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SCHOOL OF ARCHAEOLOGY 1 

University of the Philippines Diliman 2 

 3 

 4 

 5 

PROPOSED CURRICULAR REVISION OF THE 6 

MASTER OF ARTS IN ARCHAEOLOGY DEGREE PROGRAM 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

I. Background/Rationale 11 

 12 

The School of Archaeology (UPSA), formerly Archaeological Studies Program, at the 13 

University of the Philippines Diliman was established on August 24, 1995. It became a 14 

school on November 10, 2022. Multidisciplinary in nature, UPSA is designed to oversee and 15 

coordinate instructional, research and extension activities pertaining to the systematic 16 

discovery, reclamation, analysis, presentation, and preservation of the material remains of 17 

past cultures. UPSA offers Diploma, MA/MS, and PhD programs in coordination with the 18 

different colleges of the University of the Philippines, Diliman. For the MA/MS degree 19 

programs, the student can specialize either in Prehistory, Historical Archaeology, or Resource 20 

Management. Currently, UPSA offers 30 MA/MS courses of which 7 are core courses, and 4 21 

PhD level courses.  22 

This proposed curricular revision is based on the submitted 2019 IAADS which indicated that 23 

the last curricular review was conducted in 2016 when UPSA shifted from a semestral 24 

calendar to a trimestral one. UPSA instituted the PhD Program in 2009 including new courses 25 

i.e., Archaeo 301: Advanced Field Methods, Archaeo 302: Heritage Management, and 26 

Archaeo 399: Independent Study. The Diploma Program’s curriculum is simultaneously 27 

being revised.  28 

 29 

In 2019, funding from the Academic Program Improvement allowed UPSA to conduct a 30 

curricular review of the PhD Program. The changes proposed here are some of the results of 31 

two workshops conducted in 2019. In 2021, the PhD Program was revised to accommodate 32 

students with different backgrounds. In 2022, the revised PhD Program was approved by the 33 

University Council and the Board of Regents.  34 

 35 

UPSA has two degrees under the Master’s program, the Master’s in Arts and Master’s in 36 

Science. MA students must enlist in an MA course for their cognate and MS students in an 37 

MS course.   38 

 39 

For the MA program, we want to add two existing courses to be included as core courses 40 

because students will be informed of Philippine archaeology because (a) at the moment, there 41 

is no undergraduate degree in archaeology in the University or anywhere in the Philippines, 42 

(b) applicants to the program are graduates of varied BA and BS programs and have little 43 
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knowledge about Philippine archaeology and (c) for students to have knowledge of the 1 

ethical and legal practice of archaeology. Thus, increasing the number of units from 42 to 48. 2 

A survey of the existing 2014 UPD General Catalogue show that other Colleges also offer 42 3 

to 48 units in their MA programs i.e. 45 units: MA Physics, Master of Music (Instrumental 4 

Performance: Piano, Strings and Guitar, Winds and Percussion); Master of Music 5 

(Musicology); Master of Music (Music Education); Master in Education (42-45 units); and 48 6 

units: Master of Music (Choral/Instrumental Conducting).  7 

 8 

In the workshops, the mission and vision were also revised to reflect the current practice of 9 

the UPSA:  10 

 11 

MISSION 12 

The program oversees and coordinates instructional, research, and extension activities 13 

pertaining to the systematic discovery, reclamation, analysis, interpretation, and conservation 14 

of the material remains of our human cultural past. 15 

 16 

VISION 17 

Archaeology in UP Diliman must actively advance the study of archaeology at the highest 18 

accepted quality. It must strive to actively generate new data and push the frontiers of 19 

knowledge. As an academic unit of UP Diliman, it must be at the core of the best archaeology 20 

institutions in the world, while raising the archaeological consciousness of Filipinos. 21 

 22 

II. Program Learning Outcomes for the Master’s in Archaeology1   23 

At the end of the program, graduates are expected to:  24 

1. Apply the methodology of archaeology in independent research.  25 

2. Practice specialized training in archaeology. 26 

3. Participate in archaeological research opportunities. 27 

4. Conduct independent research in the form of a thesis. 28 

 29 

III. Revision of Courses 30 

 31 

A. Change in Course Title, Description, Course Prerequisites 32 

 33 

1.  34 

From:  Archaeo 251 Underwater Archaeology in Southeast Asia. History,  35 

               concepts, and methods in underwater archaeology  36 

Prerequisite: Core courses and/or COI and students must be certified 37 

divers 38 

To:  Archaeo 251 Maritime and Underwater Archaeology. History, 39 

concepts, and methods in maritime and underwater archaeology 40 

 Prerequisite: Archaeo 201 Foundations of Archaeology 41 

 42 

Justification: The prerequisite is made specific to be Archaeo 201: Foundations 43 

