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DAY 1 (9 March, 2017) 
 
Session 1. The decision making mechanisms 

Not everything is being excavated, recorded, researched, archived with the same intensity. 
The aim of this session is to explore the various decision making processes within their 
context: on what grounds do we choose the archaeological sites to excavate, the 
preservation, the analysis, the archiving and the publication of the chosen datasets?; how 
can we strike the best balance between financial implications and public support?; what are 
the values of the related stakeholders and other disciplines and how do we take them into 
consideration?; how can we be transparent about the choices being made, what is the 
minimum infrastructure needed for making the necessary choices and what are the long-
term consequences of these choices? 
 
Session chairs and moderators: Bernard RANDOIN (France) & Barney SLOANE (UK) 
 
Barney SLOANE (UK) 
Head of Strategic Planning and Management, Research Group, Historic England 
 
Frameworks for Choice - Preliminary Findings of the EAC Making Choices Working Group 

In dealing with ‘development-led’, ‘preventive’, or ‘rescue’ archaeology, archaeological heritage 
managers, practitioners and experts are all faced with similar choices regardless of the particular 
national legislative or policy background. What should be nationally recognised as a monument? 
When does something deserve the term archaeological site? How much and in what way should it be 
excavated? What kind of report or publication should be created? How much of what is excavated 
should be kept for research and for how long? Demonstrating both transparency and a sense of 
proportion in making these choices is vital in ensuring that development-led archaeology continues 
to be seen as a sustainable activity. In 2016 an EAC Working Group set out to explore what tools 
member states use to help them make such decisions and, between December 2016 and February 
2017, conducted a survey of EAC heritage managers to gather evidence on the differences and 
similarities of their approaches. This session presents preliminary results from that survey and offers 
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some initial observations about how we might support each other in demonstrating the case for 
archaeology as clearly as possible. 
 
 
Angeliki G. Simosi (Greece) 
Director of the Greek Ephorate of Underwater Antiquities 
 
The Protection of Underwater Antiquities in Greece 
This presentation will include a concise description of the specialized work of the Ephorate of 
Underwater Antiquities, which is a Special Regional Service of the Hellenic Ministry of Culture, with 
jurisdiction throughout Greece. The primary goal of this presentation is to outline the administrative 
structure of the Ephorate, its role and jurisdiction within the framework for protecting and managing 
underwater archaeological heritage in Greece and also to set out the results of underwater research 
and survey relating to the Greek seabed and work on the conservation of underwater antiquities and 
their inventorying. 
Reference will also be made to initiatives and projects of our Ephorate aimed at promotion of 
international awareness of the underwater cultural heritage of our country. The establishment of 
Accessible Underwater Archaeological Sites or Underwater Museums will be the next step and our 
primary focus. 
The responsibilities of the Ephorate of Underwater Antiquities are comprised of the protection and 
promotion of the underwater cultural heritage of our country. Settlements submerged by tectonic 
events, submerged ancient harbor facilities (which in many cases have been used as foundations for 
modern harbor works) ancient and more recent shipwrecks are all the subject of research by the 
Ephorate of Underwater Antiquities. 
The conservation of underwater antiquities differs from the conservation of land antiquities and 
requires different laboratory facilities. The next step is the registering of conserved underwater 
antiquities and their photographic and digital recording. 
Underwater archaeological investigations are more costly and time-consuming than land 
excavations. The technical equipment used in underwater excavation must be adjusted according to 
the bottom depth. The location of shipwrecks involves the use ultramodern and extremely expensive 
high tech equipment. The public budget for Underwater Archaeology is meager, but great support 
for the conduct of underwater projects is offered by our foreign collaborators (Danish, Finnish, 
Americans, French, Swiss) as well as being forthcoming through our collaboration with Greek and 
foreign Universities. 
Moreover, the huge interest these surveys can sometimes generate can lead to sponsors 
demonstrating their support for our activities by providing us with their boats. 
The direct link of Greece with water and the importance and scale of the task of managing this kind 
of heritage should be particularly emphasised, given that our maritime history begins in the earliest 
Neolithic. 
 
 
David BIBBY1 (Germany) & Duncan H. BROWN2 (UK) 
1 Landesamt für Denkmalpflege Baden-Württemberg im Regierungspräsidium Stuttgart, IUK-Pate Archäologie, 
Grabungstechnikerfortbildung 
2 Head of Archaeological Archives, Historic England 
 
