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Preface 5

Preface
Predrag Novakovic

'The texts collected in the monograph are refined versions of the papers presented at
the 22" Annual Meeting of the European Association of Archaeologists in Vilnius,
31 of August — 4™ of September, 2016, in three sessions focused on various aspects
of preventive archaeology: (TH2-07) 25 years later: Changes and conjunctures in pre-
ventive (development-led) archaeology in former ‘Eastern’ Europe; (TH2-10) After 1990:
a turning point in the guiding principles of rescue excavations and its impact on scientific
research; (TH2-19) Preventive Archaeology, Scientific Research and Economic Develop-
ment. The very fact that the EAA’s Scientific Committee accepted three sessions fo-
cused on preventive archaeology and that 44 papers and 3 posters were presented by
authors from 22 countries, clearly speaks for the paramount importance of the pre-
ventive archaeology not only in heritage protection sector, but for the archaeological
discipline in general.

In the last two decades, after the adoption of the La Valletta Convention, the
structure of the archaeological practice changed substantially all over Europe. Re-
gardless of the fact that the implementation of the Convention varies considerably
from one country to another, common to all countries is a great increase in a number
of preventive research and archaeologists involved. Compared to the period of some
three decades ago, this increase is of several orders of magnitude. Hardly anyone could
predict such progress in archaeology in the 1980s.

'The development of actual preventive archacology — the term itself has not been
always translated in national legislations in its original meaning in referential lan-
guage of the Council of Europe (i.e. French) — is a process which started in 1992,
but it was actually after the year 2000 when most of the European countries were
able to accommodate their legislation and practice. The archaeological professional
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community is very sensitive about this development, and discussions on various as-
pects of preventive archaeology, ranging from conceptual issues to practical results
and achievements are constant. At almost equal intervals, since 2007, three mono-
graphs were published with the aim to document the state of art of preventive ar-
chaeology in different countries and reflect some urgent issues at the European level
(Bozoki-Ernyey 2007; Schlanger and Aitchison 2010; Guermandi and Rossenbach
2013), and our monograph follows this path.

Though all European countries protect cultural heritage by law, the interpreta-
tions of statutory protection and the necessity for preventive archaeology is interpret-
ed very widely and differently. Here, one should not ignore the fact, that in almost half
of Europe, the introduction of La Valletta-based preventive archaeology went parallel
with the process of democratization, denationalization, and privatisation, and estab-
lishment of the free market economy, while the other half was increasingly adopt-
ing political and economic doctrines which constantly challenge the ‘conservation’
doctrine of the La Valletta Convention and some of its major achievements, as the
inclusion of archaeology into spatial planning process and the polluter pays principle
in the first place. The transformation of archaeology from almost purely academic dis-
cipline to a discipline with increasing and statutory participation in everyday spatial
planning and development inevitably requires new financial and other resources than
ever before. Thus, it should come as no surprise that the other parties (developers or
investors) question the value of heritage and relevance of preventive archaeology, and
will continue questioning this. Moreover, a major increase and change of financial
flow directed towards preventive works in many countries has created distress for tra-
ditional institutions and organizations working in archaeology, new conditions have
led to the creation of new forms of organization, redistribution of responsibilities and
tasks, and practice. Consequently, preventive archaeology is not only about heritage,
but also the people who work in its protection and management, and about the disci-
pline of archaeology and knowledge of the past. For accomplishing its role, preventive
archaeology can not let the progress of one of its aspects take place at the expense of
the others.

This monograph illustrates well heterogeneous situation in Europe. However,
such heterogeneity points to one important aspect of preventive archaeology: it is a
field of conflict of interests, negotiations and debate between various stakeholders,
archaeological and other. The papers presented here are to be considered primarily
as aimed at the further discussion. Some present individual national systems and
frameworks for preventive archaeology, whilst others give more personal views and
experiences that may shed a different light to the achievements of preventive ar-
chaeology and its everyday practice. Some papers reflect the progress of preventive
archaeology and its practices. All of them are equally valuable for the discussion
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since preventive archaeology is an ‘open’ field, which requires our constant reflexion
and attention. Without this, it is all too easy to slide back to the conditions of some
three decades ago.
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Preventive Archaeology: Scientific Research or Commercial
Activity?

Jean-Paul Demoule

Abstract

Private commercial archaeology has developed considerably in Europe over the last three decades, due to
European Union regulations concerning the free market economy and competition. Nevertheless, there
were never any political debates in the EU about the necessity, or not, of privatization of the public ser-
vices. Furthermore, the application of economic competition to preventive archaeology is based on a mis-
understanding: economic competition is supposed to protect the consumer, but developers are not consumers
of archaeological research. They have no direct interest in the results of this research, and their only concern
is for their land to be released as quickly as possible and at the least cost. For this reason, since the 2008
economic crisis, one observes in many European countries a drop in the quality of commercial excavations,
as well as a reduction in their cost. This situation endangers not only the quality of archaeological research
but also the working conditions of employees. Thus there are still a certain number of major problems that
require solving for the future of preventive archaeology in Europe.

Keywords: preventive archaeology, commercial archaeology, state, legislation, cooperation, preservation

Résumé

Larchéologie commerciale privée sest considérablement développée en Europe dans les trois derniéres dé-
cades, en principe a cause des régles de [ "Union européenne concernant la libre concurrence. Néanmoins,
il 'y a jamais eu dans I"Union européenne de débats politiques sur la nécessité de privatiser les services
publics. En outre, [ ’applimtian de la concurrence économique pour [ ’arc/ye’o/ogie préventive repose sur une
confusion. En effet, si la concurrence économique est supposée protéger le consommateur, les aménageurs ne
sont pas des consommateurs de recherche archéologique : ils ne sont pas directement intéressés aux résultats
de la recherche archéologique, mais seulement a ce que leur terrain soit rapidement libéré. Cest pourquoi,
depuis la crise économique de 2008, on constate une nette baisse de qualité des faui/lex commerciales, en
méme temps qu’une baisse des prix des entreprises privées, ce qui met en danger aussi bien la qualité de la
recherche scientifique que la qualité des conditions de travail des employés. Un certain nombre de problémes
importants continuent donc détre posés pour I'avenir de I'archéologie préventive en Europe.
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Two visions of the society

'The introduction of preventive archaeology in a competitive market was initiated in
Europe without real debate, some countries not being immediately affected, while
others considered it as inevitable fate (Oebbecke 1998). However, discussion of the
issue has gradually organized, especially across multiple European agencies or pro-
grams. Two conceptions compete, reflecting two visions of the State. For one, in the
tradition of the Enlightenment and the French Revolution, the nation is a commu-
nity of citizens, united by a common destiny, and which manages goods and services,
among other elements. For the other conception, there is only a multitude of individ-
uals-consumers, with no link one to the other, buying or not buying goods and servic-
es from producers in the competition. This conception is not very new, at least since
Thomas Hobbes and “the war of all against all”, since Adams Smith and his “invisible
hand” regulating the free market, and more recently since the social Darwinism and
the economic school of Milton Friedman, for whom “the State is not the solution, but
the problem”. This ideology, dominant in the Western Countries since the 1980’ and
the governments of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan, was not able to avoid the
present economic crisis, and the States (that is the taxes of the citizens) had to give a
lot of money to save the private banks.

For partisans of private, commercial archaeology, developers are “clients”, and to
whom they need to be as efficient as possible. As well, this is why preventive archaeolo-
gy is often referred to as ‘developer-led Archaeology’ or ‘developer-funded archaeology’
- as if it were the developer who decided on the excavation, still a scientific decision.
It created a kind of archaeology allowing for the unprecedented development of our
knowledge, sometimes viewed in some countries as a Go/d Rush. At the same time, in
an attempt to regulate the market of archaeology, it was appropriate that archaeologists
organize themselves in professional associations, along with the model of the Register
of Professional Archaeologists in the United States. This is, in fact, the case in the United
Kingdom with the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (formerly the Institute of Field
Archaeology). A “Code of Ethics” is supposed to define the rights and duties of these
archaeologists, including respect for the basic rules of scientific research. But “ethics” has
not always the same meaning in various countries, and not the same, for instance, in the
Catholic, and in the Protestant countries, depending also on the rate of usual bribery ! A
public authority is also to define “standards” (see Willems & Brandt 2004) and exercise
“quality control”. This is, however, made difficult by the fact that control of archaeo-
logical work a posteriori is hardly possible since the excavated site no longer exists. This
overall vision thus underpins the organization of archaeology in a number of European
countries, and it has been explicitly defended in various articles (e.g. Aitchinson 2009;
Carver 2007; van den Dries 2011; Thomas 2002; Wheaton 2002, among others).
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For those who oppose the development of private commercial archaeology, de-
velopers are not “clients”. They are companies whose projects are often designed to
make money and who endanger the archaeological heritage of the citizens of a nation.
'This is why they must pay a tax, designed to help pay for the destruction and preserve
part of the archaeological information. It is, therefore, the State - as an emanation of
the community of citizens and not as an abstract entity - which must organize these
preventive excavations through public research institutions responsible for defining
national research programs and publishing the results of the excavations. Indeed, the
development of preventive archaeology is due to the reinforcement of State legisla-
tion and has nothing to do with it being carried out by private companies. The Codes
of Ethics have no binding value.

It should be remarked that there has never been anything in the nature of a pub-
lic debate or consultation within the European Union regarding these two different
economic and political ways. For instance, it is possible to imagine and bring into
being a common European public service is such fields as railways, postal services or
electricity provision — just as there now moves towards a common European airspace,
or, more topically, a common banking supervisory mechanism. Such an approach was
never really considered. In almost every field of economic and social life, the option of
a generalized commercial competition was the one taken, as if as a matter of course.

Commercial competition in archaeology as a misunderstanding

The notion of commercial competition in archaeology is based on a fundamental mis-
understanding. In fact, developers do not want to buy the best archaeology possible
but seek only the company that will release their land as soon as possible and at the
least cost. If competition exists in the scientific field, it is not to produce the cheap-
est research possible, but the best research possible. And if private research exists in
general, on the one hand, the quality of its production (a drug, an aircraft, a weapon,
etc.) can be controlled @ posteriori; on the other hand, private research tends to focus
on more profitable products. This is why private pharmaceutical research, for example,
focuses on the profitable diseases of rich countries - at the expense of unprofitable
diseases in poor countries.

Note as well that the excavations of private companies are rarely published — if at
all - and that, for example in the United States, the private archaeologists of Cultural
Resource Management, which perhaps account for over half of the approximately
12,000 professional archaeologists in the country, very rarely attend scientific meet-
ings such as the Annual Meeting of the Society for American Archaeology. One can also
be surprised about the term “Professional archaeologists” that private archaeologists
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give themselves - as if academic archaeologists were not “professionals”. Furthermore,
the purely economic logic of private archaeological companies makes them sensitive
to economic fluctuations. As such, hundreds of British archaeologists have lost their
jobs due to the global financial crisis started in the fall of 2008, as have 80% of pri-
vate, Irish archaeologists, and a significant number in Spain (Schlanger & Aitchinson
2010). In contrast, national public institutions allow for the practice of homogeneous
scientific standards, for the study and publication of excavations, and offer a guarantee
of employment. This is therefore why the model of private commercial archaeology
has been criticized by a number of archaeologists (Cumberpatch & Blinkhorn 2001;
Demoule 2002a; 2002b; 2011; Chadwick 2003; Kristiansen 2009; Schlanger & Salas
Rosenbach 2010). In any case, it seems impossible to separate the real practices of ar-
chaeology from their ideological backgrounds (Pluciennik 2001; Hamilakis & Duke
2007; Bernbeck & McGuire 2010; Kolen 2010).

In France for instance (see also Salas-Rosenbach #his volume), since the economic
crisis, most of the private commercial companies have reduced their prices for 40% in
average. This is, of course, damageable for the quality of the excavations, but also for the
conditions of their employees. The control of the French Ministry of Culture is quite in-
sufficient, because of the small number of its staff. There are known cases of private com-
panies which, having won their contract by proposing lower prices, went to the developer
to renegotiate and increase the price on the pretext that the diagnostic did not fully reveal
the extent and complication of the surface to excavate. In other cases, some private com-
panies simply ceased excavating as soon as their margin of revenues was reached, while
others applied far more summary (and cheaper) methods than initially commissioned.

Note as well that the economic crisis since 2008, has shown the weaknesses of
a model based solely on the market, and the need for State regulations. Moreover,
some economists had already announced these weaknesses before the crisis (Stiglitz
2003), while, as early as 2004, some in the European Commission had become aware
of the limits of the market for public services of general interest (Green Paper 2004),
but without any real result. Ironically (or sadly), the main heralds of the “free market
economy” in the former European Commission, the President and the Commissioner
tor Competition, had a strange destiny: the former became a member of the powerful
Goldman Sachs Bank, the later, Neelie Kroes, was in fact secretly the director of a
firm in a fiscal paradise (or “tax haven”) and works now for the Bank Merrill Lynch!

Tools for European coordination

In recent years, several research programs funded by the Council of Europe and the
European Union have focused on the organization of archaeology in Europe, and
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preventive archaeology specifically. In this fashion, the European Preventive Archaeolo-
&y Project (EPAC), supported by the Council of Europe and the EAA, was held in Vil-
nius in 2004, at the initiative of the French National Institute for Preventive Archaeolog-
ical Research and the Hungarian National Office of Cultural Heritage, as representatives
of the major European countries (Bozéki-Ernyey 2007). The project Planarch (http://
www.planarch.org/) brings together English, Belgian and French archeologists on the
planning of preventive excavation in development works (Ghenne 2007). The project
Discovering the Archaeologists of Europe (http://www.discovering-archaeologists.eu/)
in the framework of the European ‘Leonardo da Vinci’ education project, has under-
taken a survey of archaeologists and their profiles in different European countries.
The project Archaeology in Contemporary Europe (ACE: http://www.ace-archaeology.
eu/), led by the French National Institute for Preventive Archacological Research, brings
together participants from around ten countries on preventive archaeology and the
social function of archaeology. The Epoch project (European Network of Excellence
on the Applications of Information and Communication Technology to Cultur-
al Heritage) also contributed to preventive archaeology (D’Andrea & Guermandi
2008 ; cf. http://www.epoch-net.org/), as did several recent other meetings (D’Agata
& Alaura 2008, Gras & Liverani 2011).