of Archaeology. This course is also taken by non-UPSA graduate students. 44 

 
1 PLOs was the output of the 2019 API-funded workshops.  
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Requiring Archaeo 201 ensures that graduate students have learned the 1 

fundamentals of archaeology before enlisting in higher archaeology 2 

courses. Diver certification is not required.  3 

 4 

Program/s Affected: MS and PhD in Archaeology 5 

 6 

B. Change in Course Description and Prerequisites 7 

  8 

1. Archaeo 241 Mortuary Analysis in Archaeology 9 

 10 

From:  Course Description: Theories and methods in the analysis of skeletal 11 

remains and human burial practices, with emphasis on Southeast Asia.  12 

 13 

Prerequisites: Archaeo 201 Foundations of Archaeology,  14 

Archaeo 240 Human Palaeontology 15 

 16 

To:  Course Description: Theoretical approaches in the study of mortuary               17 

                sites.  18 

Prerequisite: Archaeo 204 Scientific Archaeological Analysis 19 

 20 

Justification: The change in course description is more encompassing of the           21 

              contents of the syllabus and investigates aspects of the burials other  22 

              than the skeletons. Students must have finished Archaeo 204 to ensure 23 

that they have learned the basics of archaeological analyses which they 24 

can apply in higher archaeology courses.  25 

 26 

Program/s Affected: MS and PhD in Archaeology 27 

 28 

V.  Abolition of a course 29 

 30 

Archaeo 205 Scientific Illustration and Photography for Archaeology 31 

 32 

Justification: The competencies developed here are already covered in Archaeo 33 

204: Scientific Archaeological Analyses, Archaeo 206: Field Methods in 34 

Archaeology, and Archaeo 207: Laboratory and Applied Analysis of 35 

Archaeological Remains. In addition, this course was last offered in the 36 

Second Semester, AY 2014-2015. Thus, no current student is affected by 37 

the abolition of this course.  38 

 39 

Program/s Affected: MS and PhD in Archaeology 40 

 41 

 42 

 43 

 44 
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VI. Change in Program Requirements 1 

 2 

A. Change in Course Classification from Elective to Core Course 3 

1. Archaeo 220 Philippine Prehistoric Archaeology 4 

 5 

Justification:  This is proposed to be a core course to ensure that all students who have 6 

varied undergraduate degrees have adequate knowledge of current research in 7 

Philippine archaeology when they graduate from UPSA. 8 

  9 

2. Archaeo 260 Archaeological Resource Management 10 

  11 

Justification: This is proposed to be a core course to ensure that all students have 12 

knowledge of the ethics, issues, and concerns relevant to archaeological heritage 13 

management, site protection, and archaeological practice.  14 

 15 

B. Change in Total Number of Units of Required Courses 16 

From: 21 units 17 

To: 27 units 18 

 19 

Justification: Added Archaeo 220 Philippine Prehistoric Archaeology and 260: 20 

Archaeological Resource Management as core courses. 21 
 22 

C. Change in the total number of units   23 

 24 

 From: 42 units  25 

 To:  48 units 26 

 27 

Justification: There is an increase of a total of 6 units because of the additions of two 28 

core courses: Archaeo 220 Philippine Prehistoric Archaeology and 260: 29 

Archaeological Resource Management as core courses.  30 

 31 

 Number of units Difference in units 

Subjects Existing Proposed  

Required courses 21 27 +6 

Elective 12 12 0 

Cognate 3 3 0 

Thesis 6 6 0 

Total 42 48 +6 

  32 

 33 
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D.  Change in Program Length 1 

  2 

 From: 2 years 3 

 To:  2 years and 1 trimester 4 

 5 

Justification: The change from two years to two years and one trimester is because of 6 

the addition of two core courses (6 units): Archaeo 220 Philippine Prehistoric 7 

Archaeology and 260: Archaeological Resource Management 8 

 9 

 10 

IV. Summary of Proposed Changes 11 

  12 

Nature Existing Proposed 

Revision of courses 
1. Change in Course 

Title, Description, 

and Prerequisites  

Archaeo 251 Underwater 

Archaeology in Southeast Asia 

History, concepts, and methods 

in underwater archaeology 

Prerequisites: Core courses 

and/or COI 

Archaeo 251 Maritime and 

Underwater Archaeology. 