Making choices for Archaeological Archives in Europe 
In recent years it has become clear that, as elsewhere in the archaeological process, we must be 
more selective about what parts of the recovered archaeological record we should curate in 
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perpetuity. Selection, and the development of a selection strategy, has therefore become a 
recognised task in archaeological projects. The EAC Working Group for Archaeological Archives set 
out an approach to selection in 2014, with the ARCHES project (A Standard and Guide to Best 
Practice for Archaeological Archiving in Europe; EAC Guidelines 1). This paper will show how the 
Group has been working on the issue of selection since then, with particular reference to the concept 
of ‘Making Choices’. 
It will be shown how, in part, the context for our discussions has developed from the situation in the 
UK, where a selective approach has arisen from a crisis in the capacity of museum stores, hitherto 
the recognised repositories for archaeological material. This has resulted in ‘orphaned’ 
archaeological archives that cannot be transferred to museums and as a result are neither properly 
curated, nor made accessible to all possible stakeholders. This presentation will consider how that 
situation has arisen, while also presenting the range of solutions that have been proposed, including 
the use of storage facilities that are external to museums, the creation of archaeological resource 
centres and the rationalisation of existing collections. 
Preliminary work by the EAC WG can now show that this issue is shared across Europe, while none of 
us has found a single answer to a growing problem. None of the proposed solutions will work until 
we are certain about how we should go through the process of selecting archive materials that we 
know are worthy of preservation. This applies as much to the documentary archive, including its 
digital forms, as it does to archaeological materials, and it must be planned at the beginning of every 
archaeological project. There are choices to be made that, beyond the production of archaeological 
archives, include how to support the curation of archaeology collections and how to provide suitable, 
sustainable storage. These are problems with significant social and cultural implications, that we all 
have in common, and that require serious discussion now, on the international stage. 
 
 
Lyudmil VAGALINSKI (Bulgaria) 
Director, National Archaeological Institute with Museum, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences 
 
Making Choices in Archaeological Heritage Management, The Case of Bulgaria  
Contemporary Bulgarian archaeology is distinguished by 

• the lack of private bodies authorized to conduct archaeological field research; 
• the existence of a pyramid-like hierarchy regulated by legislation, at the top of which, 

apart from the Ministry of Culture, stands a purely scientific archaeological institution – 
the National Archaeological Institute with Museum at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences; 

• a state determined “price list” for archaeological research, in order to guarantee 
adequate funding for such work; 

• a fragile balance between the interests of archaeology and those of investors; 
• great popularity of archaeology in society, but also a persistent problem with illegal 

excavations; 
• the unity of archaeologists, regardless of where they work, under the umbrella of the 

National Archaeological Institute with Museum and the Association of Bulgarian 
Archaeologists. 

The current main aims of Bulgarian archaeology are: 
• preservation of adequate and officially recognized funding of field research, especially in 

regard to excavations; 
• active collaboration with the media and wider accessibility of the digital information 

system “Archaeological Map of Bulgaria”; 
• continuous improvement of the quality of archaeological field research.  

We propose co-operative action by European archaeologists (through national and European 
archaeological organizations) in approaching the European Commission, with the aim of restoring the 
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balance between the interests of archaeology and those of investors, a balance which currently very 
much lacking throughout most of Europe.  
 
 
Thomas ROLAND (Denmark) 
Special Advisor, Agency for Culture and Palaces, Monuments & Archaeological Heritage 
 
Tools for Validation of Archaeological Investigations and in situ Conservation 
The archaeological heritage in Denmark is protected by the Museum Act of 2001. This was inspired 
by the Malta Convention, which has been ratified by Denmark. The Danish Agency for Culture is the 
central authority for archaeological matters, and 27 museums with archaeological responsibilities 
have been given the authority to carry out archaeological excavations. In total, 900 trial excavations 
and actual investigations are carried out per year. Most occur in connection with construction works 
and are funded by developers. All archaeological data is collected in the common database Finds & 
Antiquities, which covers about 200,000 sites. Of these, 32,000 are scheduled monuments under 
Danish law. 
The presentation is divided into two. The first part focuses on validation of archaeological research: 
How do we choose between excavation and non-excavation in relation to archaeological sites 
affected by development? 
The second part focuses on the major challenges when it comes to in situ conservation and erosion 
of ancient monuments: How do we make choices about conservation in time and how do we manage 
heritage that is suffering from slow and steady destruction? 
 
Part 1. Archaeological strategies 
Based on an international evaluation from 2009, we have increased the requirements placed on 
development driven archaeology in some crucial respects: 

• The justification for carrying out a survey 
• Reporting of the results of surveys 
• Registration in a common database 
• The professional capacity of museums 
• Archaeological excavation strategies 

Archaeological excavation strategies are tools for identifying and prioritising significant sites. The 
goal is to ensure a national standard and the provision of new knowledge. 
 
Part 2: in situ – erosion etc. 
Development-driven archaeological investigations deal with the rapid but well-defined destruction of 
archaeological sites. In addition, we face a slow and steady demolition of many sites due to 
cultivation and erosion. This is a management frontier occasionally dominated by “fire fighting”. The 
destroyers are man as well as nature (for instance climate change). Examples from the many cases 
which occur include scheduled monuments collapsing into the sea and deep ploughing of cultural 
layers with unique preserved find content as well as monumental barrows transformed into 
dispersed finds of grave goods on the fields. The paper will discuss the possibility of developing a 
strategic management approach to meet these challenges.  
 