'This now-nearly permanent European cooperation is all the more necessary since
some countries are regularly tempted to reverse the gains of preventive archaeology,
as was the case in France in 2003, and is currently the case in Hungary (Banfly &
Raczky 2010; see also the papers of Bozéki-Ernyey and Czifra & Fabidn, #his volume).

We must nevertheless remember that Europe no doubt represents, with the
United States and Japan (Okamura & Matsuda 2010), the regions of the world where
preventive archaeology is the most developed. But entire continents (Messenger &
Smith 2010), particularly Africa (Ould Mohammed Safe et al. 2008), in much of
Asia, South America, and in New Guinea, etc., destruction without any real political
rescue is multiplying.

Assessment and prospects

For the last four decades, thanks to preventive archaeology and growing legislative
protection, Europe has gone through an unprecedented explosion of knowledge about
its own past. It is estimated that 90% of the excavations conducted in Europe fall
within the framework of preventive archaeology — to the point that some countries,
like the Netherlands, do not allow other forms of excavation since only the excavation
of threatened sites seems a priority. This explosion of data has also revolutionized the
very approach of archaeology; as it is no longer the study of isolated sites, but the



14 Jean-Paul Demoule

study of whole territories, which allow for excavation prior to major development

projects and sometimes involve several hundred uninterrupted acres (Brun et al. 2006;

Blancquaert et al. 2011). Due to the amount of data to be processed and the necessary

rapidity of action, preventive archaeology has indeed revolutionized the methods of

this science.

'This abundance of data has made it possible to increase public awareness, both
through exhibitions (for example: Menghin & Planck 2002) as through accessible
publications which take stock of the recent discoveries in each country (Demoule
2012; Demoule & Stiegler 2008; Raczky, Anders & Kovacs 2004; Visy et al. 2003;
Darvill & Russel 2002, etc.), or in connection with each major preventive operation
(for example: Djuri¢ & Preseren 2003; Chlodnicki & Krzyzaniak 1998; Balint &
Winkler 2007; Lagatie and Vanmoerkerke 2005; Vanmoerkerke & Burnouf 2006,
etc.). The public interest is indeed what makes archaeology possible. (Holtorf 2005;
Jameson 2008).

Nevertheless, a certain number of essential questions concerning preventive ar-
chaeology are still under debate:

1) Property and status of archaeological objects: Some countries, like Greece and
Italy, most of the Central and Eastern European nations, and now France (since
2016), consider archaeological ground as national property. Others, such as Eng-
land, consider that it belongs to the surface owner of the land (Carman 2005).
Others still take an intermediate position: in the case of preventive excavations,
half of the objects belong to the State, with the other half belonging to the owner
of the land who has but one year to claim the objects. Uniformity of the EU leg-
islation - if possible - seems paramount for the interests of the community and
for archaeology.

2) 'The mode of discovery of archaeological sites: Some countries, like France or
Germany, systematically carry out machine trenching on about 10% of the sur-
face area of major development works prior to construction; others simply do an
aerial or electrical survey and basic core-drilling. These latter methods, which are
obviously preferred by developers, have seen improvements, but only lead to the
discovery of smaller numbers of sites (Cowley 2011). It was demonstrated that, at
least in France, five times more sites are discovered with real trenches, than with
electrical survey.

3) Unsupervised destruction: Only rarely do we have accurate statistics on the ar-
eas affected each year by preventive excavations. The data for France (see www.
inrap.fr) suggest that, with approximately 600 km? of the surface area developed
each year, only 15% are subject to archaeological surveys - of which only 20%
are followed up by excavations. Such information is not available for other Eu-
ropean countries, and this is one of the aims of the previously mentioned project
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Archaeology in Contemporary Europe. 'The wetlands are particularly threatened
(Coles & Olivier 2001). More worryingly still is the destruction caused by agri-
cultural practices (Trow et al. 2010), which deeply turn over the soil with heavy
machinery; such destruction is not subject to any supervision, whereas we have
been able to estimate that, in the Netherlands, agricultural practices constitute
60% of the destruction of sites. Added to this is, finally, the damage of armed
conflict: it is estimated that there are at least one million mines buried in the soil
of former Yugoslavia from the wars of the 1990s.

'The necessary level of preventive archaeology: What, ultimately, is the right level
of archaeology in a country? There has been no public debate between the scien-
tific, political and economic actors of any European country. The level depends
on three factors: the scientific standards (increasingly demanding over the years),
a country’s wealth and, finally, the cultural demand of the public (indeed — it is
the weakness of this demand which led to all of the immediate, post-war de-
struction). This level should also be defined with respect to national scientific
programs (see below).

Looting and metal detectors: Another point of concern is the destruction caused
by illegal excavations, including those due to metal detectors, for which countries
such as Britain seem overly tolerant (Thomas & Stone 2009; Barford & Swift
2013 ; cf : http://heritageaction.wordpress.com/), and, more generally, all forms
of looting and trafficking (Renfrew 2000; Brodie et al. 2001; Brodie & Renfrew
2005; Atwood 2004; Flutsch & Fontannaz 2010; Compagnon 2010).
Preservation “in situ” Some developers offer to archaeologists to conserve the
site without excavating it by, for example, building from concrete pillars or by
covering the site with a thick backfill. Such provisions are not very convincing
but have not been to date properly evaluated (see Lucas 2001; Willems 2009).
Storage and Archiving: The accumulation of excavations has caused great prob-
lems for storage of the objects, as well as archiving, especially as I'T programs
and hardware are constantly changing, making stored data quickly inaccessible
(De Grooth & Stoepker 1997; Merriman and Swain 1999; Schlanger & Nord-
bladh 2010).

'The issue of scientific publications: There is a serious deficit in publishing in
archaeology, and certainly a much higher deficit in private commercial archae-
ology (Kristiansen 2009), and which also affects research excavation. This defi-
cit has been regularly reported (Fagan 1995; Shanks 1996; University College
Dublin 2006; Watkinson 2008; Cherry 2010, etc). It concerns both the mono-
graphs of sites as that of regional syntheses (e.g. Collart, et al. 2004) or national
ones (e.g. Bradley 2007; Trier 2003). The issue of a lack of publication leads to
the next point.
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9) National scientific agendas and assessments: One of the disadvantages of com-
mercial archaeology practiced by many private companies is the difficulty in es-
tablishing national scientific programs (‘agendas’). Yet, these are essential for a
comprehensive research policy, including justification for the interests of archae-
ology to policymakers.

Indeed, it is through its ability to produce compelling and useful knowledge for
our thought and reflection on trajectories of the past —as well as the futures of human
societies - that preventive archaeology can justify its existence and the efforts made
for its being.
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From Rescue to Preventive Archaeology: A Highly
Challenging 25 Years in the Former Socialist Countries of
Eastern Europe

Predrag Novakovié, Milan Horridk

Abstract

Until the 1990s and the collapse of socialist/communist regimes in Eastern Europe, archaeological institu-
tions and cultural heritage protection practices were fully in the hands of state bodies, which received funds
[from the state budget. The polluter pays’ principle was only occasionally applied and was not normally aimed
at providing complete coverage of the costs of archaeological protection. There were no clear and stable pre-
ventive strategies, since the role of archaeological protection services was mostly one of ‘reacting’ fo newly dis-
covered heritage rather than providing a presence in the initial phases of spatial planning and development.
There were many reasons for this, not all of them the result of the fact that the ruling socialist regimes were
highly centralised and bureaucratised; the prevailing culture, earlier traditions of state rule, and cultural at-
titudes towards the past and to heritage also played their part. In socialist countries, all elements of public life
were subject to control and planning; and since culture and heritage were considered to have special value for
society, they could not be left to operate autonomously. The political and economic changes after 1990 have had
very different consequences in different countries in relation to the development of preventive archaeology,
and even countries which shared similar or even identical systems of heritage protection organisation and
practice (e.g. the former Yugoslavia or the Soviet Union) soon developed quite different systems, which ranged
Jfrom ‘very liberal’ to fairly conservative’. In this respect, it is interesting to note that it was Tiberal’ systems of
heritage protection that adopted a greater number of preventive archaeology concepts, coupling them with the
emergence of a private market in archaeological services, while countries with tonservative’ systems openly (or
in a more disguised form) expressed opposition to preventive strategies, and particularly to the engagement of
private archaeological enterprise. The two conjunctures — a more ‘liberal’ preventive heritage approach and
the development of a private market in heritage services — are not necessarily directly correlated (e.g. as in
preventive archaeology in France), but this correlation seems higher in the case of the former socialist countries
of Eastern Europe.However, if one looks at the range of experiences over the last two decades, a further set
of questions suggests itself: who participates in the preventive archaeology market as a private entrepreneur,
what is their status and what is the extent of their participation? Are we talking about real entrepreneurs or
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about public institutions in disguise? Does the dominant role of public institutions (e.g. INRAP in France)
secure better quality and control? And what are, in the end, the benefits for heritage, for preventive archaeol-
ogy professionals, for the public and for our knowledge of the past?

Keywords: preventive archaeology, former socialist countries of Eastern Europe, archaeological services,
Valletta Convention, rescue archaeology

Povzetek

Vse do zacetka devetdesetih let prejsnjega stoletja in konca socialisticnih oziroma komunisticnih reZimov v
“vzhodnih” evropskih drzavah je bila dejavnost varovanja kulturne dediscine, vsa praksa in vse ustanove, v
celoti v rokah driavnih ustanov in teles, ki so morala v drzavnem proracunu nacrtovati izdatke za izvaja-
nje varstva dediséine. Nacelo, da stroske varovanja placa ‘onesnazevalec’ (stran, ki ogroza dediscino), je bilo
zelo redko v uporabi pa Se takrat ni pokrivalo vseh stroskov arbeoloskega dela. Veji del prakse arbeoloske kon-
servatorske sluzbe je bila v glavnem razumljen kot reakcija na novo odkrite objekte dediscine, kajti jasnih in
trdnih preventivnih strategij, ki bi bile del prostorskega planiranja, ni bilo. Razlogov za to je vec in niso vsi
izhajali iz centralizirane in birokratizirane narave socialisticnih reZimov, temvec tudi iz previadujoce kul-
ture administriranja in starejsih tradicij upravijanja % driavo. V socialisticnih reZimih so bili vsi elementi
druzbenega Zivljenja podvrieni nadzoru in nacrtovanju in ker sta bila kultura in dediscina razumljeni kot
posebni vrednosti, se nista mogli bolj avtonomno organizacijsko razvijati. Politicne in ekonomske spremembe,
ki so nastale po l. 1990, so na podroiju varovanja kulturne dediscine imele razlicne posledice v razlicnih dr-
Zavah in celo driave, ki so imele skupne ali zelo podobne sisteme varovanja dediscine (npr. driave nekdanje
Jugoslavije ali Sovjetske zveze) so kmalu pricele razvijati zelo razlicne sisteme varstva, ki so varirali od zelo
“liberalnih” do dokaj “konzervativnih”. V tem kontekstu je zanimivo pripomniti, da so “liberalni” sistemi
bili bolj odprti za koncepte sodobne preventivne arheologije in so dokaj hitro razvili tudi triisce zasebnih
arheoloskib storitev, medtem ko so drzave, ki so obranile “konzervativne sisteme” (tudi v bolj zakriti obliki)
marsikdaj tezko sprejemale preventivne strategije, predvsem pa sistemsko angaziranje zasebnih ponudnikov
storitev na tem podrolju. Ti dve konjunkturi — “liberalnejsi” sistem preventivnega varstva in razvoj zaseb-
nega sektorja v dejavnostih varstva arheoloske dediscine — nista nujno v neposredni korelaciji, o cemer prica
oreganizacija in praksa preventivne arbeologije v Franciji, se pa zdi ta korelacija precej vecja v nekdanyih
“vzhodnih” drzavah. Ce se ozremo na razlicne izkusnje preventivne arheologije v zadnjih dveb desetletjih,
se moramo dotakniti Se nekaterih drugih vprasanj: kdo, v kaksnem statusu in do katere stopnje, je udelezen
na triscu preventivne arheologije kot zasebnik; ali gre za pravo zasebno dejavnost ali pa za “zakrite” oblike
delovanja javnih ustanov; ali previadujoca vioga javnih ustanov (npr. INRAP v Franciji) jamdi boljso
kvaliteto in nadzor nad preventivnimi raziskavami; in, navsezadnje, kaj je dodana vrednost preventivne
arbeologije za dediscino, za profesionalce v preventivni arbeologiji in javnot, ter kaksen in koliksen je bil
prispevek preventivne arheologije za nase poznavanje preteklosti.

In the three most frequently cited publications dealing with preventive archae-
ology in Europe (Ernyey-Bozéki 2007; Schlanger & Aitchison 2010; Guermandi &
Salas-Rossenbach 2013) only seven former socialist countries are represented (Po-
land, Hungary, Estonia, Romania, Slovenia, Czech Republic Russia). Not only that
there are very few information on other 15 countries (all members of the Council
of Europe), but also most of the existing information which came from the papers
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presented at the EPAC meeting in Vilnius, 2004 (Ernyey-Bozdéki 2007) need to be
ajourned in order to explore and reflex the present state of preventive archaeology in
former socialist countries.

Owing to their previously uncompetitive economies and outdated technological
infrastructure, most former socialist countries of Eastern Europe still remain largely
underdeveloped. Only a handful of Central European countries increased their GDP
from 40 to 60% of the EU-15 average between 1990 and 2014, while others (Balkan
countries and former Soviet republics) did not reduce the relative distance at all, with
their GDP on average remaining at less than 15% of the EU-15 average. These figures
should not be ignored when examining preventive archaeology in the former socialist
countries of Eastern Europe. While it is true that the economics of preventive archae-
ology should primarily be observed within national economies, certain aspects also
require consideration within an international context.

Prior to the 1990s, all heritage services in socialist Eastern Europe were the
domain of public/state institutions, and the overall structure and practice of the dis-
cipline was dominated to a great extent by central academic institutions (see Fig. 1).

