
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Dept. of Anthropology

Oregon State University

Waldo Hall Rm. 238

Corvallis, OR 97331-6403

(503) 737-4515

«DATA MML Districts»
«districto

«forest»

«address»

«place»

To the Archzologist/Cultural Resource Specialist*:

My name is Chester Schmidt, and I am a graduate student in archaeology. Presently I am doing

research for my thesis; the subject is cultural resource law enforcement in the Pacific Northwest. I

am researching the quality of training now being used to inform and educate federal archaeologists/

cultural resource specialists in cultural resource laws and law enforcement techniques.

The enclosed survey is designed to obtain both information regarding your knowledge of cultural

resource law and your opinions on the subject. Some of the questions also deal with general informa-

tion that will be used in evaluating your responses.

This survey has been evaluated by Jim Keyser, Regional Archaeologist for Region 6, and Carl Davis,

Forest Archaeologist for the Willamette Forest. Both have encouraged me to continue with this

survey and are interested in the results.

I have no plans to release individual responses. The results of this survey will be used in the writing

of my thesis. Anyone interested in the results of my evaluation can obtain copies from me. If you are

interested, contact me at the above address or call.

Please complete the survey and return it in the envelope provided. As with any researcher, I consider

this survey "the most important in the world." I would greatly appreciate a prompt response.

Thank you for your time.

Chester Schmidt

* If there are no archaeologists or cultural resource specialists in your district, please
return the blank survey form in the envelope enclosed.
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Dept. of Anthropology

Oregon State University

Waldo Hall Rm. 238

Corvallis, OR 97331-6403

(503) 737-4515

«DATA MML BLM ID»
«district»

«agency»

«address»

«place»

To «name»:

My name is Chester Schmidt, and I am a graduate student in archaeology. Presently I am doing research

for my thesis; the subject is cultural resource law enforcement in the Pacific Northwest. I am researching

the quality of training now being used to inform and educate federal archaeologists /cultural resource

specialists in cultural resource laws and law enforcement techniques.

The enclosed survey is designed to obtain both information regarding your knowledge of cultural resource

law and your opinions on the subject. Some of the questions also deal with general information that will
be used in evaluating your responses.

This survey has been evaluated by Dan Hutchison, State Archaeologist for the «agency» in Idaho, and has

encouraged me to continue with this survey and is interested in the results.

I have no plans to release individual responses. The results of this survey will be used in the writing of

my thesis. If you are interested in the results of my evaluation you can obtain copies from me. Contact
me at the above address or call.

Please complete the survey and return it in the envelope provided. As with any researcher, I consider this

survey "the most important in the world." I would greatly appreciate a prompt response.

Thank you for your time.

Chester Schmidt
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Dept. of Anthropology
Oregon State University

Waldo Hall Rm. 238

Corvallis, OR 97331-6403

(503) 737-4515
«DATA MML BLM OW»
«district»
«agency»

«address»

«place»

To «name»:

My name is Chester Schmidt, and I am a graduate student in archaeology. Presently I am doing research
for my thesis; the subject is cultural resource law enforcement in the Pacific Northwest. I am researching
the quality of training now being used to inform and educate federal archaeologists /cultural resource

specialists in cultural resource laws and law enforcement techniques.

The enclosed survey is designed to obtain both information regarding your knowledge of cultural resource
law and your opinions on the subject. Some of the questions also deal with general information that will
be used in evaluating your responses.

This survey has been evaluated by Richard Hanes, State Archaeologist for the «agency» in Oregon and

Washington, and has encouraged me to continue with this survey and is also interested in the results.

I have no plans to release individual responses. The results of this survey will be used in the writing of
my thesis. If you are interested in the results of my evaluation you can obtain copies from me. Contact
me at the above address or call.

Please complete the survey and return it in the envelope provided. As with any researcher, I consider this
survey "the most important in the world." I would greatly appreciate a prompt response.

Thank you for your time.

Chester Schmidt
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Your Management Area State

1) From the list below please check off those cultural resources that are within your area, to the right of

the checked resource indicate if the resource is affected more by looting or vandalism. If the resource is

affected equally by each then check both boxes. (Before filling out this question please read definition #1

on the back page.)