 
 
 
 



5 
 

Franco NICOLIS (Italy) 
Director, Archaeological Heritage Office, Autonomous Province of Trento 
 
Making Choices in Archaeological Heritage Management in Trentino, Northern Italy 
The Province of Trento, in Northern Italy, is an autonomous body. In this paper an overview of 
decision making processes is outlined. Since the seventies of the last century the autonomous 
Province of Trento has undertaken the protection of cultural heritage in its territory. Public funds for 
archaeological excavations and research have been guaranteed so far, but with the economic crisis 
the mechanisms started changing slightly. Non-provincial and also private funds are now available for 
some archaeological projects. As a rule, the decision on if, where and when to excavate is taken by 
the Cultural Heritage Department (Soprintendenza per i beni culturali) of the Province but different 
stakeholders are involved in the process. A more important role is given to private stakeholders in 
the decision making processes relating to archaeological heritage management after excavation. 
 
 
Agnes STEFÁNSDÓTTIR1 & Kristín HULD SIGURĐARDÓTTIR2 (Iceland) 
1 Section Director, Minjastofnun Íslands / The Cultural Heritage Agency of Iceland 
2 Director-general, Minjastofnun Íslands / The Cultural Heritage Agency of Iceland 
 
Austurbakki – A case study from Iceland 
In Iceland, construction works are now back on track after the financial crisis in 2008 with greater 
intensity than before the crash. The main reason for this is the tremendous increase in the number of 
tourists in Iceland, with the number increasing by 25-30% every year for the past five years. This has 
resulted in a shortage of hotel rooms and investors therefore seeing opportunities in building hotels, 
especially in the capital. At the same time it is the policy of the City of Reykjavik to increase urban 
density, especially in the city center, the oldest part of the city. 
In the past two years, the Cultural Heritage Agency has received a number of claims for what 
developers consider damages, due to conditions imposed by the Agency in relation to the 
preservation of cultural heritage. This is a new "trend" previously almost unheard of in Iceland. To 
date, the Agency has rejected such claims entirely, but now it looks like some of these cases will be 
dealt with in court. This will test whether the Cultural Heritage Act is clear regarding the authority of 
the Cultural Heritage Agency to impose requirements and/or restrictions on developers. 
One such case has received considerable attention in the media. It relates to remains of the first 
major project that took place in Reykjavik town/city, the construction of Reykjavik Harbor in the 
years 1913-1917. This was the largest single investment that had been made in Iceland to date and 
some say that it is one of the main reasons that Reykjavík became, and still is, the capital of Iceland. 
 
 
Bernhard HEBERT (Austria)  
Abteilungsleiter für Archäologie, Bundesdenkmalamt 
 
Are monuments struggling for life or are we making choices? 
We will discuss our own role in the decision making process, addressing the question of which 
(archaeological) monuments should survive and in which form. Of course,  we can only make such 
decisions in respect of those monuments which managed to survive for many centuries or more up 
to our ‘age of heritage management’. Perhaps it could be useful to look at the ‘strategies’ 
monuments themselves had chosen in their own ‘struggle of life’ – if there could be such an intrinsic 
will – such as : hiding oneself versus being an obstacle, rejecting any usefulness versus offering use 
and exploitation. In other words, let us have a look at choice making from the point of view of the 
monuments themselves as subjects, not as objects of heritage managers and society. 
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Gábor VIRÁGOS (Hungary) 
Archaeologist, Faveo Consulting Ltd. 
 
Dare to Loose 
Although often ignored, archaeological heritage management is part of the overall concept of 
environmental management. As trends are constantly changing also in archaeology, these changes 
are strongly interrelated to European and global financial, political and social tendencies. Moreover, 
innovations always quickly influence the excavation and documentation technologies as well. 
Considering such fundamental factors, it is quite clear that decision making in archaeological heritage 
management cannot be separated from all these trends and tendencies. Moreover, decisions are 
made at particular points of a continuous timeline, and are different from past or future options or 
fact based decisions, as the environmental conditions (in their widest sense) are changing.  
Making decisions feels like a highly responsible task. However, considering the influence matrix 
outlined above, the question arises as to whether the importance of decision making is in fact over 
emphasized. In this presentation, the author intends to provide a holistic approach in investigating 
this, using mostly (but not exclusively) Hungarian examples. 
 
 
Ulla KADAKAS (Estonia) 
Inspector-General of Archaeological Monuments, National Heritage Board 
 
Defining Archaeological Heritage in Estonia 
The first Heritage Conservation Act (HCA) in Estonia was adopted in 1925. The main principles – the 
process of listing archaeological sites, requirements placed on researchers, notifying of finds – were 
similar to the current law that follows the European Convention on the Protection of the 
Archaeological Heritage: 

• Archaeological as well as other types of monuments protected by the state are listed in the 
National Registry of Cultural Monuments linked with the Land Cadastre. On the ground, sites 
are marked with a board or post. 