A

ACADEMY
(Institutes)

[

NATIONAL | | NATIONAL
MUSEM HERITAGE

INSTITUTE
7
7’
7
7’
7’
4
4
4
7
4
7
REGIONAL/LOCAL REGIONAL/LOCAL
MUSEMS HERITAGE INSTITUTES

! under the education and science ministry |:| under the culture ministry

Fig. 1. Standard model of the hierarchy of archaeological disciplines in the former socialist countries of
Eastern Europe.
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National academic institutes were responsible for general strategic decisions and
tor developments and practices in scientific disciplines, archaeology included; these
institutes were also the most well-resourced in terms of staff, equipment and funds.
'There was also another important issue, and one that is frequently overlooked else-
where in Europe: that of the considerable restrictions placed on mobility. Here, it
was the institutes’ staff who had a much greater chance of obtaining permits to travel
abroad and collaborate with their Western colleagues. This privilege was very rare for
archaeologists working in regional or local institutions.

In general, it can be said that rescue archaeology served two main goals: a) to
protect heritage and b) to serve scientific/academic archaeology by providing new
data and, if necessary, assisting in major field projects. For decades it was the institutes
that were normally in charge of the largest rescue projects, while local or regional
heritage protection services assisted them with staff and infrastructure, and adminis-
trative support. This practice (one may also call it a system) to a large degree existed
in all former socialist countries of Eastern Europe; moreover, this way of working
persisted for decades, which means that it has continued to leave a strong mark on
the understanding and practice of preventive archaeology even a quarter of a century
after the arrival of political and social change. The view that preventive archaeology
needs to serve academic goals and agendas, and that the leading academic institutions
should have significant power in this field, is still a fairly current one. Some variations
of this model did exist: in Hungary, for example, county museums were in charge of a
great deal of rescue work, but always ceded a certain amount of control to the leading
academic institutions when large sites were endangered.

However, one should also examine this fact from another perspective, that of
funding. On the one hand, funding from national research schemes was in constant
decline, particularly in the 1990s, and many large academic institutes and similar or-
ganisations had to compensate for the considerable loss of income in order to retain
staft and keep projects running. Much of this compensation came from the more di-
rect involvement of these institutes in preventive archaeology. Indeed, in some coun-
tries (Slovakia, Czech Republic, Bulgaria), these institutes are still listed as having a
near-monopoly on running preventive projects, in agreement with the national her-
itage protection service.

However, not all post-socialist countries have followed this path in relation to
preventive archaeology. While Slovenia and Croatia, for example, have retained na-
tional academic institutes as their paramount research organisations, these institutes
have rarely, if at all, been engaged in directing preventive archaeology projects them-
selves; and in the Baltic countries, which lacked such institutes in the Soviet era,
preventive archaeology has become the domain of the national heritage protection
service with its own institutions. Special case is Hungary where county museums
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tor short period of time in the last ten years lost its traditional monopoly to national
institutions aimed at preventive research but soon regained it (see more in papers of

Crzifra & Fibidn, and Ernyey-Bozdki his volume).

La Valletta Convention

'The adoption of the La Valletta Convention by the Council of Europe in 1992
coincided with the end of the socialist systems of Eastern Europe. Its ratification
began in 1993, with most former socialist countries ratifying it over the following
10 to 15 years (for dates of adoption and ratification of the convention see Fig. 5 in
Stauble (2013).

It is difhicult to discern any particular pattern regarding the time of adoption
or ratification and, as will soon become clear, the effects of this Convention, and
the development and practical implementation of preventive archaeology, have varied
greatly from country to country (although this has been the case with all nation-
al archaeological heritage frameworks throughout Europe). Political and economic
changes since 1990 have had very different consequences for preventive archaeology
in different countries, and even countries which shared similar or even identical sys-
tems of heritage protection organisation and practice (e.g. the former Yugoslavia or
the Soviet Union) soon developed quite different systems, which ranged from ‘very
liberal’ to ‘fairly conservative’.

Socialism (pre-La Valletta) Capitalism (Post-La Valletta)

LEGISLATION

Protection of archaeological heritage Protection of archaeological heritage also required in
defined chiefly in conservation acts spatial planning acts as compulsory impact research
issued by the culture ministry (various national models)

FUNDING

Public only (budgets) Combined: ‘polluter pays’, public (to a lesser degree)
ACTIVITIES

Rescue and salvage excavations (mostly) Wider variety: testing, sampling, preventive
excavations, salvage excavations (very rare)

QUALITY CONTROL AND STANDARDS FOR PREVENTIVE ARCHAEOLOGY

'Standards' derived from academic 1. Regulation and standards adopted for preventive

practice, (frequently not explicit) archaeology; most detailed (Slovenia), less detailed
and explicit (e.g. Slovakia, Czech Republic...)
2. No standards, no new regulations (e.g. Serbia,
Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina)
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PRACTITIONEERS

Public institutions only: 1. Only limited to public institutions (e.g.
Academy, Museums, Heritage services, Serbia, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Universities Montenegro...)

2. Public institutions mostly (e.g. Hungary)

3. Hybrid: private SMEs as subcontrators of public
institutions (e.g. Czech Republic)

4. Market: private SME and public inst. compete
on equal basis (e.g. Slovenia, Croatia, Poland,

Slovakia...)

Fig. 2. Comparison of rescue and preventive archaeology.

It is interesting to note that it was ‘liberal’ systems of heritage protection that
adopted a greater number of preventive archaeology concepts, coupling them with
the emergence of a private market in archaeological services, while countries with
‘conservative’ systems, openly or in a more disguised form, expressed opposition to a
number of preventive strategies and forms of organisation (and particularly to the en-
gagement of private enterprise), insisting that preventive archaeology had to remain
largely the domain of public institutions.

'These two conjunctures — the ‘liberal’ preventive heritage approach and the devel-
opment of a free market in heritage services — are not necessarily directly correlated
(e.g. as in preventive archaeology in France), but this correlation seems higher in the
case of former ‘Eastern’ countries.

'The economic conditions referred to at the beginning of this paper and recent
crysis had an important effect on the development and practice of preventive archae-
ology. The reduction in national funds posed a considerable challenge to the entire
infrastructure of the discipline (institutes, museums, universities, the public heritage
service, etc.). The public sector, including the archaeological sector, was quite unpre-
pared for the rapid privatisation and economic liberalisation being advocated by the
newly elected governments and by the Western international economic and political
powers. In these conditions, the perspectives for preventive archaeology would have
been rather bleak without the Valletta Convention. While one can criticise it from
many points of view today, for a great many former socialist countries the Conven-
tion has played a crucial role in developing preventive archaeology and introducing
it into spatial planning, notwithstanding the fact that this process has been a fairly
painstaking one.

National administrative traditions (or rather, attitudes towards the administra-
tion of cultural heritage and the practices associated with cultural heritage research
and protection) have exerted a much stronger influence than one might have expected.
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'This is not only the result of 50 years of socialist administration, but is also associ-
ated with the general idea of the role of state in the countries concerned. With the
exception of Russia, all other former socialist countries of Eastern Europe gained
their independence at some point in the last 140 years (after the Berlin Congress in
1878 or after the First World War) and some much later, in the 1990s. Given the
relatively short period of independence enjoyed by these countries and the fact that
almost all of them were actually established after periods of war, the idea of the state
as the paramount regulator (direct or indirect via national institutions) of all principal
public and national assets, heritage included, remains very strong — hence the culture
of administration in in many countries is still associated with these assets.

Transition from rescue to preventive archaeology

In Western as well as Eastern Europe, preventive archaeology, in the modern sense
of the term, did not exist prior to the 1990s, with different forms and practices of
rescue archaeology being much more common. If one compares Eastern and West-
ern rescue archaeology prior to the 1990s, the major point of resemblance was the
fact that they all lacked clear and comprehensive heritage protection systems and
practices. Every country had legislation that clearly defined and protected cultural
heritage, but none of them had eftective mechanisms, criteria and tools for efficient
heritage protection, including research into endangered sites. To many it seemed
somewhat logical that we were dealing with ‘normal’ research, albeit in extraordi-
nary conditions, and that practices developed at academic institutions could also
serve to rescue endangered heritage.

There is one further aspect to be considered when discussing the former so-
cialist countries: that of the system of property and of funding. Under socialism,
heritage development and heritage protection were understood to be a public good,
in the public interest or public ‘property’, and both were financed from public funds.
However, clear distinctions were made between the two and this frequently put
heritage in a paradoxical position. One the one hand, it was given prominence as
evidence of important processes and events in the creation of the nation and in
national emancipation (for example); on the other hand, communist ideology had a
very selective attitude towards heritage, promoting processes of social and economic
development, industrialisation, transformation from an agricultural to an industrial
economy, the construction of large-scale infrastructure, and so on. Where there was
a lack of clear strategy and priority in heritage protection, rescue archaeology was
indeed a process of negotiation between stakeholders, frequently on a case-by-case
basis. These negotiations were, in most cases, ad hoc and took place at all levels of
administration and government, from national to local, depending on the scale and
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importance of development and heritage. It would be wrong to think that there
were no regulations within this process. Laws and other subsidiary instruments did
exist, but they were rarely precise and executive in their powers; as such, they were
subject to differing interpretations.

Funds for rescue works were exclusively public and, in most cases, it was up to the
heritage protection institutes to secure them. The rationale behind this was simple:
the state (or local state body) was simultaneously the developer and ‘protector’ of her-
itage, and so it was its job to secure the necessary funding. However, funding for pro-
tection (e.g. rescue excavations) did not come from the same funds as development.
One rarely saw cases of developers funding (or at least part-funding) rescue archae-
ology. In the socialist system, this meant that the developer (a public organisation)
was sometimes given additional (public) funds for rescue works directed by another
public organisation. The only way to make this system work was through negotiation.

'This system of rescue archaeology was clearly not very efficient. In spite of the long
tradition of planned economy and development, it was very difficult to plan in advance
the budget for rescuing hundreds of unexpected discoveries prior to and during con-
struction work; moreover, these discoveries delayed construction and increased its cost.
'The outcome frequently came at the cost of archaeology, both heritage and practice:
only limited rescue excavations were possible, emergency excavations during construc-
tion work were carried out very quickly, no restoration could be planned, etc. Archaeo-
logical staff were not really prepared and equipped for working in such circumstances.

To illustrate this, let us turn to a case from Slovenia. While, according to several
criteria, this country was the most developed of all the former socialist countries of
Eastern Europe, and has a rather efficient and modern system of preventive archae-
ology today, the situation 30 or so years ago did not differ much from that in other
Eastern European countries.

Between 1985 and 1989 around 250 rescue excavations and projects were carried
out — an average of 50 per year (Turk 1991: 7). Twenty-five years later (2010-2014)
the number of preventive projects had increased tenfold, i.e. to around 2,500 projects
of varying sizes per year. The difference is even larger when the excavated areas or the
funds allocated to preventive research are taken into account. This huge increase is
the direct result of the implementation of the Valletta Convention and its two major
requirements: a) that preventive archaeology be integrated into spatial planning pro-
cesses and b) that the ‘polluter pays’ principle be applied. I have no precise data for
other countries but, by rule of thumb, one might expect an increase of at least 500%
in most of the former socialist countries of Central Europe as a whole.

'This change happened over the course of 10 to 15 years and has had considerable
consequences for all aspects of archaeology and archaeological practice. However, not
all the countries followed (or were in a position to follow) the Slovenian example.
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'The crucial point here is how preventive archaeological research is incorporated into
spatial planning processes and, even more importantly, how this is implemented in
practice. If prior evaluations of archaeological potential are only desk-based and not
tested in the field, then a great deal of preventive archaeology’s potential is lost. At
this point, it is difficult to classify countries according to the degree to which archae-
ology participates in spatial planning. Some countries are definitely not very success-
tul in this and, in my personal experience, countries like Serbia, Macedonia, Monte-
negro and Bosnia-Herzegovina are certainly among the least successful. The situation
is much better in Central European countries such as Slovakia, the Czech Republic,
Poland, Hungary, Croatia, and in the Baltic countries.

New subjects in preventive archaeology

'There is one very simple empirical tool for examining whether preventive archaeology
is well integrated into spatial planning policy and processes: the number of archaeol-
ogists and other experts involved, and the types of economic and legal status held by
entities professionally engaged in preventive archaeology.

Any substantial increase in the number of projects required during spatial and
development planning has only been made possible through a corresponding increase
in the number of practitioners and/or archaeological jobs (both, in public or private
organisation). This effect can be seen throughout Europe and not only in the former
socialist countries of Eastern Europe.

Another criterion (the types of economic/business participation in preventive ar-
chaeology) also shows a direct correlation between an increase in the involvement of
preventive archaeology in the planning process and an increase in the heterogeneity
of business arrangements. Empirical comparisons for the former socialist countries
of Eastern Europe demonstrate that markets in preventive archaeological services are
stronger or more developed in countries where adequate consideration is given to ar-
chaeological heritage in spatial planning. Of course, this should not be taken as a rule:
INRAP in France and its system of preventive archaeology is clear exception, but here
we are talking about a very different tradition of the state and of the administration of
public assets to that present in most of the former socialist countries of Eastern Europe.

However, making preventive archaeological work subject to market forces and com-
petition has a number of negative effects. Two closely connected effects are listed below:
a) increased precarity and the widespread phenomenon of low-paid archaeological

jobs in preventive projects. This should not be seen as the logical outcome of an

increased number of archaeologists but of other factors, including, first and fore-
most, the uncontrolled liberalisation of the market in heritage services and a lack
of regulation on fair competition;
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b) heritage as an ‘undesirable’ by-product of development. The general pressure to
lower costs in all aspects of development also applies to preventive work, with
developers opting to paying for the ‘cheapest archaeology’ rather than the ‘best
possible archaeology’. Heritage is seen as an obstacle rather than an asset and,
since it is legally protected, the attitude of the ‘lesser evil’ dominates.