Existing Prehistoric looted vandalized

camp sites (lithic scatters)

rock shelters or caves

ceremonial sites or structures

rock art (pictographs / petroglyphs)

village sites (includes pit houses)

burials

other

(specify)

other

(specify)

Historic

single buildings

residences

commercial

industrial sites (eg. logging, mining)

O roads, trails

bridges

mining ditches

Chinese mining sites

O dumps

cemeteries

other

other

(specify)

(specify)
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2) From the list below please check off those measures used in your area to protect cultural resources. To

the right of the checked measure write in a number to rate the effectiveness.

surveillance (patrols on a regular basis)

erection of physical barriers

posting of signs

closing off access

interpretation or education conducted for visitors

working with local organizations

excavation or removal or cultural resource

other

(specify)

other

(specify)

no protection measures used

1 = very effective

2 = moderately effective

3 = not effective

3) In your opinion is the illegal collection of artifacts in your area done by hobbyists, or by commercial
looters?

(Before filling out this question please read definition #2 on the back page.)

Please explain why you think this.

4) How many persons (to the best of your knowledge), on your district, have been arrested or charged
with an ARPA violation? Of these how many have been prosecuted, , and of
these how many were convicted, . How many cases are pending?



5) Do you think that ARPA is an effective deterrent? yes no

If no, why not?
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6) How many hours of training have you received in law enforcement? Of these how many

pertained to ARPA regulations?

7) Do you think your training was adequate? yes no

If no, why not?

8) Do you have arrest powers? yes fil no

9) How long have you worked with the Federal Government? years months

10) How long have you worked with cultural resources (either as an archaeologist or cultural resource

specialist)? years months

11) How long have you worked in your present district? years months

12) Are you El temporary, or permanent employee?

13) What is your rating? GS-
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14) What is the highest educational degree you hold?

Associates 0 Bachelors D Masters D Doctorate

What was your major

15) Below is a list of possible actions that could be used in case of situations affecting cultural resources,

following these are specific situations that may occur. On the line next to each scenario write in the

number of the action you believe should be taken.

1 - Ignore, (no action is taken on the situation).

2 - Lecture, (the persons involved are told of the laws that they are breaking, but with no intention of any

legal action).

3 - Warning, (the subjects are threatened with arrest, using the threat as a deterrent).

4 Arrest or charge, (the subjects should be arrested or charged with a violation).

Note*: Arresting or charging could be for any violation, not just those under ARPA.

a) A family on a picnic discovers and pockets an arrowhead.

b) A person is outlining a petroglyph with chalk.

c) During the excavation of a site you see a field technician pocket a piece of chipping debris.

d) Two men are digging a hole and screening the dirt, you find no artifacts, even after
investigating.

e) A group of individuals is using metal detectors around an old cabin site.

f)

g)

While out surveying you see a hunter pick up an arrowhead that you recognize as one you
had discovered and recorded earlier; the hunter pockets the point and continues on his way.

A person is digging in a dump behind a 100-year old building.

h) A road construction crew hired by your agency uncovers a site, and the workers are going
through the backfill collecting souvenirs from the site.

i) A family on a picnic discovers a surface scatter and is collecting the numerous flakes.

j) A fellow employee, not an archwologist, is collecting surface artifacts from a site.

k) Five men are using a backhoe to collect artifacts from a village site.

1) A young man has just finished carving his initials in part of a covered bridge that was built in
1903.
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m) A person is making a pencil rubbing of a petroglyph.

n) A group of people is camping in an area that has a high concentration of archaeological sites.

o) A person is digging in a dump that is behind a 50-year old building.

p) Two hikers are taking photographs of each other standing next to a pictograph.

q) A camper is scavenging wood from a fallen-down cabin that is 120-years old.

The last 3 scenarios involve a site that is situated next to a river. The site has been recorded and

contains a large lithic scatter.

r) A group of people is having a picnic on the site.

s) Some of the people are picking up rocks and throwing them into the river.

t) The children are making piles out of the "pretty, black rocks."

Thiscompletes the questionnaire, if you would like to make any comments, either on this survey or on the topic

please write them on a separate piece of paper and attach it to this survey.

Thank You for your cooperation.
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Definitions

I) For question #1 you will note that there are two categories for site destruction. The first is "looted,"

this term refers to the destruction of a site for the purpose of stealing artifacts. This includes illegal

digging, surface collection, removal of rock art, removal of standing structures (parts or whole), and any

other activity for the purpose of removing artifacts for personal or commercial gain.

The second is "vandalism," this term refers to the inadvertent destruction of sites through activities not

related to artifact theft. Some examples are; defacement of rock art, destruction of historic buildings by

malicious mischief (spray painting, or shooting at), or "burning out" on top of a lithic scatter with a

vehicle.