• In order to be qualified to survey, a Master’s degree in archaeology is required and an 
additional minimum of four years of experience as a field archaeologist is needed for a 
licence to supervise. Researchers must present a site-specific work plan on each occasion in 
order to receive a research permit from the National Heritage Board (NHB).  

• NHB is one of the parties coordinating plans and projects concerning monuments, issuing 
special conditions in regard to whether to conserve and preserve the archaeological 
monument in situ or to carry out rescue excavations. 

• NHB can require archaeological survey prior to planning approval in areas with multiple 
archaeological finds. The main problem is that planners do not usually ask advice from the 
NHB unless the monument is in the Registry.  

• Archaeological finds belong to the state and are kept in scientific collections of universities 
and museums. Since 2011, it is possible to waive the ownership of the find in favour of the 
finder. The HCA also regulates the use of metal detectors– those using such devices to find 
items of cultural value must have completed specific training, act lawfully and may receive a 
reward.  

The system of heritage management is good, but does not always work as it should. The main 
problem is lack of resources and lack of interest by the public.  
The Convention defines archaeological heritage as a source of the European collective memory and 
as an instrument for historical and scientific study. Based on this, the public is inclined to see 
archaeology as something valuable only to researchers and is not encouraged to feel connection with 
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the monuments of their past themselves. Redefining the role of archaeological heritage for the public 
and helping the public to appreciate it as one layer of much more diversified cultural landscape 
would make it easier to spark public interest. The presentation also gives a few examples of the NHB 
trying to bring archaeology closer to the community. 

 
 
 
DAY 2 (10 March, 2017) 
 
Session 2. The choice of research questions for excavations 

Is question-driven fieldwork vital or not? How do we identify research frameworks in order to 
make the necessary choices? What questions need to be answered and subsequently what 
methods / field strategies do they require? How do we develop criteria and standards for 
assessing the significance of the archaeological sites? Which political/economical/social 
realities do we take into account in the creation of our selection criteria? 
 
Session chair and moderator: Katalin WOLLÁK (Hungary) 
 
Mariglen MESHINI (Albania) 
Responsible Sector Rescue Archaeology, Archaeological Service Agency 
 
The New Structure of Archaeological Processes in Albania 
In terms of archaeological research, Albania is a unique case as this discipline not only started 
relatively late (early 20th century) compared to the other regional countries, but also after almost 80 
years of undertaking systematic archaeological research we still do not have a National 
Archaeological Map. In these conditions, the choice of research framework is usually based on 
ancient sources and field observations. 
In regard to the Archaeological Service Agency, archaeological "Research Frameworks" are 
determined depending on various development projects that affect the landscape or arising from 
agriculture or casual finds. Development projects may be subject to intensive archaeological survey, 
in accordance with defined steps of a specified process, such as archaeological trenching or rescue 
excavation. 
The methods used in archaeological surveys and archaeological rescue excavations are similar to 
those of scientific research excavations, whether as regards the technical aspects of excavation and 
documentation on the ground or in the study of the archaeological material. 
The importance of archaeological sites is determined after the study of the archaeological material, 
the period to which it belongs, building character and historical data. To determine the significance 
of an archaeological site, it does not necessarily have to be fully excavated, but the factors 
mentioned above determine its importance. 
It is important to note that specific factors exist in every country which affect the approach to 
assessment of the significance of archaeological sites. An example, in the case of Albania, would be 
archaeological sites of the Early Medieval period, or more precisely the transition from the period of 
Late Antiquity (5th-6th c.) to the Middle Age Times (7th-9th c.). There is a very large gap in 
archaeological settlement evidence as well as in historical data for this period. Such sites are 
therefore considered to be of great importance, whatever the size of the settlement, the amount of 
archaeological material found and its exact date.  
In the case of Albania, political orientation had a massive influence in defining criteria for the 
selection of archeological sites, in particular between 1950 and 1990.  Due to strong nationalist 
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influences research was orientated towards the discovery of archeological sites dating back to the 
Bronze and Iron Ages, related to the Illyrian ethno-genesis. In the search for Illyrian history 
archaeological excavations were conducted in a number of sites corresponding to the Bronze and 
Iron Ages. Ancient historical sources in some ancient cities confirm their occupation by Illyrian tribes. 
This spirit also led to archaeological research conducted on the Medieval period, with the aim of 
proving the continuity from Late Antiquity to the Early Middle Ages. 
Currently archaeological excavations in Albania are orientated in two directions:  

• Planned excavations with a scientific research character carried out by the Institute of 
Archaeology (in collaboration with foreign institutions)  

• Rescue archaeological excavations which are the result of urban development and which 
result from the work of the Archaeological Service Agency in collaboration with the Regional 
Directory of National Culture (DRKK) – whether regional governance institutions or using a 
private company licensed to operate in the field of rescue archaeology.   