Quality control, standards and good practice

In order to improve this situation, one needs a state prepared to deploy its mechanisms
of imposing regulations, responsibilities and sanctions. Preventive archaeology, by virtue
of operating during the planning development phases, requires regulations and standards
that are more detailed than those applied to rescue and salvage intervention. In other
words, while rescue and salvage archaeology deals exclusively with self-evident sites or
sites newly discovered by chance, preventive archaeology is first and foremost about the
archaeological potential of areas and sites for which development plans have been drawn
up. Evidence needs to be provided for the sites to a certain level of probability, and these
sites also need to be accurately mapped; this is in order to prescribe further steps for their
protection and, where necessary, provide the basis for excavation. In addition, preventive
practice today includes several new methods and techniques of sampling and testing,
which needed validation and acceptance before becoming widely used.

There is a further reason for more detailed quality control standards and proce-
dures. Compared to the pre-La Valletta period, when there were very few (if any) ex-
plicit standards in rescue archaeology, the ‘standards’ that did exist were derived from
academic field practice and there were only a limited number of organisations permitted
to undertake rescue work, post-La Valletta has seen marked changes to the situation.
'The large increase in a number of preventive research projects has inevitably generated a
demand for more archaeologists, who now appear in different forms of organisation and
legal status. This large increase in the number of archaeologists engaged in preventive
research necessitates the introduction of quality control and standards in order to secure
the required level of research quality. This is currently not yet the case in many European
countries — many of the former socialist countries of Eastern Europe included. While
one might find documents designated as ‘standards’, most of them are very general and
incapable of meeting the demand for efficient mechanisms capable of securing quality.

New technologies

Accompanying the increase in the number of research projects is an increase in the
development and implementation of new technologies in archaeological research,
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with the most significant ‘decentralisation’ or ‘democratisation’ occurring in the last
tew decades. While the level of technology used in archaeological field research and
analysis was relatively modest prior to the 1990s, particularly in research and rescue
projects undertaken by regional and local organisations, the situation is very different
today. It used to be the case that only the top academic institutes and national muse-
ums had access to costly technological equipment and analysis (although the general
underdevelopment of many former socialist countries meant that even this level was
frequently not comparable to that seen in the West). The situation is radically differ-
ent today. Rapid development and the fall in the prices of computing technologies,
IT and technologies for the automated recording of various types of data have made
new technological tools accessible to virtually anyone. This has, of course, speeded up
most aspects of fieldwork and recording. In many former socialist countries, the new
technologies have been adopted and implemented more quickly by smaller private or-
ganisations than by the large institutes. In fact, new technology has not only equipped
smaller enterprises; it has also boosted the creation of new specialised niches requir-
ing the services of archaeologists and other experts.

Knowledge derived from preventive archaeology

As this introductory paper draws to a close, I would like to focus on the question of
the extent to which the efforts of preventive archaeology as a whole actually con-
tribute to our knowledge of the past. If the question of the quality of preventive
archaeology and the heritage it saves is necessary for understanding the relevance of
archaeology to our society, the question of the extent to which preventive archaeology
contributes to a knowledge of past is the flip side of the coin and actually addresses
the issue of the coherence of the discipline of archaeology.

It is beyond doubt that the large increase in field projects across our countries,
indeed all over Europe and the rest of the world, has led to an accumulation of large
quantities of archaeological evidence — quantities that are probably higher by several
orders of magnitude than 30 years ago. One also thinks of the large increase in a
number of skilled professionals able to cope efficiently with complex field projects and
sites — another fact that appears indisputable at first glance. However, evidence alone
does not automatically mean new knowledge or even new heritage. Both need to be
properly constructed and contextualised.

One can hardly escape the feeling that the potential of this mass of new evidence
is far from being fully exploited — and the same applies to the potential generated by
the large increase in the number of archaeologists. I agree that it is not easy to esti-
mate the volume of new knowledge of the past produced by preventive archaeology
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in the last three decades, or to say with certainty what kind of knowledge has been
produced. Let us imagine instead what an increase of this scale would have meant for
ancient history if, for example, 10,000 new fragments of ancient texts from the Med-
iterranean had been discovered in the same short space of time. The parallel is an ex-
aggerated one, for sure, but it does clearly illustrate the problem. There are many cases
where long linear projects, for example motorways, have radically changed regional
chronologies and our knowledge of settlement patterns and past land use; there are
also numerous cases where preventive projects have discovered completely unknown
aspects of the archaeological past. We should not use this as the measure of success,
but it does point to the way in which archaeological evidence and archaeological epis-
temology are different to historiography. In fact, historians too would need a century
or more to properly analyse such massive quantities of new evidence.

Several authors have nevertheless observed that the quality of publications and
reports does not match the potential of the excavated sites. A great deal of the data
discovered ends in site reports and descriptive catalogues and is never studied in more
detail. Moreover, the regulations, standards, manuals and similar documents regarding
site reports and field-recording lead to the mass production of very simplified texts
aimed at fulfilling the requirements of those very regulations. The pressure to conduct
field research and produce a field report as quickly as possible undoubtedly reduces
the creativity of archaeology, turning it into something of a conveyer-belt process. It is
probably here that the coherence of the discipline of archaeology is in greatest danger
— and here that we need to invest more effort in the future. We have to accept that the
increase in preventive projects has led to archaeology becoming a heavily ‘data-driven’
discipline. This fact is still not fully recognised, but it does require very careful reflection.
Thousands of cases of poor-quality and over-simplified interpretations, in the long run,
undermine the role and relevance of archaeology in the public mind.
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Preventive Archaeology, Scientific Research and Public
Outreach: Some Non-politically Correct Thoughts

Pascal Depacepe

Abstract:

Since the Valletta Convention, the basis of almost all of the laws in European countries regarding preven-
tive archaeology is the Polluter-pays principle. One major consequence has been an extraordinary increase
of funds, in parallel with an identical increase in the number of archaeological operations. But there are
also negative consequences: the struggle between archaeological companies, the role of the developers (who
pay the excavation and so choose the operators), the public outreach as a goal instead of research. These
aspects are examined here, in a non-politically correct way.

Keywords: Preventive archaeology, Research, Public outreach, Developer

Résiime

Depuis I'adoption de la convention de Malte-La Valette le principe pollueur-payeur est adopté dans la
plupart des pays européens pour le financement de Iarchéologie préventive. Une des principales consé-
quences fut un accroissement considérable des fonds attribués i I'archéologie préventive ainsi quune forte
augmentation des données scientifiques acquises. Mais il y a également des retombées négatives : la compé-
tition entre les opérateurs en archéologie, le role des aménageurs ( qui ﬁnancem‘ les opérations archéologiques
et donc qui choisissent les opémfeurs), et la communication vers le grand public comme but a la place de la
recherche scienz‘ﬁque. Ces aspects sont examinés ici, dans une optique non—palitiquement correcte.
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The Legal framework of French preventive archaeology: a summary

Since 2001, French preventive archaeology is organized according to the European
Convention of Valletta (see Collart 2012) for a complete history of the process; Cat-
teddu, et al. 2012; Depaepe & Salas-Rossenbach 2013 concerning the role of INRAP).

'The Law relating to preventive archaeology stresses the importance and specificity
of this discipline, the goal of which is ‘%o ensure [... ] the detection, the conservation or the
safeguard through their scientific study of those elements of the archaeological heritage affected
or likely to be affected by public or private works in the framework of urban and rural devel-
opment”. All of these measures have been synthesized in the French Heritage Code.

'Three partners are involved in the process: the state, the developer and the ar-
chaeologists. The developer puts up the money for archaeology (it’s the “polluter-pays”
principle); the state orders the archaeological evaluations and excavations and has
control over them; the operator does the job.

There are two major phases (Fig. 1). The first phase involves an evaluation of the
archaeological potential (called “diagnostic” -diagnosis- in French archaeological vocab-
ulary). This phase can only be carried out by public services INRAP or local authority
services) and is paid for by a tax on each construction project. Local authority services
must be licensed by the state after scientific appraisal by the National Council for Ar-
chaeological Research. The aims of the evaluation are to “...detect, characterize, localize
and date potential archaeological remains in the area scheduled for development.”

Developer Developer
Dev.elopment Execute its
Project o - public works
Ministry of Ministry of
Culture Culture
Order an Order an
evaluation Archaeological excavation Archaeological
public Services public Services
or commercial
Execute the Companies
- Lompanies
evaluation
In case of
discoveries ExeCUte_ the
excavation

Fig. 1. Administrative Phases of French Preventive Archaeology.
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'The second one is, if a site is discovered, the excavation. It’s directly paid for by
the developer (according to the Polluter-pays principle) and can be carried out by
public archaeology services or commercial companies under license (license on the
basis of a scientific appraisal from the National Council for Archaeological Research).

The operations are assessed by six committees, the CIRA (Commission for
archaeological research). These committees express opinions on the authorization
requests of planned excavations and on the prescriptions within the framework of
preventive archaeology. CIRA are necessarily seized, when an extension (extra time)
of the duration of the operation is needed when deciding if specific measures for
preservation are necessary during the course of operation and when decisions relative
to above ground remains are made. In this context, at the end of the authorized or
prescribed operation, they assess the scientific content of all site reports. (See website
in the bibliography).

'The law was recently changed in July 2016. This major change concerns the ar-
chaeological finds that become the property of the state. There are some other modi-
fications regarding the local authorities’ archaeology services.

However, some politicians think that public services are too expensive (and
not only in the domain of archaeology!). In their opinion (this mainly concerns the
right-wing politicians but not exclusively) the public sector should only carry out
evaluations and excavations should be restricted to commercial companies. For most
neo-liberals, all archaeology should be carried out by private companies. It’s not a
legal problem regarding competition and the free-market because the French Consti-
tutional Council has admitted the possibility of a state monopoly in 2001 (see website
in the bibliography). It’s just ideology, with a lot of consequences.

Preventive Archaeology, Cultural Heritage, and Science

In Europe, preventive archaeology is most certainly now the main source of archae-
ological data, about 90% in France, and each European country has a more or less
strong legislation for archaeology and cultural heritage. But there are two compo-
nents in archaeology: scientific research and cultural heritage.

In my opinion, these two components are very different. Indeed the purpose of
scientific research is to study the story of mankind through its material productions.
But the purpose of cultural heritage is to protect the archaeological record (its artifacts,
monuments, and sites) and to transmit it to future generations. It’s not the same thing.

Preventive archaeology is a link between these two components: its purpose is
to rescue our cultural heritage by its study (scientific research), as archaeological sites
are destroyed by development. So we must, as archaeologists working in preventive
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archaeology, fulfill these two obligations: conservation and research. I think that the
first one is relatively well managed. Our stores are full of artifacts, inventories, pic-
tures, drawings, etc. But what about the research? The reality is that in most coun-
tries the research has not followed in the footsteps of the development of preventive
archaeology. In many European countries, excavation reports are written to varying
degrees of accomplishment, but so few are published. For example in Poland in 2009,
98% of the papers were published by public services of archaeology, and only 2% by
private companies (Fig. 2). During the same year 2009, 5319 archaeological operation
permits were issued in Poland (Filipowicz & Mickiewicz 2011).

'The problem is that in most European countries, the laws regarding preventive
archaeology do not require the scientific publication of the archaeological fieldwork.
In most cases, there is neither time nor money for publishing. The gray literature is
one of the main challenges of the archaeology of tomorrow. And another danger is
the risk of the coexistence of two kinds of archaeology, without any bridges between
them: a first one producing theories and models; a second one excavating but not

publishing its findings.
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Fig. 2. Papers published in Poland in 2009 (after Filipowicz & Mickiewicz 2011).

Malta principles and preventive archaeology

'The origins of preventive archaeology are to be found in the post-war reconstruction
of Europe, and during the phase of economic growth from the sixties to the eighties.
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Many scandals (destructions of archaeological sites and ancient monuments) showed
the need for a better protection of our buried heritage. One answer was the negotiation
of the Valletta (or Malta) Convention in 1992, which is at the present time signed by 44
countries (Stduble 2013). This convention describes a lot of principles including:

* 'The scientific significance of preventive archaeology
* 'The need of increasing the material resources for preventive archaeology

'The Malta Convention completely changed the face of European archaeology by
a huge increase of funds, archaeological operations, and archaeologists. For example,
the number of archaeologists was less than 2000 in 1980 in the UK but went up to
6865 by August 2007 (Aitchinson 2010). The number of archaeological operations in
Ireland was less than 400 in 1996 and more than 2000 in 2003 (Eogan 2010). It’s the
same situation in the Netherlands: less than 1000 operations in 2002, almost 4900 in
2008, just before the crisis (source: Rijksdienst Voor het Cultureel Erfgoed; website in
the bibliography). In France, the number of the archaeological prescriptions (ordered
by the state) grew to 4270 in 2002; only 1752 were counted in 2000, before the law
regarding preventive archaeology (Collart 2012).

But this was the situation before the crisis!

The economic crisis of 2008 and its effects on preventive archaeology

European preventive archaeology has been strongly aftected by the crisis of 2008. The

decrease in the number of developments has led to a collapse in preventive archaeology.
So the results have been:

*  Collapse of operations due to a strong decrease of public works (by example
-24% in France from 2006 to 2009 (Collart 2012)

*  Ferocious competition between commercial archaeology companies

*  More precarious jobs, competition between archaeologists not for scientific rea-
sons but for salaries issues

*  Collapse of jobs: e.g. in Ireland, “follow-up surveys by the Institute of Archaeolo-
gists of Ireland in 2008 and 2009 suggest that the reduction in excavation activity
has led to a consequential reduction in employment levels in the private sector
where employment fell by 80%” (after Eogan 2010, 20)

*  Loss of knowledge because of the bankruptcy of private companies or poorly done
excavations or unpublished results. E.g., in France the company “Archéoloire”
bankrupted in 2014 left one excavation unfinished and at least 11 excavation
reports unwritten.

+  Salaries in archaeology are below average compared to other professions (Bitelli,

et al., 2013) Fig. 3)
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Fig. 3. Differences in salary between archaeologists and the average of salaries, in France and Italy
(French sources INSEE and INRAP; Italian sources after Bitelli, et al., 2013).