History, concepts, and 

methods in maritime and 

underwater archaeology  

Prerequisite: Archaeo 201 

Foundations of 

Archaeology  
2.  Change in Course 

Description and 

Prerequisites  

Archaeo 241 Mortuary 

Analysis in Archaeology. 

Theories and methods in the 

analysis of skeletal remains 

and human burial practices, 

with emphasis on Southeast 

Asia 

Prerequisite: Archaeo 201 

Foundations of Archaeology 

Archaeo 240 Human 

Palaeontology 

Archaeo 241 Mortuary 

Analysis in Archaeology. 

Theoretical approaches in 

the study of mortuary sites  

Prerequisite: Archaeo 204 

Scientific Archaeological 

Analysis 

Abolition of a Course  Archaeo 205 Scientific Illustration and Photography for  

Archaeology 

Change in Program Requirements  
1. Change in Course 

Classification from 

Elective to Core 

Course 

Archaeo 220 Philippine Prehistoric Archaeology  

Archaeo 260 Archaeological Resource Management  

2. Change in total number of units  
42 units 48 units 

3. Change in Program Length  
2 years 2 years and 1trimester  
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VI. Checklist of Existing and Proposed Curricula 1 

 2 

            Approval of Existing Curriculum: 

                    140th UC 05 Sept 2016 
                     President’s Approval  

                            26 Sept 2016                    Proposed (48 units) 

Existing Program  Units Proposed Program  Units  

First Year, First Term   First Year, First Trimester   

Archaeo 201* 3 Archaeo 201* 3 

Archaeo 202 3 Archaeo 202 3 

    Archaeo 220 3 

First Year, Second Term   First Year, Second Trimester   

Archaeo 204  3 Archaeo 204  3 

Archaeo 269 3 Archaeo 269 3 

    Archaeo 260* 3 

First Year, Third Term***    First Year, Third Trimester***    

Archaeo 206 3 Archaeo 206 3 

Archaeo 207 3 Archaeo 207 3 

Second Year, First Term   Second Year, First Trimester   

Elective 1 3 Elective 1 3 

Elective 2 3 Elective 2 3 

Cognate** 3 Cognate** 3 

Second Year, Second Term   Second Year, Second Trimester   

Elective 3 3 Elective 3 3 

Elective 4 3 Elective 4 3 

Archaeo 299  3 Archaeo 299  3 

Second Year, Third Term    Second Year, Third Trimester    

Archaeo 300  6 Archaeo 300  3 

    Third Year, First Trimester   

    Archaeo 300  3 

Total  42 Total  48 
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*Offered in the 1st and 2nd Terms 

in the Proposed Curriculum 

**Cognate which is taken outside 

of the program has to be taken by 

the student during the regular / 

semestral calendar as an additional 

matriculation. 

***The shift from the second 

semester offering for Archaeo 206 

and 207 to the 3rd term would 

ensure that the field activity is 

conducted during the summer 

months and that prerequisites for 

the said subjects are taken in the 

first and second terms.  

*Offered in the 1st and 2nd Trimester 

in the Proposed Curriculum 

**Cognate which is taken outside of 

the program must be taken by the 

student during the regular / semestral 

calendar as an additional matriculation.  

***The shift from the second semester 

offering for Archaeo 206 and 207 to 

the 3rd trimester would ensure that the 

field activity is conducted during the 

summer months and that prerequisites 

for the said subjects are taken in the 

first and second trimesters.  

 
 1 

V. B. Comparative Table of the Program Learning Objectives of the MA and MS 2 

Programs in Archaeology 3 

 4 

Program Learning Outcomes for the MA in Archaeology  5 

After completing the MA in Archaeology program, the student is expected to: 6 

1. Apply the methodology of archaeology in independent research.  7 

2. Practice specialized training in archaeology. 8 

3. Participate in archaeological research opportunities. 9 

4. Conduct independent research in the form of a thesis. 10 

 11 

Program Learning Outcomes for the MS in Archaeology  12 

After completing the MS in Archaeology program, the student is expected to: 13 

1. Apply various analytical methodologies of archaeology.  14 

2. Practice specialized science and laboratory-based training in archaeology. 15 

3. Participate in archaeological research opportunities. 16 

4. Conduct independent research in the form of a thesis. 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

 27 

 28 

 29 

 30 

 31 

 32 

 33 
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Courses Program Learning Outcomes 

MA MS 

MA  

(Existing) 

MA 

proposed 

MS  

(Existing) 