 
 
John O’KEEFFE (Northern Ireland) 
Principal Inspector of Historic Monuments, Northern Ireland Environment Agency 
 
Why (or Why Not)? Do I really need to dig it? 
Most excavations in Northern Ireland arise from new development or land-use change proposals. 
The requirement to mitigate usually results in an excavation of sub-surface remains, with a slightly 
different approach between urban, peri-urban and rural sites. In this responsive situation, and the 
timescales involved, such excavations do not fall neatly into any pre-existing research framework. 
The dominant question will be ‘Is there something there, and will it be otherwise destroyed?’, and 
from this comes a response that may result in the excavation. However, there is a core knowledge 
and evidence-base that underlies the thought processes involved and, while there remain challenges 
about archives and reporting, archaeologists and archaeological managers try to navigate the most 
appropriate course of action. This knowledge and evidence-base needs renewal, and building this 
into the process helps to more clearly articulate why, or why not, an excavation is the best outcome 
at a specific site. 
 
 
Bert GROENEWOUDT (Netherlands) 
Senior Researcher Landscape Archaeology, Cultural Heritage Agency of the Netherlands (RCE) 
 
Question-driven Archaeological Fieldwork in the Netherlands: The New National Archaeological 
Research Agenda (NOaA 2.0) 

Dutch archaeology has changed dramatically since the European Convention on the Protection of the 
Archaeological Heritage (Valletta Convention) was signed in 1992. One key change was the advent of 
private agencies to perform excavations. Archaeological decision-making has become the 
responsibility of local authorities. This decision-making is facilitated by creating tools. Recently these 
have been improved by the ‘Archaeological Knowledge Kit’ programme, coordinated by the Cultural 
Heritage Agency of the Netherlands (RCE) and funded by the national government.  
Most Dutch archaeologists would agree that a) not all archaeological sites are (equally) worth 
excavating and b) it is an illusion to think that while excavating it is possible to identify all potential 
sources of information, and to explore them all thoroughly. Making choices is inevitable. 
Furthermore, archaeological fieldwork is not a craft but research and research requires focus, focus 
based on the ambition to contribute to answering important and explicit research questions.  
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More than ten years after publication of the first edition, the new version of the National 
Archaeological Research Agenda (NOaA 2.0) was launched in April 2016. The NOaA 2.0 , like its 
predecessor, is a joint product of the entire archaeological community in the Netherlands, and is 
designed to feed and guide development-led archaeology, providing topical and relevant research 
questions. This is believed to be essential in order to maximise the benefits – both to science and to 
society – of archaeological research. And to raise the transparency of archaeological decision-making. 
The NOaA 2.0 is a user-friendly online search engine. It centres on (at the moment) 117 specific 
research questions that highlight the (from a national perspective) most pressing issues of the day. 
These questions are meant to inspire, rather than to dictate (Using the NOaA 2.0 is not mandatory, it 
success depends on its authority). The NOaA 2.0 both feeds excavation designs and regional and local 
research agendas. It will be updated every year. Practical guidelines associated with each question 
make it easier to address them in the field, bringing us closer to answers. 
 
 
Matija ČREŠNAR (Slovenia) 
Institute for Protection of Cultural Heritage of Slovenia, Center for Preventive Archaeology 
 
“Research as a firm fundament for decision-making” sounds like a sound choice…  

Almost a decade has passed since the last substantial changes were made in the Slovenian legislation 
concerning archaeological and cultural heritage in broader sense. Consecutively many daring and 
innovative decisions had to be made. Not only there was the shift in the system itself, as a new 
operational body of the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Heritage of Slovenia, the Centre for 
Preventive Archaeology was formed, but it also meant an important paradigm shift. From the 
“classical” site oriented archaeology, we have widen our focus to whole landscapes. This was 
initiated by technological and methodological changes and evolutions happening in archaeology. In a 
relatively short period of time, remote sensing and geophysics opened new horizons and made the 
almost intangible remains visible and understandable. Furthermore, we have chosen not to focus 
solemnly on chronologically firmly defined frameworks, but to understand the archaeological 
remains also as a fluid and ever changing part of our environment. 
These changes not only called for a (centralized) database, which would be capable to build a solid 
infrastructure to store, manipulate and analyse these large sets of data, but also for a firm uniform 
strategic approach. Relying also on our experience of the “Slovenian highway project” that started in 
mid-90’s of the 20st century and lasted for more than a decade, we had to adopt our former 
research and protection strategies. The system in use proved itself, but it is the fine-tuning that 
makes the difference. This is an ongoing process which we are developing as well in our 
collaborations within international research oriented projects, where we are comparing approaches 
and hoping to prepare broadly implementable strategies. 
Building strategies on our own research seems like a sound choice. However, lessons learned abroad 
have also helped to start broadening our focuses again. The heritage, which we are researching and 
protecting, is not our ivory tower, but first and foremost a common good. Therefore, we are making 
important new steps to make it more visible, more tangible and above all, more firmly intertwined 
with our daily lives. Heritage is a part of here and today, it is being changed, destroyed, restored but 
also created as we speak… 
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Peter A.C. SCHUT (Netherlands) 
Regional Archaeologist Barneveld 
 