So the economic crisis has demonstrated the weakness of the majority of the
preventive archaeology systems. In fact, the countries or autonomous regions where
the system is totally (e.g. Wallonia, (Depaepe, et al. 2015); Saxony) or partially public

(France) have resisted better to the crisis.

The polluter-pays principle and its consequences

In the majority of European countries, funds for preventive archaeology originate
from the developers themselves: it’s the Developer-pays principle.

It’s not the main topic of this paper, but we can ask ourselves “Who really pays?”
Indeed, as explained by J. Vanmoerkerke in France (paper presented at the EAA 2016
Vilnius session TH2-10), on small projects the cost of excavation is often supported
by the landowner, not by the developer. Regarding motorways or railways, the cost of
archaeology is included in the price of the tickets or tolls. And in the case of excavations
supported by public authorities, it’s the general public who pays, through their taxes.

As we have seen previously one of the major consequences of the Polluter-pays
principle has been the important increase of funding in archaeology.

But the Polluter-pays principle could also be considered a great danger for pre-
ventive archaeology. In the majority of European countries, preventive archaeology
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came from the cultural heritage world, not from the world of the scientific research.
Indeed the aim of the archaeologists at the beginning of preventive archaeology was
to make the public (and the politicians) aware of the problem of the destruction of
archaeological sites. Their hidden agenda was to obtain the funds to be able to study
the sites. One of the ways commonly used in France (and in other countries) was to
alert the general public to these destructions using the media with the aim of putting
pressure on the politicians. And as politicians are afraid of scandal, it has been the best
way to create a new kind of archaeology introducing the Polluter-pays principle which
has put a lot of money into the archaeological system. So the Polluter-pays principle
has been an extraordinary asset in the development of preventive archaeology.

But one consequence of the polluter-pays principle is that the developer pays, so he
orders the excavation. And the developer doesn’t buy archaeology or knowledge of the
past, he buys a piece of land to build a factory, or a road, or anything else.... and preventive
archaeology is the only economic activity where the client has no interest in buying the
product. Archaeologists desperately try to convince developers and politicians of the im-
portance of archaeology, by offering derivatives such as public outreach. Developers love
public outreach because it’s a very efficient way to interest the general public in some-
thing other than the development project itself (because people want to drive cars but
they don't like to have a motorway built by their home). Politicians also love public out-
reach: it’s faster than science (science is so slow!), it’s perfect during electoral campaigning
and more popular. It’s happened sometimes that the same politician, who wanted to stop
an archaeological project, opens the exhibition that stems from the same project.

So all agree that the pre-eminence given to public outreach was important dur-
ing the birth of preventive archaeology, but can now be considered a sort of cancer.
Indeed, the risk, underlined by some archaeologists, is to excavate primarily for public
outreach (or just “zo fulfill legal and regulatory obligations” (Hutchings & La Salle 2013;
2015), and only subsequently for the scientific community, whereas an archaeological
site must first and foremost be excavated for scientific reasons. To be clear, it’s not a
criticism of the archaeologists, who are often passionate people, but their values are
not always those of their employers.

'The time has come to think about our real reasons for excavating.
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Enabling Archaeological Research within a Cultural
Heritage Management Context: A View from the United
States

Michael Heilen, Richard Ciolek-Torello, Donn Grenda

Abstract

In the United States, preventive archaeology is governed largely by the National Historic Preservation
Act, which requires federal agencies to identify and manage heritage resources within their jurisdiction
and to consider heritage resources affected by an undertaking involving the federal government. A large
industry has developed around the implementation of the Act. Thousands of preventive activities are per-
Jformed each year, resulting in tremendous stores of data and, in some case, spectacular research findings.
Yet, project planning and management is often reactive to development and efforts are focused on reducing
costs within a competitive environment. While the industry faces many challenges, archaeological research
has benefited in important ways from commercial archaeological work. There are a number of things that
both the industry and individual commercial firms can do to improve research outcomes. In this paper, we
highlight two regions in the United States where structured scientific research has been conducted within
a commercial context and discuss ways in which individual companies and the industry can foster research
to to serve the discipline and public better.

Keywords: preventive archaeology, scientific research, coastal southern California, Papagueria
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Introduction

In the United States, the primary legal driver behind heritage resource management
is the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966. NHPA was created in re-
sponse to rapid development in the United States in the two decades after World War
II. Without appropriate legal protections, massive transportation, public works, and
urban renewal projects and suburban sprawl was leading to widespread destruction
of environmental and heritage resources. Although important heritage preservation
laws had previously been passed, they were insufficient to protect the thousands of
resources impacted by this development. To address this problem, NHPA requires
that federal agencies take into account potential impacts to heritage resources that
could occur as a result of a federal undertaking, such as infrastructure development or
conducting military training exercises. Other federal laws (Table 1), as well as state
laws and local ordinances, are likewise concerned with heritage preservation, but the
large majority of cultural heritage management (CHM) in the United States is com-

pelled by the NHPA.

Regulation

Purpose

Antiquities Act of 1906

the first Federal law to provide for the protection of ruins
and objects of antiquity on federal lands

Historic Sites Act of 1935

established a national policy to identify and preserve historic
sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance

National Historic Preservation Act
0f 1966

provided the basis for Federal heritage preservation

programs and the CHM industry

National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969

established national policy for productive harmony between
Federal actions and the environment, including heritage
resources

Executive Order 11593, Protection
and Enbancement of the Cultural
Environment (1971)

directed the federal government to provide leadership in
preserving, restoring, and maintaining the historic and
cultural environment

Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974

provided for the preservation of archaeological and historical
information that could be lost due to federal undertakings

Archaeological Resources Protection
Act of 1979, as amended

increased penalties for unauthorized excavation, collection,
or damage of archaeological resources

Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act
0f 1990

protected human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects,
and items of the cultural patrimony of indigenous peoples on

Federal lands

Executive Order 13006, Locating
Federal Facilities on Historic
Properties in Our Nation’s Central
Cities (1996)

ordered the federal government to utilize and maintain
historic properties and districts
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Regulation Purpose

required federal agencies to accommodate access to and
Executive Order 13007, Indian ceremonial use of Native American sacred sites by native
Sacred Sites (1996) religious practitioners, and avoid adversely affecting the

physical integrity of sacred sites

directed Federal agencies to advance the protection,
enhancement, and contemporary use of the historic
properties under Federal control

Executive Order 13287, Preserve
America (2003)

Table 1. The United States Federal preservation laws and executive orders.

'The NHPA declares that “[2/he spirit and direction of the Nation are founded upon and
reflected in its historic heritage” and that this heritage °.. . should be preserved as a living part
of our community life and development.” The Act compels federal agencies to identify her-
itage resources, evaluate their significance and integrity, and consult with stakeholders
to decide how to treat important resources that may be impacted. Federal agencies are
required by the NHPA to develop CHM programs that identify and manage resources
within their jurisdiction and to assume responsibility for those resources. Further, the
NHPA mandates that every state and territory have a state historic preservation officer
(SHPO) that is responsible for ensuring that heritage preservation is carried out effec-
tively in their state. SHPO duties include preparing and implementing a state-wide
preservation plan, identifying and nominating properties to the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), issuing permits for archaeological investigations, reviewing
project plans and reports, maintaining an inventory of heritage resources, and advising
and assisting Federal, state, and local government in matters of heritage preservation.

The CHM Industry in the United States

A large industry has grown up in the United States around the implementation of
these preservation laws. What began as small companies, museums, and universities
doing salvage work (i.e., last-minute excavation with minimal research) evolved into
an industry that employs roughly 10,000 people working for approximately 1,300
commercial firms (Grenda, et al. 2013). Large numbers of archaeologists also work
for government agencies as well as in museums and universities. As of 2013, approxi-
mately 1,220 permanent staff were employed by the federal government as archaeol-
ogists.” Altschul & Patterson (2010) (see also Childs 2009) estimated that as of 2008,

1 https://dougsarchaeology.wordpress.com/2014/01/07/how-many-archaeologists-are-employed-by-the-us-fede-
ral-government/
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State and Tribal Historic Preservation Offices employed 1,420 staff, approximately
850 of whom could be classified as archaeologists. If we include land planners, his-
torians, architectural historians, and tribal liaisons, in addition to archaeologists, the
total number of government employees working in CHM in the United States was
4,220 as of 2008.

'The amount of work done by the CHM industry is staggering. Each year, an
average of 30,000 field studies are conducted and millions of acres are surveyed for
archaeological sites. An average of 2,000 data recoveries were sponsored by federal
agencies per year between 1998 and 2012.The annual gross revenue for the industry is
now estimated to be in the range of $1 billion, a figure some 40 times larger than the
amount of funding for academic research (Altschul & Patterson 2010; Grenda, et al.
2013; Altschul 2016). The fact is, most archaeological research in the United States is
done within a CHM context.

Since the passage of the NHPA, over 140 million acres of land have been sur-
veyed, vast numbers of heritage resources have been recorded and investigated, and
tremendous amounts of data have been collected. As of 2015, some 90,000 historic
properties have been listed in the National Register and more than 800,000 archae-
ological sites have been recorded. Regions and resources that had been difficult to
access, were not as glamorous to study or were only studied piecemeal came to be
more thoroughly investigated. Much of the work was accomplished by commercial
firms hired to help government agencies and private developers fulfill their legal com-
pliance requirements.

As a result of these efforts, important and surprising findings have challenged
and changed our interpretations of the past and stimulated new insights, includ-
ing those concerning the emergence of sedentism, agriculture, and complex socie-
ties; human-environment interactions and response to climate change; ethnogenesis
and identity formation; colonial processes and impacts to Native society; the condi-
tions and effects of slavery; and industrial development. As the industry has matured,
methods and standards have generally improved in conducting and documenting ar-
chaeological activities and in developing and managing archaeological data and col-
lections. Although there certainly is variation in the quality of research done in the

CHM industry, there is a lot of good work being done.

Challenges Faced by the CHM Industry in the United States

There is a wide variety of challenges faced by the CHM industry in the United States.
Challenges are organized below into three main themes: laws and regulations; fund-
ing, staffing, and training; and the big picture.
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Laws and Regulations

Preservationists frequently need to combat attempts to weaken the law. For example,
conservative legislators will often include provisions in bills that, if passed, would
establish loopholes to minimize compliance requirements for special circumstanc-
es, such as border protection, rapid infrastructure development, or national security.
The American Cultural Resources Association (ACRA) (the trade association for
the US CHM industry), professional associations such as the Society for American
Archaeology (SAA) and Society for Historical Archaeology (SHA), and preservation
advocacy groups, like Preserve America, routinely lobby legislators to advocate for
adequate regulation and funding and to prevent harmful measures from being passed.
Another problem is that although existing preservation laws have compelled a great
deal of archaeological research, these laws do not cover everything. For development
projects on private land that do not involve federal funding or invoke federal, state,
or local laws, archaeological work and consideration of heritage resources are not re-
quired and whatever efforts take place are left up to the developer.

Staffing, Funding, and Training

Another problem is that the industry is underfunded and faces many staffing and
training challenges. Government archaeologists who oversee and review the work
often lack authority within their own agencies as well as adequate resources to fund
CHM projects. Although SHPOs are charged with a wide range of duties needed
to ensure that archaeology is done appropriately and well, SHPOs are notoriously
underfunded. Like many government offices, SHPOs are stressed by both increasing
workloads and diminishing resources to accomplish the work. While Congress long
ago authorized up to $150 million in annual funding for SHPOs, funding has never
come close to the total that could be allotted and has instead remained low at around
$40 million per year.

Limited funding for CHM projects also affects the bottom line for the CHM
companies that bid on projects. When project funding is low, companies compete
with each other to win projects and lower costs. As a result, pay is low in comparison
with other industries; it is difficult to maintain permanent staff, particularly special-
ists; and there is not enough money or time to do intensive or specialized analyses.

A disturbing trend is that the level of training and continued education does
not always meet industry needs. While much archaeological work in the Unit-
ed States has shifted from an academic sphere to CHM, academic departments
struggle to adapt education and training to meet this challenge. Students may now
attain academic training designed specifically for work in the CHM industry but
may lack graduate-level training in research methods and archaeological theory.
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On the other hand, many graduate programs provide students with specialized and
advanced training in academic archaeological research, but do not prepare students
for work in the CHM industry in which many graduates will inevitably carry out
their careers.

The Big Picture
One of the biggest challenges is that a lot of CHM work in the United States is

conducted with minimal attention to the big picture. What are we learning? What
do all these data mean? How can we do things better? These are questions that are
not asked often enough. Since the passage of the NHPA, most CHM work in the
United States is conducted according to a site-by-site, project-by-project approach
that is reactive to the development and often focuses effort on redundant sites that
contribute little new information, while more important sites are incrementally
destroyed through neglect and development. Consideration of heritage resources
comes late in the planning process, limiting the potential for proactive, long-term
preservation planning and structured scientific research. Further, while many data
have been generated, data are often unstandardized, difficult to compare or access,
and insufficiently integrated and harmonized in databases for regional analysis.
Similarly, research findings are not published widely and the number of studies and
projects is so large it is now impossible for any single individual to read and digest
all that has been produced. Curation facilities, also, are no longer adequate for stor-
ing existing collections or accepting new ones.

Examples of Successful Archaeological Research within a Heritage
Management Context

Despite the many challenges faced by CHM in the United States, it is worth noting
how commercial archaeology has contributed to the archaeological research. Below,
we briefly turn to two regions of the western United States where archaeological re-

search has benefited largely as a result of work in CHM.

Coastal Southern California Region

Beginning in the early 20™ century, the Los Angeles basin became one of the most
intensively developed regions of the United States (Fig. 1). Archaeological discoveries
were made as the region was developed, but with the exception of a few salvage re-
ports and surveys by amateurs and students, there was virtually no organized research
conducted and almost nothing published. As late as the 1970s, the Gabrielino people
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who inhabited this region remained “one of the most interesting—yet least known—
of native California peoples” (Bean & Smith 1978:538). Earlier ethnohistoric studies
led researchers to believe the Gabrielino were among the “wealthiest, most populous,
and most powerful ethnic nationality in aboriginal southern California” next to their
northern neighbors, the Chumash (Bean & Smith 1978:538). Yet, little was known
about the prehistory of these people and their lifeways, and what was known was
based primarily on comparison with the Chumash. Even the chronology was based
largely on studies from surrounding regions and the ages of the few dated finds were

grossly misinterpreted (Homburg, et al. 2014; Stoll, et al. 2003).
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Fig. 1. The Los Angeles Basin along the southern California coast.