MS 

proposed 

PLO 

1 

PLO 

2 

PLO 

3 

PLO 

4 

PLO 

1 

PLO 

2 

PLO 

3 

PLO 

4 

Core Courses 

201* 201* 201* 201* 

202 202 202 202 

204 204 204 204 

269 269 269 269 

206 206 206 206 

207 207 207 207 

299 299 299 299 

300 300 300 300 

220 220 

260* 260* 

Cognate** Cognate** Cognate** Cognate** 

Electives 

Elective 1 Elective 1 Elective 1 Elective 1 

Elective 2 Elective 2 Elective 2 Elective 2 

Elective 3 Elective 3 Elective 3 Elective 3 

Elective 4 Elective 4 Elective 4 Elective 4 

Notation for MA/MS Courses 1 
*Offered in the 1st and 2nd Trimester of the proposed curriculum 2 

3 
4 
5 

**Cognate which is taken outside of the program must be taken by the student during the regular / semestral calendar as 

    an additional matriculation. 

***The shift from the second semester offering for Archaeo 206 and 207 to the 3rd trimester would ensure that the  
      field activity is conducted during the summer months and that prerequisites for the said subjects are taken in the    
      first and second trimesters.

6 
7 .  

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
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Master of Arts in Archaeology 

School of Archaeology  

 

  

FIRST YEAR 

1st Trimester 9 units Grade 2nd Trimester 9 units 3rd Trimester 6 units 

Archaeo 201* 3 Archaeo 204  3 Archaeo 206 3 

Archaeo 202 3 Archaeo 269 3 Archaeo 207 3 

Archaeo 220 3 Archaeo 260* 3 

SECOND YEAR 

1st Trimester 9 units Grade 2nd Trimester 9 units 3rd Trimester 3 units 

Elective 1 3 Elective 3 3 Archaeo 300 3 

Elective 2 3 Elective 4 3 

Cognate** 3 Archaeo 299 3 

THIRD YEAR 

1st Trimester 3 units Grade 2nd Trimester units 3rd Trimester units 

Archaeo 300 3 

TOTAL 48  units 

Notation for MA 

*Offered in the 1st and 2nd Trimester in the proposed curriculum

**Cognate which is taken outside of the program must be taken by the student during the regular / semestral calendar as an additional 
matriculation.  

*** The shift from the second semester offering for Archaeo 206 and 207 to the 3rd trimester would ensure that the field activity is conducted 
during the summer months and that prerequisites for the said subjects are taken in the first and second trimesters. 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE REVISION OF ARCHAEO 251 1 
MARITIME AND UNDERWATER ARCHAEOLOGY 2 

 3 

A. Course Catalogue Description 4 

 5 

1. Course Number: Archaeo 251 6 

2. Course Title: Maritime and Underwater Archaeology  7 

3. Course Description: History, concepts, and methods in maritime and 8 

underwater archaeology 9 

4. Prerequisite: Archaeo 201 Foundations of Archaeology  10 

5. Semester Offered: First, Second and Third Trimesters  11 

6. Course Credit: 3 units 12 

7. Number of Hours: 3 hours 13 

8. Meeting Type: lecture 14 

9. Course Goal/s: To review the history, concepts, and methods in maritime 15 

and underwater archaeology. 16 

 17 

B. Rationale: For students to have a critical understanding of maritime and 18 

underwater archaeology and to provide them substantial information that they 19 

can use later in their studies and professional practice.  20 

 21 

C. Course Outline 22 

 23 

1. Course Outcomes (CO) 24 

Upon completing the course, students must be able to: 25 

CO 1. Appreciate the scope, history, and development of maritime and 26 

underwater archaeology  27 

CO 2.  Identify the theoretical and applied perspectives of maritime and 28 

underwater archaeology 29 

CO 3.   Critically examine legal and ethical issues concerning maritime and 30 

underwater archaeology 31 

CO 4.  Recognize current research gaps in maritime and underwater 32 

archaeology 33 

 34 
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1.1 Course Outcomes and Relationship to Program Learning Outcomes 1 

 2 

I - Introduced; D - Demonstrated; R – Reinforced 3 

 4 

A. Apply the methodology of archaeology in independent research. 5 

B. Practice specialized training in archaeology. 6 

C. Participate in archaeological research opportunities. 7 

D. Conduct independent research in the form of a thesis. 8 

 9 

2. Course Content  10 

Course 

Topics 

No. of 

Hours 

I. Introduction to maritime archaeology 

A. Underwater archaeology 

B. Nautical archaeology 

C. Seafaring 

D. Maritime culture 

8 

II. Underwater archaeology 

A. Shipwrecks/ ship abandonment 

B. Ships’ cargo and contents 

C. Ship construction 

D. Submerged landscapes 

E. Submerged land or aircraft 

F. Methods in underwater archaeology 

12 

III. Nautical archaeology 

A. History and theory of watercraft construction  

B. Terminology 

C. Understanding hull lines 

D. Hull analysis 

E. Recording watercraft 

F. Recording and researching watercraft in the archaeological record 

12 

 