Dare to choose: History writing or posthole pampering? 
Since 2007, when the new Heritage Act was implemented,  40.000 reports have been published in 
the Netherlands. This huge pile of reports is the result of the fact that in Dutch law all new 
developments over 100 m2 should be subject to some sort of research. However, the majority of 
these reports hardly ever contain relevant information. Not more than 1500 reports are related to 
excavations. The Council of State adopts a strict interpretation of the legislation. Only when the local 
authorities can prove , based on research, that the 100 m2 is not appropriate, can they then deviate 
from  the  legislative rules. However, the legislation does not provide a proper definition of ‘research’ 
and local councils are afraid of deviating from the legislation. This leads to very diverse local  
regulations. Local Councils are afraid that their planning is jeopardized if they do not follow the rules. 
This leads to investment in many surveys instead of focused professional research for important 
locations. 
Most municipalities have their own predictive maps which provides, more or less, an indication 
whether there should be research or not. Unfortunately, they are based primarily on the landscape 
and on a poor registration of stray finds which is not always updated. It is peculiar that, in general, 
there is no analysis of research results in a specific region. In the region of 200 km2 where I am 
working more than 350 reports have been published covering only 4% of the surface. They were 
analysed to see what relevant information could be derived. Based on this, and analysing the 
landscape, a few guidelines can be formulated. Some of them are already in practice in my region or 
will be in the near future: 

• If there are no convincing arguments that archaeological remains can be expected, think 
twice before you spend time looking for positive arguments. If you still decide to start 
research it is very important to analyse negative research results. 

• In situations were too much of a site is lost do not spend time on it. It is very unlikely that the 
claimed additional value to history writing will be convincing to all parties involved. 

• If we have no relevant research questions left, we should not persist in new excavations. 
• Archaeologists should look outside the edge of their excavation pit. Historical information 

should be integrated in their decision-making and should be part of their toolkit. 
• If we want to keep and increase support from society we have to be explicit and transparent 

in our decisions about what we want to research and why. 
• Make all the sites which are not valuable to professional archaeology free to the public for 

volunteer research. This will raise public interest and allow archaeologists to focus on 
relevant sites. 

 
 
Agnieszka ONISZCZUK (Poland) 
Senior Specialist Archaeology, Team Expertise and analysis of archaeological sites, National Heritage Board of 
Poland 
 
Is Question-Driven Fieldwork vital or not? The Archaeological Heritage manager’s 
Perspective 
The paper aims to answer one of basic questions regarding reasons for commencing any 
archaeological fieldwork. The subject is approached from an archaeological heritage manager’s 
perspective, and question-driven fieldwork is understood here as scientific, contrasting with 
preventive and development-led archaeology. Basing her arguments mainly on the experiences of 
Polish archaeology, the author argues in favour of development-led research. It has been shaping 
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European archaeology to the highest degree for several decades, and therefore should not be 
considered inferior or secondary, as it often happens, especially in academia. Considering the quality 
gap between purely scientific and development-led fieldwork, there is still a lot to be improved 
regarding the scope of the research and its standards. Nevertheless, it still seems to have the highest 
potential for systematic heritage management consistent with the rules set by the Valletta 
Convention and the Lausanne Charter. The author also explores the relevance of the Faro Convention 
to various issues related to development-lead research and the concept of heritage communities in 
reference to the varied archaeological community in Europe. 
 
 
Jef PINCEEL1 & Ann DEGRAEVE2 (Belgium) 
1 Head Archaeological Collection and Laboratory, Department of Archaeological Heritage, Brussels Regional 
Public Service // Royal Museums for Art and History 
2 Head Department of Archaeological Heritage, Direction of Monuments and Sites, Brussels Regional Public 
Service 
 
To Treat or Not To Treat: Insights in the Strategic Decision Making in the Archaeological 
Conservation and Restauration Laboratory of the Brussels Capital Region 
Since its foundation in 2002, the laboratory of the Department of Archaeology of the Brussels 
Regional Public Service is responsible for the conservation and restoration of all archaeological 
objects unearthed within the territory of the Brussels Capital Region. The volume of artefacts 
harvested in the Region drastically increased over the years following the systematic organization of 
preventive archaeological research within its territory. It soon became clear that in order to make the 
best use of available resources, strategic decisions would have to be made. 
An extensive and complete active conservation and restoration of every object found during an 
archaeological excavation is often neither realistically possible nor necessarily useful. The principal 
goal of archaeological conservation is the retrieval of information held by the objects to further our 
understanding of the past. During this process it is important to try and minimize the input of 
resources while attempting to maximize the informational output and to preserve the future 
informational potential of the artefacts. Protocols for treatment should be developed for the 
different types of materials encountered, clearly defining different possible levels of preventive 
conservation, active conservation and restoration. These levels can range from strictly passive or 
preventive conservation to highly complex active conservation or restoration treatments. The choice 
for one of these levels of treatment should be determined by the informational potential of an object 
and therefore the resources invested should be always in balance with the results that could be 
predicted to be obtained. While in this way an irrationally extensive conservation and restoration 
treatment can often be avoided, it does require careful and professional assessment of all 
archaeological finds by a conservator, in order to recognize the informational potential of each object 
and to correctly apply the established protocol. In addition to the informational potential, be it 
present or future, other valid arguments can also exist to motivate the choice for a higher level of 
treatment. 
This presentation will offer some more detailed insights in the treatment protocols established and 
followed by the Archaeological Conservation and Restoration Laboratory of the Brussels Capital 
Region regarding ceramic and metal objects, the prevalent material types encountered in most 
archaeological contexts. 
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Session 3. The choice concerning the involvement of society 