Beginning in the late 1980s, commercial archaeologists began working in the
region on several large development projects. For the first time, regional research
designs were developed and large, multi-site excavation projects were completed.
These projects included archaeological excavations and analyses of material culture
(Cleland, et al. 2007; Douglass, et al. 2005; Freeman & Van Horn 1987; Mason &
Peterson 1994a; Vargas, et al. 2016), multidisciplinary studies of the changing coastal
environment (Ciolek-Torello, et al. 2014; Homburg, et al. 2014), and detailed archi-
val studies (Stoll, et al. 2009). These efforts led to an entirely new understanding of
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mainland Gabrielino culture and its development that differed in major ways from
the Chumash. It was previously believed the Gabrielino were a maritime adapted,
complex society, living at high population densities. New research showed, however,
that subsistence was focused on exploitation of coastal lagoons and surrounding ter-
restrial environments rather than a maritime adaptation and that settlements were
large palimpsests of episodic and seasonal occupations that shifted in response to
climatic conditions, rather than large, permanently occupied towns (Ciolek-Torello
& Garraty 2016; Cleland, et al. 2007; Freeman & Van Horn 1987; Grenda & Ciol-
ek-Torello 2015; Grenda, et al. 1998; Koerper, et al. 2002; Mason & Peterson 1994b;
Reddy et al. 2016).

It was also discovered that Gabrielino culture was radically transformed after
Spanish contact. New plant and animal resources were introduced that drastically
altered subsistence patterns (Reddy, et al. 2016). Native economies and social organi-
zation were transformed by wage labor and new sources of wealth in the form of glass
trade beads and mass-produced shell beads. Epidemics and population movements
resulted in demographic upheavals and increased interaction among Gabrielino, the
Chumash, and other native groups. It was these events that led to the emergence of
the complex society documented by ethnohistorians rather than the pre-Colonial
development postulated by previous investigators (Ciolek-Torello, et al. 2016).

The Papagueria Region

Another region where archaeological research has benefited from CHM is the Pa-
pagueria region, a hot, arid, and remote region in the Southwestern United States
(Fig. 2). Like coastal southern California, little academic research was carried out
in the Papagueria region prior to commercial archaeology, other than a number of
early pioneering efforts that established a basic outline of regional prehistory (Haury
1950; Hayden 1965, 1967; McGuire 1982). Several decades of intensive survey and
a number of important excavations and specialized studies have led to a much richer
and more detailed understanding of the region. Since much of the work has been con-
ducted for Federal CHM programs that control large areas of land and several com-
mercial firms have shared a long-term focus in studying the region, research questions
and methods have been relatively consistent across many projects and comparable
data have been integrated into resource management databases.

While there is much that still stands to be learned, and a need for more excava-
tion and technological analysis, a variety of topics that have been the focus of research
in the region have benefited from this commercial work. Importantly, several large
synthetic works on the region have been published (Altschul & Rankin 2008; Heilen
& Vanderpot 2013; McGuire & Schiffer 1982).
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Fig. 2. The Papagueria region of the southwestern United States.

50 Years of CHM in the United States: Where do we stand?

In 1974, William Lipe published a landmark article—"A Conservation Model for
Archaeology”—that provided a vision for how to do archaeology within a CHM
framework. He emphasized that archaeology is a non-renewable resource and that
salvage archaeology, which had become the focus of work undertaken in the dec-
ade immediately following the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act,
should be a last resort. Lipe argued that archaeologists needed to involve the public
through education and consultation; guide comprehensive planning efforts, and pro-
mote conservation through establishment of archaeological preserves and by taking
responsibility for the entire resource base. In the more than forty years following
Lipe’s publication, we have amassed vast amounts of data, but synthetic research is
lacking and we still do most work on a reactive, project-by-project basis. In revisiting
Lipe’s conservation model, Schlanger, et al. (2015:96) concluded that “What we have
not achieved is that integration of data collection, information management, site preserva-
tion, resource preservation, research, and planning for the long-term that was envisioned in
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Lipe’s 1974 model.” We are now faced with two crises stemming from vast amounts of
CHM work, but a lack of integrated, comprehensive, long-term planning: a “Cura-
tion Crisis”and a “Data Management Crisis” (Heilen & Altschul 2013; Childs 1995;
SAA 2003; Schlanger, et al. 2015; Wilshusen, et al. 2016).

What Can Commercial Firms do to Promote Research?

While commercial firms have a profit motive and are motivated to stay in business,

most archaeologists work in the industry not simply to earn a wage, but to learn about

the past and help preserve important heritage resources for current and future public

benefit. Many employees in the CHM industry have a deep and abiding interest in

archaeological research and advancing scientific knowledge. There are ways that indi-

vidual companies can promote research. These involve:

*  having a mission statement focused on research;

*  maintaining high professional standards and developing leadership in research;

*  knowing and cultivating staff skills and interests and investing in staff for the
long term;

*  pursuing and linking projects that can foster cumulative research;

*  promoting active participation in professional organizations, workgroups, and
conferences;

* finding ways to publish and disseminate findings more widely, including through
blogs, public lectures, newsletters, and professional journals;

*  working with academic departments and other companies;

* investing in data management systems that make work more efficient and en-
hance research outcomes;

*  questioning and innovating methods and approaches; and,

*  involving and serving the public whose taxpayer dollars fund the work.

What can the CHM Industry do to Improve Preservation and Research
Outcomes?

There are certainly a number of ways that the industry could achieve better preser-
vation and research outcomes. For one, professional organizations like ACRA and
the SAA can, and frequently do, combat attempts to weaken the law by lobbying
legislators against attempts at deregulation and arguing for better funding and im-
proved management practices. There is increasing recognition that, in complying with
the law, we need to change our approach from a reactive, “just-in-time” approach to
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a proactive, programmatic approach with long-term and regionally integrated pres-
ervation and research goals. Along these lines, the SAA has organized several task
forces to identify best practices for agencies to follow (Doelle, et al. 2016; Green, et al.
2013; McManamon, et al. 2016; Wilshusen, et al. 2016).

We can make access to data more open and share findings in more widely ac-
cessible formats. To alleviate the gray literature problem, the SAA founded a new
journal aimed primarily at innovations in CHM: Adwvances in Archaeological Research.
We can integrate the many databases now in existence to make them more useful
and relevant. Efforts are currently underway to improve state-wide heritage resource
databases and integrate them into a national system.

'The intent of the NHPA was to identify and preserve places of value; balance his-
toric preservation with economic development; and share knowledge of heritage with
the public in ways that benefit society. In complying with the law, impacts to heritage
resources are avoided, where possible; when impacts are unavoidable, excavation and
intensive documentation are standard mitigation measures. We can mitigate impacts
in more creative ways to address major scientific challenges and better serve both
the public and the discipline. Creative mitigation measures are allowed by law and
include such efforts as synthesizing regional data, developing historic contexts, public
outreach, specialized analyses, or investigating especially important or rare sites in
place of commonplace ones. While federal agencies are starting to recognize the value
of creative mitigation efforts in advancing archaeological research and better serving
the public (see e.g., Schlanger et al. 2013), there is a lot more that can, and hopefully
will, be done to promote structured scientific research.

A number of the major issues archaeologists in the United States face today
involve the question: how do we use the many data collected over decades of CHM
work to address major scientific challenges in archaeology? Kintigh, et al. (2013:1)
recently conducted a study funded by the National Science Foundation to invest in
“computational infrastructure that would transform archaeology’s ability to advance
research on the field’s most compelling questions with an evidential base and infer-
ential rigor that have heretofore been impossible.” Stemming from this effort, a large
group of archaeologists has identified 25 of the field’s greatest scientific challenges
and has published the results in the Proceeding of the National Academy of Sciences and
American Antiquity. These include questions of emergence, complexity, demography,
mobility, identity, resilience, and human—environment interactions.

To do this, leaders in the field are working to develop a National Center for Ar-
chaeological Synthesis. In 1995, ecologists formed the National Center for Ecological
Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) in Santa Barbara, California that has since become
highly successful in addressing grand challenges in ecology. We have high hopes that
a National Center for Archaeological Synthesis will leverage archaeological data and
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research findings developed over decades of both academic and commercial work to
make structured scientific research more successful and relevant.
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25 Years of Development-led Archaeology in England:
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats

Steve Trow

Abstract

After more than 25 years of development-led archaeology formalised in government policy, England may
be better placed than most to reflect on the resultant legacy. The paper examines the advantages and dis-
advantages of the UK’ particular approach to commercial archaeology from the perspective of Historic
England, as a statutory advisor on the historic environment. It highlights the major increase in resources
that commercial archaeology has delivered for the discipline and the way that a new generation of synthetic
projects is delivering radical new historical narratives. Progress is also noted in terms of the professions
self-regulation of standards. The paper notes that the UK's approach is one which has evolved to operate
within one of the most liberalised economies in Europe and one which must now respond to a strong gov-
ernmental focus on deregulation and reduction in public expenditure. Particular concerns are identified
where the commercial market still requires support from the public sector. The paper suggests that reflections
on ‘ideal’ approaches for the conduct of archaeology may be less useful than planning for systems that will
be resilient to future change.

Keywords: archaeological heritage management; commercial archaeology; development-led archaeology;
preventative archaeology; archaeological research.
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In November 2015 a large group of archaeologists met in Parliament to celebrate
the 25th anniversary of the publication in England of Planning Policy Guidance
Note 16: Archaeology and Planning (or PPG 16). Normally the release of a piece
of ostensibly low-key spatial planning guidance would be a routine event and its
anniversary would never be thought worthy of commemoration. However, PPG 16
was to have profound effects on the way archaeologists worked in England and,
later, in the UK as a whole. It has also subsequently influenced thinking in many
other countries.

Prior to 1990, some enlightened developers were willing to bear the costs of mit-
igating the archaeological impacts of their projects voluntarily: the majority were not.
A handful of local authorities were attempting to apply archaeological requirements
to planning conditions: most were not. As a result, only a fraction of the hundreds of
archaeological sites threatened by development each year were the subject of rescue
excavation. The single biggest funder of this work was the state, initially in the form
of our environment ministry and, later, through its agency, English Heritage. Fund-
ing was always inadequate to address the scale of the threat and archaeologists were
acutely aware of the large numbers of unrecorded losses taking place (see, e.g., Wain-
wright 2000 for an authoritative account of the situation).

From 1990, PPG 16 required developers to assess the archaeological impacts
of their projects as part of the process of obtaining planning consent and, on the
basis of advice from local authority archaeologists, either protect the most impor-
tant threatened remains or bear the reasonable costs of recording them. As the quid
pro quo for providing the funding for archaeological fieldwork, developers were
allowed to exercise choice in the selection of an archaeological contactor to under-
take the work on their behalf. These changes were an important step in the genesis
of what has variously been called commercial, developer-funded, development-led,
or preventive archaeology'. They rapidly transformed the way archaeologists in the
UK? carried out their work and, in doing so, introduced many changes that were
beneficial, some that were problematic and others whose impacts were not fully
appreciated at the time.

After 25 years of operating this approach, professional archaeologists in England
are well placed to reflect on both its strengths and its weaknesses and to consider both
threats and opportunities.

1 The term ‘preventive archaeology’ is not used widely in the UK but our ‘development-led’ or ‘plan-
ning-led’ archaeology is the equivalent, allowing a range of responses from the in situ preservation of
archaeological remains to their archaeological recording, with options informed by the significance of
the remains.

2 The development-led approach was formally adopted in England in 1990, in Wales in 1991, in Sco-
tland in 1994 and in Northern Ireland in 1999.
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Resources

'The most obvious benefit of England’s development-led approach has been in terms
of the increased availability of resources. If the level of state funding immediately prior
to the publication of PPG 16 is recalculated at today’s values, it would now be worth
around 17 million Euros annually. In contrast, our latest estimates (for 2013-14) sug-
gest that in-year developer funding for archaeology in the UK (the great majority
of which is spent in England) is now running at over 180 million Euros (Historic
England 2016, page 7). At the very least, therefore, developer funding has resulted
in something approaching a ten-fold real-terms increase in the resources available to
England’s archaeologists.

Of course, money isn't the principal concern per se — but it does stand as a broad
proxy for the large number of archaeological sites that archaeologists have been en-
abled to investigate. Based on a recent survey and overview undertaken by Bourne-
mouth University and funded by Historic England (Darvill ez a/ forthcoming), it
can be calculated that, since 1990, more than 75,000 archaeological interventions
have been instigated as a result of the requirements of our planning system. These

Fig. 1. Without the availability of developer funding, mamny thousands of important archaeological sites
in England would have been destroyed without record over the last twenty-five years. Mass grave of
decapitated Viking men found on the Weymouth Relief Road. © Oxford Archaeology.
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interventions range from large-scale area excavations down to small-scale trial exca-
vations and watching briefs. Taken together, this represents an enormous body of new
archaeological evidence, most of which would have been destroyed without record
had it not been for the availability of developer funding.

Another important benefit of the growth of developer funding was that it gradu-
ally permitted the redeployment of state monies to address threats to the archaeolog-
ical resource other than those caused by the construction industry, such as intensive
agriculture, coastal erosion and the desiccation of wetlands. Taken together (or even
individually) the destructive potential of processes should always have been a major
concern for archaeologists but they were not seen as particular priorities for funding
(see, for example, Trow 2010, page 130-131, on agriculture).