Course 

Outcomes 

Program Learning 

Outcomes* 

A B C D 

 

CO1 Appreciate the scope, history, and development of 

maritime and underwater archaeology 

I    

CO2 Identify the theoretical and applied perspectives of 

maritime and underwater archaeology 

D    

CO3 Critically examine legal and ethical issues concerning 

maritime and underwater archaeology 

 R   

CO4 Recognize current research gaps in maritime and 

underwater archaeology 

 R   
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IV. Maritime Landscapes 

A. Definition  

B. Case studies  

8 

V. Issues in maritime archaeology 

A. Ethics 

B. Legal Instruments 

C. Management and protection 

 

8 

VI. Synthesis 4 

Total  48 

  

3. Course Coverage 1 

 2 
 

 

Week 

 

Learning 

Outcome/s 

 

 

Course Topic 

 

Essential 

or Key 

Questions 

Suggested 

Teaching 

and 

Learning 

Activities 

Suggested 

Assessment 

Tools/Activities 

Core 

Readings/Learning 

Resources  

1-2 The student 

should be able 

to:  

a) discuss the 

scope and 

boundaries 

of maritime 

and 

underwater 

archaeolog

y 

b) gain 

substantial 

insights 

into the 

beginnings 

of maritime 

and 

underwater 

archaeolog

y 

I. Introduction to 

Maritime and 

underwater 

archaeology 

A. Underwater 

archaeology 

B. Nautical 

archaeology 

C. Seafaring 

D. Maritime 

culture 

 

What is 

maritime and 

underwater 

archaeology 

and its 

subdisciplines

? 

What 

influenced the 

emergence of 

maritime and 

underwater 

archaeology? 

Lecture 

Discussion 

Film 

viewing 

Discussion  

Reaction paper on 

assigned readings 

(wk 2) 

Babits, L. and H. Van 

Tilburg 1998. 

Bass, G. 2011.  

Bednarik, R. 2003.  

Muckelroy, K. 1978. 

Richards, N. 2013. 

Ford et al. 2020.  

 

Film Viewing: 

Archaeology in the 

final frontier 

Indianapolis PBS 

Video 

3-5 The student 

should be able 

to: 

a) Identify 

various 

types of 

underwater 

archaeolog

y sites 

b) Comment 

II. Underwater 

archaeology 

A. Shipwrecks/ 

ship 

abandonmen

t 

B. Ships’ cargo 

and contents 

C. Ship 

construction 

What can 

shipwrecks tell 

us? 

What are other 

examples of 

underwater 

sites?  

 

Is underwater 

Lecture 

Discussion 

Film 

viewing 

Practical 

exercises 

Discussion 

Reaction paper on 

assigned readings 

Adams, J. 2001.  

Baker, W. 1998.  

Dizon, E. 1992. 

Green, J. 2004. 

Orillaneda, B. and W. 

Ronquillo. 2011.  

Ronquillo, W. 1990. 

Ford et al. 2020. 

McCarthy et al. 2019 
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on the 

limitations 

of working 

underwater 

c) Identify 

methods of 

conducting 

archaeolog

y 

underwater 

d) Assess the 

significance 

of 

underwater 

archaeolog

y 

D. Submerged 

landscapes 

E. Submerged 

land- or aircraft 

F.  Methods in 

underwater 

archaeology 

archaeology 

always 

maritime? 

How is 

underwater 

archaeology 

practiced? 

 

Film Viewing: 

Time capsules: the 

Maritime Archaeology 

of the Baltic Sea 

6-8 The student 

should be able 

to: 

a) Explain 

watercraft 

developme

nt and 

traditions 

b) Define 

basic 

nautical 

terms 

c) Analyse 

hull shapes 

in relation 

to 

performanc

e and 

function 

d) Record 

simple hull 

lines 

 

III. Nautical 

archaeology 

A. History and 

theory of 

watercraft 

construction  

B. Terminology 

C. Understanding 

hull lines 

D. Hull analysis 

E. Recording 

watercraft 

F. Recording and 

researching 

watercraft in the 

archaeological 

record 

What is the 

importance of 

nautical 

archaeology? 

What can we 

learn from 

watercraft 

remains? 

What do we 

know about 

watercraft 

development? 

How are 

watercraft 

recorded? 