This session will give an overview of the choices operated concerning public participation and 
publicity and the question of how we can make informed choices allowing us to achieve not 
only the greatest possible scientific value but also support the potential value of the 
archaeological heritage to society. The practice of “embedding archaeology in society” 
through public participation is still in its infancy, but basic questions already appear: What 
does the public/society want from archaeologists? Which choices do we make regarding 
public engagement and public awareness? How can/should the various stakeholders and 
their interests be involved in the archaeological heritage management process? How can we 
adopt a broader perspective and explore ways of involving others in making our choices ? 
 
Session chair and moderator: Adrian OLIVIER (UK) 
 
 
Elena KONTOURI1, Constantina BENISSI2 & Julia PAPAGEORGIOU3 (Greece) 
1 Director of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities, Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports 
2 Head Department for the Supervision of greek and Foreign Scientific Institutions and Coordination of 
International Cooperation & organizations, Directorate of Prehistoric and Classical Antiquities, Hellenic Ministry 
of Culture and Sports 
3 Head Department for the Supervision of Greek and Foreign Scientific Institutions and Coordination of 
International Cooperation & Organizations, Directorate of Byzantine and Post-Byzantine Antiquities, Hellenic 
Ministry of Culture and Sports 
 
Management Plans: A Tool for Participative Decision Making 
International Conventions, namely the UNESCO World Heritage Convention, as well as our 
experience in the management of archaeological sites and monuments, drive forward the need for 
the drafting of integrated management plans. The aim of these plans is the existence of a strategic 
plan for each individual site or monument, which sets priorities, targets and timetables, and covers, 
in a complete manner, all aspects of protecting and managing the cultural property. It also includes 
short, medium and long term planning that prioritize objectives and actions, thus acting as an overall 
framework for the implementation of future projects. 
In this presentation we will attempt to highlight the way in which a management plan could 
contribute to the creation of a common understanding for the protection and presentation of 
monuments among stakeholders and to the joint setting of targets among all competent services for 
the protection of cultural heritage, both at central and regional level, other competent state or local 
government bodies as well as civil society organizations with an active role in this context. In 
particular, we will investigate the ways in which a management plan could incorporate and balance 
the different responsibilities, priorities and views of all actors involved, as well as the needs of 
society, and also the possibility for this process to function as a framework for dialog and effective 
decision-making on major management issues concerning monuments and their environment. 
The preparation of management plans for World Heritage monuments of Greece, as well as 
individual management plans whose drafting is underway in cooperation with foreign archaeological 
schools, will be used as case studies. 
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Mary TEEHAN1, Rebecca JONES & Mike HEYWORTH (Ireland) 
1 Strategy Co-ordinator – Archaeology 2025, The Discovery Programme 
 
Three for One: Analysis of Three Differing Approaches to Developing an Archaeology 
Strategy 
Is the involvement of the public, commercial, governmental or academic elements of society a 
desired outcome for the future of archaeology within cultural heritage? If so, how is this best 
achieved? The involvement of multiple stakeholders calls for a strategic approach and formalised 
structures. In the last three years, three organisations have developed three strategies in three 
differing jurisdictions – Ireland, Scotland and England.  
Each had varied stakeholder engagement focuses. The following analyses the choices made in 
stakeholder involvement, the outcomes, challenges and effects on implementation plans. 
 
 
João MARQUES1 & Filipa NETO2 (Portugal) 
1 Archaeologist, Directorate-General for Cultural Heritage (DGPC) 
2 Coordinator of the Archaeological Information Coordination Unit, Department of Cultural Goods, Directorate-
General for Cultural Heritage (DGPC) 
 