2) In question #3 the term "hobbyists" refers to those persons who collect artifacts for their own personal

gratification, with no intention of selling all or part of their collections. "Commercial looters" refers to

professional collectors who will "pot" a site for the express purpose of selling what they find, either

locally or nationally to art dealers or collectors.
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My name is Chester Schmidt, and I am a graduate student in archaeology. Presently I am doing research
for my thesis; the subject is cultural resource law enforcement in the Pacific Northwest. I am researching
the quality of training now being used to inform and educate federal archaeologists /cultural resource

specialists in cultural resource laws and law enforcement techniques.

Several months ago I sent out a survey to the district archaeologists in Washington and Oregon. The
survey contained demographic questions as well as specific questions dealing with cultural resources and
cultural resource law and law enforcement. One of the questions consisted of 20 one-line scenarios of
fictitious situations (refer to the last question in the enclosed survey). In order to test the responses I need
a control group. Your answers, in conjunction with responses from other law enforcement personnel, will
be used as a comparative tool to measure the correctness of the responses by the archaeologists. The data

acquired from your responses will not be used to measure your ability in handling these situations.

I have no plans to release individual responses. The results of this survey will be used in the writing of my
thesis. Anyone interested in the results of my evaluation can obtain copies from me. If you are interested,
contact me at the above address or call.

If you wish to check on my validity please contact Oregon State University, Dept. of Anthropology 737-

4515, or contact Special Agent Tom Russel, Fort Rock Ranger District, Deschutes National Forest.

Please complete the survey and return it in the envelope provided. If there are other law enforcement
personnel on your district who you think would be interested in filling out this survey, please feel free to
copy it and have them return it to me.

Thank you for your time.

Chester Schmidt

Note: I have sent one of these surveys to each of the districts within your forest.



1) How long have you worked in the Federal Government? years months

2) How long have you worked as a law enforcement agent? years months

3) Approximately how many hours of law enforcement training have you received?
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4) Below is a list of possible actions that could be used in case of situations affecting cultural resources,

following these are specific situations that may occur. On the line next to each scenario write in the

number of the action you believe should be taken. (Please, 1 answer only per scenario)

1 - Ignore, (no action is taken on the situation).

2 - Lecture, (the persons involved are told of the laws that they are breaking, but with no intention of any

legal action).

3 - Warning, (the subjects are threatened with arrest, using the threat as a deterrent).

4 - Arrest or charge, (the subjects should be arrested or charged with a violation).

Note*: Arresting or charging could be for any violation, not just those under ARPA.

Also to law enforcement personnel filling out this survey, some of the questions are specifically

addressed to archaeologists. To answer the scenario just look at the situation from your

perspective.

a) A family on a picnic discovers and pockets an arrowhead.

b) A person is outlining a petroglyph with chalk.

c) During the excavation of a site you see a field technician pocket a piece of chipping debris.

d) Two men are digging a hole and screening the dirt, you find no artifacts, even after

investigating.

e) A group of individuals is using metal detectors around an old cabin site.

0 While out surveying you see a hunter pick up an arrowhead that you recognize as one you

had discovered and recorded earlier; the hunter pockets the point and continues on his way.

g) A person is digging in a dump behind a 100-year old building.

h) A road construction crew hired by your agency uncovers a site, and the workers are going

through the backfill collecting souvenirs from the site.
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i) A family on a picnic discovers a surface scatter and is collecting the numerous flakes.

j) A fellow employee, not an archwologist, is collecting surface artifacts from a site.

k) Five men are using a backhoe to collect artifacts from a village site.

1) A young man has just finished carving his initials in part of a covered bridge that was built in

1903.

m) A person is making a pencil rubbing of a petroglyph.

n) A group of people is camping in an area that has a high concentration of archaeological sites.

o) A person is digging in a dump that is behind a 50-year old building.

p)

q)

Two hikers are taking photographs of each other standing next to a pictograph.

A camper is scavenging wood from a fallen-down cabin that is 120-years old.

The last 3 scenarios involve a site that is situated next to a river. The site has been recorded and

contains a large lithic scatter.

r) A group of people is having a picnic on the site.

s) Some of the people are picking up rocks and throwing them into the river.

t) The children are making piles out of the "pretty, black rocks."

This completes the questionnaire.

Thank You for your cooperation.