 

Lecture 

Discussion 

Film 

viewing 

Practical 

exercises 

Discussion 

Reaction paper on 

assigned readings 

Presentation (wk 

7) 

Adams, J. 2001. 

Adams, J. and J. 

Rönnby. 2013. 

Clark, P., et al. 1993. 

Gould, R. 2000. 

Green et al. 1995. 

Hasslöf, O. 1972. 

Hocker, F. and C. 

Ward. 2004 

Kimura, J. 2016. 

Lacsina, L. 2016. 

Steffy, J.R. 1994. 

Ford et al. 2020. 

 

Film viewing: 

How to make and use 

tree nails 

How Viking Ship 

Builders made a plank 

Building Frames for a 

small boat 

Boatbuilding in 

southern Thailand 

Boatbuilding in Sulu 

9 The student 

should be able 

to: 

a) Explain the 

concept of 

maritime 

landscapes 

b) Examine 

how 

maritime 

landscapes 

can be 

applied in 

archaeolog

y 

IV. Maritime 

Landscapes 

A. Definition 

B. Case studies 

 

 

How does the 

concept aid us 

in 

reconstructing 

the past? 

Lecture 

Discussion 

 

Discussion 

Reaction paper on 

assigned readings 

Ford 2011. 

Westerdahl 1992. 

Westerdahl 1994. 

Ford et al. 2020. 
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10-11 The student 

should be able 

to: 

a) Comment 

on ethical 

issues in 

maritime 

and 

underwater 

archaeolog

y 

b) Evaluate 

perspective

s involved 

in the topic 

c) Apply legal 

instruments 

covering 

maritime 

and 

underwater 

archaeolog

y 

d) Create a 

site 

managemen

t plan  

V. Issues in 

maritime 

archaeology 

A. Ethics 

B. Legal 

Instruments 

C. Management 

and protection 

 

What threatens 

and endangers 

maritime and 

underwater 

archaeological 

sites? 

What has been 

done to 

address the 

threats in 

different parts 

of the world? 

 

Lecture 

Discussion 

Film 

viewing 

Discussion 

Reaction paper on 

assigned readings 

(wk 10) 

Presentation (wk 

11) 

 

Flecker, M. 2002.  

Lim et al. 2021. 

Maarleveld, T. 2011. 

McCarthy, M. 2006. 

Prott, L. (ed). 2006 

Ford et al. 2020. 

 

Film viewing: 

WWII shipwrecks 

sold as scrap in 

Indonesia - YouTube 

12  VI. Synthesis  Discussion Submission of 

final paper 

 

4. Course Requirements 1 

 2 

Individual reaction papers  3 

Participation in class discussions 4 

Practical exercises 5 

Individual reports 6 

Final paper 7 

 8 

D. References 9 

Adams, J. 2001. Ships and Boats as Archaeological Source Material. World Archaeology 10 

32(3):292–310. 11 

 12 

Adams, J. 2013. A maritime archaeology of ships. First ed. Oxbow Books, Oxford. 13 

 14 

Adams, J. and J. Rönnby. 2013. Interpreting Shipwrecks: Maritime Archaeological 15 

Approaches. Highfield Press, Southampton. 16 

 17 

Babits, L. and H. Van Tilburg (eds.). 1998. Maritime archaeology: A reader of substantive 18 

and theoretical contributions. Plenum, New York. 19 
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 4 

Baker, W. 1998. The Technical Importance of Shipwreck Archaeology. In Maritime 5 

Archaeology: A Reader of Substantive and Theoretical Contributions, edited by Lawrence E. 6 

Babits and Hans Van Tilburg. Plenum, New York and London. 7 

 8 

Bass, G. 1983. A Plea for Historical Particularism in Nautical Archaeology In Shipwreck 9 

Anthropology, edited by R. A. Gould, pp. 91–104. University of New Mexico Press, 10 

Albuquerque. 11 

 12 

Bass, G. 2011. The development of maritime archaeology. In The Oxford handbook of 13 
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University Press, Oxford. 15 

 16 
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307. 21 
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 24 
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York. 26 

 27 

Clark, P., J. Green, T. Vosmer and R. Santiago 1993. The Butuan Two Boat known as a 28 
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 1 
PROPOSAL FOR THE REVISION OF ARCHAEO 241 2 