Understanding

Had this paper been written five years ago, the lack of large-scale synthesis of the out-
puts from commercial archaeology would have been a major concern, notwithstand-
ing the early lead provided by the work of Richard Bradley (Bradley 2006; 2007).
Now, however, as a result of a new generation of major synthetic projects, undertaken
by university-based academics and funded by the UK’s or European research councils,
we are seeing a real step-change in the understanding emerging from this body of
archaeological recording. Examples of these projects include; 7be Rural Settlement of
Roman Britain (University of Reading)’; Fields of Britannia (University of Exeter)*
British and Irish Prebistory in their European Context (Universities of Leicester and
Reading’); People and Places in the Anglo-Saxon Landscape (University of Oxford)®;
and (based on those records already incorporated in local inventories) English Land-
scapes and Identities (University of Oxford)’.

'These projects are confirming the cumulative value of large numbers of inter-
ventions at a variety of scales and demonstrating how commercial work is explor-
ing previously neglected landscapes and site types. They are also illustrating how the
commercially-generated record is far more comprehensive and representative of the
archaeological resource when compared with the results of research-led fieldwork,
notwithstanding its own biases (see Bradley, ez a/. 2016, 26-27, 329-330). Important

See http://www.reading.ac.uk/archaeology/research/roman-rural-settlement/.

See http://humanities.exeter.ac.uk/archaeology/research/projects/title_84580_en.html.
See Bradley, ez al. 2016.

See Blair (forthcoming).

N o Lt AW

See https://englaid.com/.
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new historical narratives are emerging from this enhanced knowledge base. As a result
of the Rural Settlement of Roman Britain (which synthesized the results of more than
2,500 Romano-British excavations) and the Fields of Britannia projects, for example,
Britain now has a good claim to be the best studied province in the Roman Empire.

This is only the beginning. Most of the potential of developer-funded work still
remains to be tapped and its analysis is already providing a constructive critique of our
fieldwork methodologies, which has the potential to change the way we undertake
future archaeological investigation

Professionalism and critical mass

A major benefit accruing to our discipline as a result of development-led archaeology
has been the significant growth in the scale of our field archaeological workforce and
the perception of archaeology as a profession.

Fig. 2. Excavations at Bloomberg Place in 2013 illustrate the scale and complexity of some development-
-led archaeology projects. This three acre site in the heart of the Roman city of London required the exca-
vation of seven metres of stratigraphy and complex waterlogged deposits. © MOLA.



60 Steve Trow

'There are now very many more professional archaeologists operating in the UK
than there were prior to the publication of PPG 16, providing our profession with
vital critical mass. The UK’s most recent employment survey (Landward Research
forthcoming 2016) estimates a total archaeology-related workforce in March 2015
of 5,736 of which an estimated 3,844 were engaged in commercial archaeological
practices. Recent calculations based on the UK Government’s published proposals for
new infrastructure suggest that we may now face a shortfall of 880 to 1,900 archaeol-
ogists annually over the next four to five years (Historic England 2016).

While such fluctuations in the workforce may be regrettable at a personal level
and can cause short-term skills shortages, it should also be noted that even at its nadir
in 2012, the UK’s commercial sector maintained a core of more than 2,800 active
commercial archaeologists, ensuring a significant degree of resilience and continuity
within the sector®.

Fig. 3. Commercial archaeological practices operating in England have been the source of considerable
methodological, technical and conceptual innovation in archaeological fieldwork. Graves of Black Death
victims found deep in a shaft dug for London’s Crossrail project. © Crossrail.

8 It should be noted that, as 7% of archaeologists working in the UK at the height of the market
(during 2007-8) were from overseas (Landward Research 2013), suggesting that a significant future
challenge to our commercial workforce could be impediments to the free movement of archaeological
professionals resulting from the UK’s stated intention to leave the European Union.



25 Years of Development-led Archaeology in England... 61

8000

7000

6000

/
5000 / \V/
4000 //

2000 //
1000

0 L B e B I s B S I S B O B B S O
N n N O A N N O d M n NN O A n NN O M own
N IS IS IS 00 0 00 0 0 O O & 00 OO 9O © © 9O I o
A OO 0O O O 6O O A 6O O OO 6O 0O O O O O O O O O
L B o B e I 5 o B o B o B o O o B e B o B o B I 5 T o I o' I o' I oV R o VRN o BN o |

Fig. 4. Estimated numbers of professional archaeologists working in the UK (After Landward Research
2013, figure 1, page 21, Landward Research 2015, page 15 and Landward Research forthcoming 2016,
page 15 interpreted by the author).

Weaknesses and threats

It is no exaggeration to describe the cumulative effects of commercial archaeology in
England as a revolution. Nor is it unrealistic to conclude that, to date, their impli-
cations have been largely beneficial to the conduct of our discipline. When Historic
England marked the 25th anniversary of PPG 16, therefore, we did so by releasing a
digital publication (Historic England 2015) that rehearsed and celebrated the gains
PPG 16 and its successors had delivered, squarely aimed at developers, planners, and
the interested public.

Notwithstanding this upbeat assessment, we cannot deny that archaeology in
England faces some significant challenges at the moment and we are by no means
complacent about the future. Our principal concerns are intended changes to our
national spatial planning policies and the erosion of our system of local authority
archaeological advisers. Also of concern, but of a lower order, are issues around
professional standards; the accessibility of the records for commercial fieldwork;

and our ability to curate the enormous body of archaeological archives that this
work is creating.
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Changes to England’s planning system and advisory services

Currently, our most pressing concern arises from a near-continuous series of govern-
ment initiatives to liberalise England’s spatial planning system, with the intention of
promoting economic growth. At the time of writing, it is difficult to predict the im-
plications of the latest round of changes. While our archaeological system is not the
intended target of these changes, we are concerned that it may become unintended
‘collateral damage’. As the UK has not translated the Valetta convention into statute
- only into national policy and practice - we have no statutory ‘safety net’ should that
policy and practice be changed.

A second key concern is the impact that reductions in public expenditure are
having on our local authority advisory services. Although our market in commercial
archaeological services is thriving (and has demonstrated that it can weather even
severe economic shocks), its success depends on a network of publicly funded cu-
ratorial (or advisory) archaeologists based in our local authorities. These colleagues
manage our Historic Environment Records (local inventories); ensure the archaeo-
logical implications of development are recognised in both the strategic planning and
development control processes; help to negotiate appropriate briefs for and written
schemes of investigations for compensatory fieldwork; and monitor the academic and

Fig. 5. Most commercial archaeological practices operating in England are delivering their work to high
professional and academic standards. Excavation of the internationally important waterlogged late
Bronze Age settlement at Must Farm, Cambridgeshire. © Cambridge Archaeological Unit.
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methodological quality of fieldwork, analysis and publication. In short, they are the
lynchpin of the system.

Nationally there are just over 270 full-time archaeologists advising local planning
authorities (Historic England ez a/ 2016), but the number has dropped by a third,
since its peak in 2006, reflecting cuts to local expenditure. Projected social service
demands on local authority funding suggest this erosion is likely to continue.

Standards, publications and archives

Standards in fieldwork, analysis and publication could obviously be regarded as a
potential challenge in a system where developers are allowed to choose their own ar-
chaeological contractors and where there is no centralised system of permits or licens-
ing for fieldwork. Historic England is certainly not complacent about the standards of
archaeological work, recognising that some fieldwork, analysis and publication carried
out in England may be inadequate. Nevertheless, we consider that the great majority
of work is delivered to high or acceptable standards and that some of the most inno-
vative work (intellectually and methodologically) is undertaken by our commercial
sector’. In addition, many developers now wish to routinely work with archaeological
practices of proven quality, notwithstanding cost differentials, in the way that they
work with other professions. So, while we might be superficially attracted by the
centralised systems of excavation licensing operated by some countries, as a belt-and-
braces way of enforcing standards, we are not convinced that such a system is always
best placed to encourage innovation and creativity and could even run the danger of
infantilising our archaeological operators.

'The professionalism of most of our archaeological practices can be exemplified by
reference to the track-record of one of the larger commercial archaeological practices
operating in England. Not only does Oxford Archaeology operate high fieldwork
standards, it also has an impressive rate of project completion and publication. Since
1999, for example, Oxford Archaeology has published over 200 excavation reports,
ranging from monographs to journal papers, and has deposited over 1000 archaeo-
logical archives (Personal communication: Anne Dodd, Post-Excavation Manager
Oxford Archaeology). While Oxford Archaeology’s record is certainly exemplary in
terms of English archaeology, it is not isolated.

9 Examples to illustrate this include the very recently concluded excavations of the waterlogged late
Bronze Age settlement at Must Farm, Cambridgeshire: the technically demanding archaeological recor-
ding required by the current Crossrail project in London; and the innovative archaeological recording
delivered by a joint venture between two commercial practices ahead of the construction of Heathrow
Airport’s terminal 5.
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Reference to Oxford Archaeology’s record in publication and archiving does
flag up two other current challenges for archaeologists working in England. First-
ly, the need to ensure that the mass of archaeological ‘grey literature’ publications
generated by commercial fieldwork is retrievable and accessible to researchers;
secondly, to ensure that archaeological archives can be deposited in appropriately
accredited museums.

In the past, one weakness in the English development-led system has certainly
been a lack of control over the resultant mass of grey-literature reports. Historic
England, working with others, has sought to address this by funding periodic retro-
spective surveys of these reports through Bournemouth University’s Archaeological
Investigations Project’’; by sponsoring an on-line index for archaeological inves-
tigations (OASIS)'; and by facilitating an on-line national grey literature library
managed by the Archaeological Data Service of the University of York™. This is
still a work in progress and Historic England no longer sees post-hoc pursuit of
other organisation’s grey literature as one of its responsibilities. Instead, as part of a
current review of information flows within heritage-related disciplines, we aim to
move to a system where appropriate professional standards require archaeological
practices to make their grey-literature and other reference information available
on-line in real-time".

Finally, we should acknowledge that a combination of the sheer scale of the
archives being generated by the large number of development-led archaeological in-
terventions over the last quarter century, coupled with reductions in local authority
spending, are also posing significant challenges in terms of museum storage. This has
resulted in a diminishing number of museums willing or able to accept the digital,
documentary and artefactual records of archaeological interventions, and significant
backlogs held by archaeological practitioners which they cannot deposit. While tar-
geted strategic investment in purpose-built stores would help to address the chal-
lenge, this is unlikely to be considered favourably by the government unless archae-
ologists also reassess current approaches to selection and retention of their material.
Our current practices have changed little in the last 25 years and are ill-suited to the
explosion in commercial fieldwork that we have witnessed. They now seem ripe for
technical, philosophical and ethical reconsideration.

10 See https://csweb.bournemouth.ac.uk/aip/aipintro.htm for information about these surveys, which
also sought to characterise wider trends within the discipline.

11 See http://oasis.ac.uk/pages/wiki/Main.
12 See http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/greylit/.

13 See https://historicengland.org.uk/research/support-and-collaboration/heritage- information-access-
-strategy/.
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Conclusion

After 25 years of development-led archaeology formalised in our spatial planning
policy, archaeologists in England may be better placed than most to reflect on the
resultant legacy. Inevitably, there is much for the profession to celebrate and there
is also a great deal for it still to attend to. It would be presumptuous to argue that
our system is the best way to operate but most would agree that it has brought
considerably more benefits than problems to the conduct of our discipline. After
initial teething problems, our commercial archaeological sector is now mature, has
shown itself able to withstand the major economic shock that followed the financial
crash of 2007-8 and it is currently in another phase of expansion. Its achievements
have been considerable. It has accomplished the investigation of many thousands
of threatened sites which would otherwise have been lost without record and it is
now generating radically new historical narratives at the national and regional level,
overturning past assumptions based on research-led fieldwork. It has been innova-
tive in its methods and has established itself as a business-like profession in the eyes
of both government and the construction industry.

'The liberal approach adopted in England, without the strong central system of li-
cencing that characterises the approach in some other European countries, has certainly
contributed to previous problems with information flows and some challenges in terms
of professional standards. These are, however, being resolved and the majority of our
archaeological practices achieve professional standards that equal, or possibly exceed,
those operating in the countries with more centralised approaches. Historic England
regards the setting and oversight of national standards for professionals working in his-
toric environment related disciplines to be a matter for professional institutions, rather
than government. So much will depend on the future effectiveness of those professional
institutions, particularly the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists'.

There are also areas of real concern, not least the future prospect for two key
areas where the effectiveness of the market remains reliant on public funding - local
authority planning advisory services and museum services - and the possibility that
our approach of the last quarter-century will be seriously impacted by further waves
of deregulation.

While the international exchange of information about approaches to the con-
duct of archaeology - such as that exemplified by this volume - is always helpful,
we must remember that archaeologists work within differing social, economic and
political frameworks that they can do little to influence, individually or even collec-
tively. The approach to commercial archaeology adopted in the UK Archaeology is

14 See http://www.archaeologists.net/.
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one which has evolved to operate within one of the most liberalised economies in
Europe: and one which, because of the UK’s high national debt-to-GDP ratio, must
now respond to strong governmental focus on deregulation and reduction in public
expenditure. The duty of the UK’s archaeologists is to make the best arrangements
they can, within that framework, for the care, understanding and public enjoyment of
their nation’s inherited archaeological resource.

While critics of the UK’s system (for example Demoule 2010 and Schlanger
2016) should be listened to respectfully, their arguments often seem disconnected
from realpolitik and they have failed to articulate why archaeologists, alone, should
expect to be insulated from the economic vagaries that affect all other professions.
There are few countries in Europe that are immune to the challenges faced by the
UK. As European archaeologists, therefore, we may well be advised not to think not
about whose national arrangements work ‘best’, but rather to concentrate on those
approaches we can adopt that will be the most defensible, sustainable and resilient in
what is a rapidly changing and uncertain world.
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Identifying research aims at the earliest stage of large
development plans, archaeological curation in England

Tim Allen

Abstract

In the England (and much of the UK) there is a general separation of function between those providing
archaeological advice to a public authority and those actually carrying out the archaeological work itself.
Al costs of assessing and mitigating the impact of development are generally born by the developer. A
developer may employ heritage consultants to provide analysis and argument on their behalf, and much
useful investigation and assessment takes place prior to application for consent. The archaeological curator
has to critically examine material presented by the developer, engage in dialogue with the developer’s ar-
chaeological advisors and make a justified case to the local or national government decision maker for as-
sessments and mitigations they consider necessary. It is crucial therefore that curators; (Local Government
Archaeological Officers and Inspectors of Ancient Monuments) ensure from an early stage that key research
questions and methodologies are deployed. The earlier that broad scale research or investigation issues are
recognised and introduced, the greater the opportunity is for them to be reflected in planning, conservation
and scientific research outcomes.