Steps towards Public Engagement with Archaeological Heritage – Some Portuguese 
Examples 
In the 1990s, with the discovery of rock engravings in the Côa valley, archaeology entered the public 
debate in Portugal, raising widely society’s awareness about the impacts of public works on 
archaeological heritage. This coincided with the implementation of the Valleta Convention in Europe, 
which resulted, in Portugal, in the creation of important legal mechanisms and the development of 
preventive archaeology and monitoring.  
Since then, the developers of large public construction projects have begun to feel the need to 
coordinate with the authorities responsible for cultural heritage. An example of this is the impact 
minimization plan of Alqueva dam, currently one of the largest artificial lakes in Europe. Within the 
scope of this project, several stakeholders (developer, heritage guardianship and archaeologists) 
participated in the definition of safeguard strategies, supported by informed choices regarding 
archaeological heritage, including listed heritage located in the area affected by the reservoir.  
In regard to large development projects with significant effects on the environment, citizen 
participation is usually ensured by a mechanism of public consultation in order to guarantee that 
decisions on the feasibility of the project are supported not only by public entities, but also by the 
community, thus contributing to the protection of archaeological heritage. 
Other national and local initiatives destined to engage public awareness regarding archaeological 
activity have been fostered in the last two decades, both by the cultural heritage authorities and by 
archaeologists, in order to encourage public interaction with the archaeological heritage.  
Examples are: 

• Organization of an annual meeting and travelling exhibition, named Arqueologia em Portugal 
– Recuperar o Passado (Archeology in Portugal – Recovering the Past), aimed at raising public 
awareness of archaeological works adding scientific and cultural heritage value to 
archaeological sites; 

• Organization, with the developers, of public visits to construction sites with archaeological 
remains; 

• Optimization of the DGPC Archaeologist's Portal, including an area dedicated to the citizens, 
and an app for mobile devices that will allow for the reporting of archaeological finds and 
their geographic location, for irregular situations, and also providing information about the 
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conservation status of monuments or sites in order to increase general awareness and allow 
the public a more active role in the process of managing archaeological heritage. 

 
 
Eva SKYLLBERG (Sweden) 
Senior Advisor, Culture Heritage Management Department, National Heritage Board 
 
An Urgent but Difficult Task – Dissemination of the Archaeological Results for the General 
Public 
The results of many archaeological excavations are worthy of attention from the general public. 
There is also an increasing demand from society to attain knowledge and to be able to participate.  
Many efforts to involve the general public are being made within development led archaeology. 
Archaeologists often show the excavation to the public during fieldwork. School classes are welcome 
and sometimes children are invited to participate in the dig. A lot of information about such 
excavations is published on the Internet, on websites and on Facebook. But who should pay for these 
efforts? Can we expect the developer to pay for the distribution of the results, and if so, to what 
extent? When choosing what to do, what is most important for society? How can we monitor the 
results of public involvement? Public archaeology is to a large extent carried out during field work, 
but what is left for the general public after the excavation? 
In Sweden we have recently introduced in the Historic Environment Act provision to ensure that the 
transmission of the results to the general public is included in the excavation project and to set out 
the developer’s responsibility to pay for this. In the Regulations for development led archaeology we 
have stated that post-excavation work from all larger excavations should include a summary for the 
general public. And for the most important excavations a publication for the general public should be 
considered. 
 
 
Sandra ZIRNE (Latvia) 
Head Department Archaeology and History, State Inspection for Heritage Protection 
 
The Relevance of Professional Ethics of Archaeologists in Society 
The issues of archaeological heritage importance, preservation and protection in Latvia became 
topical with the amendments to the Law “On Protection of Cultural Monuments” in 2013. The 
amendments in the law were put forward due to the critical situation in the country in connection 
with the use of metal detectors to search for archaeological antiquities and the resulting damage to 
state protected archaeological monuments. Discussions that arose before, and also after, the 
amendments to the Law resulted in considerable public interest in archaeological heritage 
preservation problems, at the same time reflecting the preconceptions of a large part of society 
regarding the work of archaeologists. In many cases this was not particularly flattering to the 
professional activities of archaeologists and points to incomprehension about the archaeological 
study process, methods and results.   
At the beginning of 2016 Latvia had 1 969 000 inhabitants. During the period 2008 - 2016 
archaeological research management licences were issued to 48 persons, which in this context can 
be regarded as the total number of specialists-archaeologists in Latvia. Mathematically this means 
that a single archaeologist has to capture the interest of 41 021 people in the according field; 
furthermore, it means that this many people can oversee, observe and evaluate the work of a single 
archaeologist. Any unethical or contradictory action can be easily spotted by society, thus shaping 
the overall perception of the work of a small number of professionals. Communication by 
archaeologists towards wider society in Latvia has been neglected for a long time; most often it 
happened by offering scientific studies as the main result of practical activities, although not ensuring 



15 
 

enough information on the methods and process, as well as the activities done during the 
preparatory archaeological works. In the last few years the situation has started to change and the 
work of archaeologists is becoming more visible. This is partly connected to generational change 
among Latvian archaeologists and wider technological opportunities that allow use of social media to 
publicise topical information on archaeological discoveries, research and problems in the field. 
Meetings between archaeologists and the public are becoming increasingly common in areas where 
archaeological research works has taken place and information on major discoveries is exchanged in 
the course of these, thus highlighting the relevance of archaeological heritage and the necessity of 
these studies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