MORTUARY ANALYSIS IN ARCHAEOLOGY 3 
 4 

A. Course Catalogue Description 5 

 6 

1. Course Number: Archaeo 241 7 

2. Course Title: Mortuary Analysis in Archaeology 8 

1. Course Description: Theoretical approaches in the study of mortuary sites.  9 

2. Prerequisite: Archaeo 204 Scientific Archaeological Analysis 10 

3. Semester Offered: First and Second Trimesters  11 

4. Course Credit: 3 units 12 

5. Number of Hours: 3 hours 13 

6. Meeting Type: Lecture 14 

7. Course Goal/s: To analyse archaeological evidence found in burials for the 15 

reconstruction of past societies and to evaluate issues concerning the 16 

interpretation of burial sites.  17 

 18 

B. Rationale: For students to have a critical understanding of mortuary sites and to 19 

provide them substantial methods and theories that they can use later in preparing for 20 

their master’s thesis 21 

 22 

C. Course Outline 23 

 24 

1. Course Outcomes (CO) 25 

Upon completing the course, students must be able to: 26 

CO 1. Synthesise the different evidence for mortuary sites  27 

CO 2. Apply methods and theories learned in Archaeo 201 and 204 28 

CO 3. Evaluate concepts in understanding mortuary sites   29 

CO 4. Examine issues and ethical concerns related to research on mortuary 30 

sites  31 

 32 

1.1. Course Outcomes and Relationship to Program Learning Outcomes 33 

 

Course 

Outcomes 

Program Learning 

Outcomes* 

A B C D 

 

CO 1. Synthesise the different evidence for mortuary sites  I D   

CO 2. Apply methods and theories learned in Archaeo 201 

and 204 
D R   

CO 3. Evaluate concepts in understanding mortuary sites   D R   

CO 4. Examine issues and ethical concerns related to 

research on mortuary sites 
R R   
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I - Introduced; D - Demonstrated; R – Reinforced 1 

A. Apply the methodology of archaeology in independent research.  2 

B. Practice specialized training in archaeology. 3 

C. Participate in archaeological research opportunities. 4 

D. Conduct independent research in the form of a thesis. 5 

 6 

2. Course Content  7 

 8 

Course 

Topics 

No. of 

Hours 

I. What can we learn from the dead?  

      A. Introduction to mortuary concepts 

      B. Examining different mortuary sites  

4 

II. Analogy in the interpretation of mortuary sites  

A. Data from ethnohistory and ethnography 

4 

III. The body 

A. Different treatments of the body 

4 

IV. Mortuary objects 

A. Meanings and values of mortuary objects 

4 

V. Status and rank in mortuary sites 

      A. Social markers in mortuary sites 

4 

VI. Identity representations in mortuary sites  

A. Age 

B. Gender 

C. Ethnicity 

D. Religion 

4 

VII. Past cosmologies based on mortuary sites 

A. Representation of early belief systems 

4 

VIII. Where are the Dead 

A. Immortality and funerary monuments 

4 

IX. Political uses of the body or graves 

A. Afterlife of bodies 

4 

X. Repatriation of skeletal remains and burial issues 

A. Ethical issues surrounding mortuary sites 

4 

XI. Colonial interventions  

A. Impact of colonialism on burial practices 

4 

XII. Synthesis 4 

Total  48 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 
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3. Course Coverage 1 
 2 
 

 

 Week 

 

Learning     

outcome/s 

 

 

   Course Topic 

 

Essential or Key 

Questions 

Suggested 

Teaching 

and 

Learning 

Activities 

Suggested 

Assessment 

Tools/Activities 

1 I. The student should 

be able to:  

a. Explain the 

key 

concepts of 

mortuary 

sites 

b. Identify 

what 

constitutes a 

mortuary 

site.  

I. What can we 

learn from the 

dead? 

 

A. Introduction 

to mortuary 

concepts  

 

B.Examining 

different 

mortuary sites 

 

 

a. What can we learn from 

mortuary sites?  

 

b. Why is the study of 

mortuary sites significant?  

Lecture Essay 

2 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Evaluate the 

use of 

analogy in 

interpreting 

mortuary 

sites.  

b. Justify the 

validity of 

using 

analogy  

II. Analogy in the 

interpretation of 

mortuary sites  

 

A. Data from 

ethnohistory and 

ethnography 

a. How would you reconcile 

ethnography, ethnohistory, 

and folklore with 

archaeology when 

interpreting burial sites?  

 

b. What could we learn from 

each field that will be useful 

in understanding burial sites?  

 

c. What can archaeological 

data say about analogy?  

Lecture, 

reporting 

Essay 

3 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Illustrate the 

role of the 

body in 

mortuary 

sites.  

b. Demonstrate 

how bodies 

are treated 

in 

differently 

in the past.  

III. The body 

 

A. Different 

treatments of the 

body 

a. Why is the body important 

in performing mortuary 

rituals? What is the power of 

the body?  

 

b. Explain why some 

societies deliberately 

preserve the body while 

others destroy the body in 

the context of secondary 

burials, cremation, 

cannibalism, and sometimes 

complete disposal of it that 

leave no material remains.   

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

 

4 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Identify the 

categories 

of mortuary 

goods.  

b. Explain the 

IV. Mortuary 

objects 

Meanings and 

values of 

mortuary objects 

a. What constitutes a 

mortuary good?  

 

b. What meanings are 

represented by the mortuary 

goods?  

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 
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roles of 

mortuary 

goods. 

5 The student should 

be able to:  

 

a. Examine status 

and rank in burials 

b. Correlate the type 

of society to 

mortuary rituals.  

c. Compare health 

and diet of 

individuals 

V. Status and rank 

in mortuary sites 

      A. Social 

markers in 

mortuary sites 

a. How is status and rank 

determined in mortuary 

sites?  

 

b. What would the common 

markers of the following: 

socio-economic 

status/wealthy elites, socio-

political status/socio-political 

elites, politico-religious 

status/ sacral leadership?  

 

b. How does the socio-

economic-religious-political 

order/s of a period of history 

affect/s burial places and 

mortuary rituals?   

 

c. Were diet and diseases 

status specific?  

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

6 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Examine the 

archaeological 

evidence for the 

representations of 

identities 

 

b.  Discuss the 

development of 

identity research in 

archaeology.  

 

c. Assess the 

importance of gender 

in archaeology.  

VI. Identity 

representations in 

mortuary sites  

A. Age 

B. Gender 

C. Ethnicity 

D. Religion 

a. How is identity 

created, negotiated, 

manifested, and 

represented in 

archaeology? 

b. How was identity 

studied in cultural-

historical 

approaches, 

processual, and 

post-processual?  

c. Why should we 

include gender in 

our study of 

archaeology?  

d. What is a ‘deviant’ 

burial?  

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

7 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Evaluate the 

archaeological 

evidence for 

cosmology.  

b. Demonstrate past 

cosmology through 

regional connections.  

VII. Past 

cosmologies 

based on mortuary 

sites 

 

A. Representation 

of early belief 

systems 

a. What is cosmology 

and how is this 

manifested in burial 

sites?  

b. What is the 

relationship of 

mortuary rituals to 

cosmology?  

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

8 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Assess evidence 

for immortality in 

burials.  

b. Classify the 

VIII. Where are 

the Dead 

 

A. Immortality 

and funerary 

monuments 

a. How is immortality 

achieved through 

mortuary rites?  

b. When is the dead 

considered ‘sacred’ 

and ‘profane’?  

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 
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locations of the dead 

and their relationship 

to the living.  

c. What do the place/s 

of the dead mean to 

the community?  

d. How can we 

identify ancestor 

worship in burials? 

9 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Trace the 

biography of burial 

sites and bodies.  

IX. Political uses 

of the body or 

graves 

 

A. Afterlife of 

bodies 

a. How were bodies used to 

forward a political agenda?  

 

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

10 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Examine key 

ethical issues in 

excavating, curating, 

displaying, and 

storing human 

remains.  

b. Identify the 

relationship of 

colonization to the 

curation of human 

remains.  

 

X. Repatriation of 

skeletal remains 

and reburial issues 

 

A. Ethical issues 

surrounding 

mortuary sites 

a. What are the key 

ethical issues 

regarding the study, 

display, curation, 

repatriation, and 

reburial of human 

remains? 

b. How are the 

concepts of 

colonialism and 

racism linked with 

the history of 

human remains as 

archaeological 

materials?  

 

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

11 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Discuss colonial 

interventions that 

transformed 

indigenous mortuary 

traditions.  

XI. Colonial 

interventions 

 

A. Impact of 

colonialism on 

burial practices  

a. What are the 

colonial decrees and 

ordinances that 

made an impact on 

indigenous 

mortuary traditions?  

 

Lecture, 

reporting 

 

Essay, Discussion 

12 The student should 

be able to:  

a. Construct a sound 

interpretation for 

archaeological burial 

sites  

b. Synthesize gaps 

and issues in the 

mortuary research  

XII. Synthesis 1. What were the identified 

gaps and issues in studying 

mortuary sites?  

2. What kind of 

recommendations can we 

make to address these issues?  

Lecture Final paper 

4. Course Requirements 1 

 2 

Individual essays  3 

Oral reports 4 

Participation in class discussions 5 

Final exam 6 

 7 

 8 
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