Keywords: Development-lead Archaeology, Preventative Archaeology, Commercial Archaeology, Re-
search Frameworks, Environmental Impact Assessment
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Development-led archaeology in the England

Across Europe there is a significant variation in how archaeological work is overseen
and funded in how necessary development led / preventive archaeology is embed-
ded in systems of development management and infrastructure planning (see Bo-
z6ki-Ernyey K. 2007; D’Andrea & Guermandi 2008; Demoule 2007; Kristiansen
2009; Schlanger & Aitchison 2010; Schlanger & Salas-Rossenbach 2010). It is clear
that the principles set out in the 1992 Valletta European Convention on the Protec-
tion of the Archaeological Heritage (Revised) are deliverable through a broad range
of possible solutions in national jurisdictions; any assessment of their relative merits
must however ultimately focus on the public interest outcomes achieved in the spe-
cific social, economic and political context in which it operates.

Public interest can be articulated as lying in the conservation of the significance
of heritage assets and the historic landscape in a manner proportionate to their im-
portance and the wider needs of society. Where significance is to be lost, the public
interest lies in the best record and scientific understandings that can reasonably be
made (proportionate to the importance of what is lost). In this context the word
significance is applied to those values (English Heritage 2008; Priede 2009) for a her-
itage asset which make it special or interesting or as defined in the National Planning
Policy Framework:

Significance (for heritage policy)

The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest.
That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. Significance derives
not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting. (Departmenz‘
Jfor Local Government and Communities 2012).

'The ‘polluter pays’ principle has since the introduction of Planning Policy Guid-
ance Note 16 (Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 1990) and its successors Plan-
ning Policy Statement 5 (Communities and Local Government 2010) and latterly
the NPPF (op. cit.) provided in England a positive economic pressure to minimise
archaeological impact (thus underpinning the approach of assessment, minimisation
and mitigation in Environmental Impact Assessment(Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 as amended) and hence cost,
this supports heritage impact as a criteria in options appraisal for routes and designs
because the cost of mitigating the archaeological impact falls on the specific project
causing the impact, rather than being generalised across all development (as in a tax-
ation funded archaeological model for preventative archaeology).
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Heritage Assets in the English planning and consent systems

Great weight is applied to the conservation of significance in the cases of buildings,
landscapes and monuments subject to statutory designations and undesignated ar-
chaeological sites demonstrably of national importance in the NPPF (op. cit.). In
these cases, public interests are prioritised over purely private benefits. Specific desig-
nation-based regulatory regimes (Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments, Areas of
Archaeological Importance (in certain cities) and Protected Wrecks) are applied in
addition to planning consent (Historic England 2016a). Specific criteria are applied
within the main planning processes for these assets (and also for Conservation Areas,
Registered Parks and Battlefields). The integration of heritage assets into the new
design and a sympathetic approach to their conservation can offer many benefits to
new developments adding economic value and richness to their project.

Assessment and investigation - Consents and Controls

Key to all development-led / preventative archaeology is a clear understanding of the
likely archaeological significance of the development site and its environs and the
impact of the proposed project on significance via physical fabric or setting. This is
central to both the information requirements in the National Planning Policy Frame-
work (op. cit.) and the Environmental Impact Assessment regulations (op. cit.) which
bring the EIA directive into UK legislation. The other principal decision frameworks
relevant to archaeological matters (Development Consent Orders and Scheduled
Monument Consent), require a similar emphasis on understanding the significance
(Planning Inspectorate 2016 and Department for Culture Media and Sport 2013).

In the English planning system (NPPF op. cit.) heritage assets are a materi-
al consideration in the planning process. The National Planning Policy Framework
(introduced Spring 2012) (supported by the March 2014 Planning Practice Guide)
paragraph 128 of the NPPF states:

In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made
by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and
no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their sig-
nificance. As a minimum, the relevant historic environment record should have been con-
sulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where
a site on which development is proposed includes or has the potential to include heritage
assets with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers
to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.
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'That requirement on the developer side for adequacy of information and assess-
ment is mirrored for the decision maker in the next paragraph of the NPPF (op. cit.
Para. 129) in terms of the decision maker’s understanding and efforts in coming to a
safe planning decision.

Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the
setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary
expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering the impact of
a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset’s
conservation and any aspect of the proposal.

'The setting of Heritage Assets is as set out above a substantive issue in under-
standing the impact of new development. Historic England (2015) has published on
behalf of the heritage sector Historic Environment Good Practice Note 3, this and
previous guidance on the subject issued in 2012 and has created a much more effect
framework for analysis and professional discourse than existed formerly.

'The other paragraph of the National Planning Policy Framework which deserves
quotation in this context is NPPF (op. cit.) Para.141 which sets out clearly the need
for appropriate mitigation of archaeological impacts and specifically that require that
developers should advance understanding of the assets to be lost. This is important
because to record and advance understanding requires research objectives.

Local planning authorities should make information about the significance of the historic
environment gathered as part of plan-making or development management publicly ac-
cessible. They should also require developers to record and advance understanding of the
significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate
to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any archive generat-
ed) publicly accessible. However, the ability fo record evidence of our past should not be a
factor in deciding whether such loss should be permitted.

Copies of evidence should be deposited with the relevant Historic Environment Re-
cord, and any archives with a local museum or other public depository.

Archaeological Roles

Since in the UK systems the developer is usually the client for archaeological assess-
ment and mitigation work this might be assumed to tend (on the basis of maximisation
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of profit) towards the lowest level of investigation, assessment and mitigation. This
risk is offset by the role of the archaeological curator who provides independent and
critical analysis of what is required (in terms of evidence, analysis and mitigation).
'The ultimate responsibility and accountability for ensuring a sound planning outcome
remain always with the decision maker (in local or national government). Systems
for individual and organisational accreditation, with standards and guidance from
the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists (CIFA 2016) also make the system more
robust. We construct ourselves in the profession as curators through practice, and the
narratives we create about our role (Bourdieu 1990). For us to reconcile what we think
we are doing, with the outcomes of our work as we and others experience them, we
need clear understandings of how the system we operate and reproduce is structured.

'The separate Scheduled Monument Consent system for works on protected ar-
chaeological sites (which is operated by Historic England (2016¢) on behalf of the
Secretary of State for Culture Media and Sport (DCMS 2013)). Advice must be
sought by planning authorities and the Secretary of State from Historic England
and the National Amenity Societies (DCLG 2015) on certain consent applications.
The National Amenity Societies (Historic England 2016d) provide both specialist
expertise and a breadth of perspective. Additional independent specialist advice from
academic institutions, researchers and consultants can also be sought by curators and
decision makers where this input is necessary.

Common access to the results of previous studies and investigations (as a base-
line to site and setting assessment) is crucial to the functioning of the system. The
principal location is the County or Unitary Authority Historic Environment Record
(HER), alongside at a national level the National Record of the Historic Environ-
ment (NRHE). The National Heritage List for England (NHLE) covers statutory
information for designated heritage assets. Signposting of previous mainly commer-
cial interventions is provided through OASIS — soon to be re-launched as Herald
(Archaeological Data Service 2016a). This is particularly important in a system with
many different bodies undertaking investigations so that new work can readily benefit
from the results of nearby or related investigation carried out by others.

Responsible developers understand that the benefits to the quality of the devel-
opment and their reputation which accrue from engaging early with heritage issues.
Early engagement is also vital to controlling financial and timetabling uncertainty
that can result from leaving archaeological matters till later in the process (after de-
sign and costs have become more fixed). Unforeseen discoveries can still arise but this
risk can normally be well managed through staged assessment and field evaluation.
In truly exceptional circumstances such as the Bronze Age discoveries at Must Farm,
by Cambridge Archaeological Unit, some public funding via Historic England may
be found towards the additional expense of unexpected discoveries of the highest



74 Tim Allen

importance. Such requests for assistance can normally only be considered where the
process of evaluation, assessment and mitigation had been robustly applied with all
reasonable efforts and funds, before and after consent was granted.

'The funding and support of both basic research and period / subject based synthesis
(Trow this volume) by Historic England (formerly English Heritage) and the produc-
tion of published advice and research agenda by HE and the wider sector is crucial
to ensuring that latest scientific and intellectual approaches are applied in commercial
work and that research questions are at the heart of archaeological work. The direct re-
lationship between development and the archaeological work done should not result in
a formulaic process for the controlled and systematic removal of material. The focus of
the work is the proper understanding of the significance of a site and the likely impact
of the development (so that the decision maker can understand the planning balance)
and should consent be granted the recovery of the public interest in the minimisation of
loss of significance and the maximisation of understanding of the past through scientific
archaeological investigation and analysis. Whilst it not reasonable in the UK systems
to make a developer pay for research unrelated to their development, it is clear that
the public interest protected through the planning system lies in the conservation and
scientific understanding of the past not a merely the processing of remains into records.

The development of national and regional research assessments, agenda and
strategies (e.g.in England ‘Regional Research Frameworks’, Historic England 2016b)
has sought to ground archaeological practice in an explicitly aims and objectives based
approach. For archaeological assessment and mitigation to produce meaningful re-
sults it must work iteratively, we need therefore to formulate initial questions from the
first sight of a project. Archaeological curators are mostly public employees working
for local and national governments, agencies and institutions; they have limited time
and relationship capital to spend.

‘Development led’ (preventative) archaeology is still regularly contrasted to ‘re-
search archaeology’. In the UK the former is done largely by commercial organi-
sations (contractors), the latter mainly by universities and community groups with
public or charitable funds. This use of language belies however a considerable shift
in intent over recent years, from both archaeological curators and contractors, and
considerable crossover with many contractors undertaking both commercial and not
for profit projects.

Curatorial Advice - Early Engagement

For curatorial advice to be effective it needs to be timely and defensible. Governments
and planning applicants are focused on the delivery of economic growth and the
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advancing of specific development projects. As (for the most part) direct employees
of public bodies curators are expected to engage constructively with developers and
their representatives. This does not mean that one should ignore potential impacts
and risks to the historic environment but it does mean that one should engage in an
open and positive dialogue that helps the applicant to understand what information
and understand is required and how their scheme might best minimise negative and
maximise positive impacts on the historic environment. Sometimes this can mean
highlighting positive opportunities in a development or key risks in terms of the costs
or uncertainties in mitigating a heritage impact. On the rare occasions when there is
an evident substantial practical or public policy obstacle to the delivery of a scheme it
is also important (and fair) to make this clear as early as possible. This both gives the
applicant the chance to shift their investment of time and resources in other direc-
tions and maximises the opportunity to explore other options and solutions. A devel-
oper may not always head the advice given but it is a much more defensible position
for a curator to have mentioned at the earliest stage an issue which they characterise
as material to the granting or refusal of development consent.

In an environment where it is the specific developer of a project who must fund
required archaeological works the need for a robust, concise and defensible basis to
curatorial advice is obvious, as this is open to challenge by the developer’s archaeologi-
cal advisors. Securely grounding ones’ advice in professional judgement the specifics of
site conditions and comparable material and locations is crucial. However, in a system
where the necessity or efficacy of proposed investigatory methodologies is open to chal-
lenge, the role of published advice, guidance and standards that sets up common ground
and a defined space for reasonable professional disagreement also of key importance.

To influence outcomes, key research questions must be identified early in the
process (especially concerning the absence of knowledge). If an impact on the sig-
nificance of a heritage asset is to be mitigated or eliminated (or a planning outcome
influenced) both the affected historic asset’s significance and the impact must be un-
derstood. Focused research is required to understand these issues, their gravity and
what might be done, and it is rarely tenable to raise them late in project options and
design process. This initial view of a project should not pre-speak an evidence-based
and iterative approach but is crucial to support a robust Environmental Impact As-
sessment (EIA) which avoids a reductive and generic approach.

Getting the right assessment in place

Best advice given at the EIA Scoping stage is the foundation of a reasonable and
evidenced based approach based upon research. This supports both the public interest
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in understanding of our past and in allowing the design process to minimise harm.
Archaeological assessment and mitigation requires a research-based approach from
day one, for better or worse we never have as little information or as much potential
influence as we do at that first point.

For example, written collegiately with curators, academics and contractors the Re-
search Agenda and Strategy for the East Midlands (where I work) was published in
(Knight, D., Vyner, B. & Allen, C. 2012) and is applicable to all archaeological work
in the region. That is not to say it proscribes other lines of research in any way but it
offers a point of reference which is grounded in a Resource Assessment and Research
Agenda 2006 (Cooper 2006). In curatorial terms, it offers a reasonable set of issues and
questions which one could expect (where relevant) to be applied in the archaeological
assessment and mitigation of development in the region. Over time the publication will
naturally age and become more distant from current understanding and the results of
recent fieldwork, therefore it is subject to an on-going process of review through web
based updating and comment (Archaeological Data Service 2016b).

'The East Midlands contains significant riverine systems and areas of former wet-
land. Geo-archaeological approaches to the assessment and understanding of wet and
riverine deposits are therefore prominent in the regional research strategy. Quarrying
operations present on-going needs for effective and consistent archaeological assess-
ment and mitigation (e.g. Knight, & Spence 2013). On-going Historic England and
partners’ investment in the analysis of palaco-channels on the Witham, Trent and
Derwent valleys (through air photographic analysis and Lidar) provides a basis for
curators and consultants to consistently assess site potential and the past and future
landscape context (e.g. Crutchley 2006; Howard & Knight 2016).

'The publication by Historic England of detailed technical advice (available on
its website) supports both good current scientific practice and the more healthy op-
eration of the market in archaeological services. Curators are able to refer to agreed
methodological approaches which leads to better assessment and greater acceptance
on the part of developers. Contractors should be able to draw up appropriate site-spe-
cific methodologies and prepare tenders with a degree of confidence that they will not
be undercut by work that treats the material in a more cursory and cheaper manner.

Structured approaches to the understanding of development sites with complex
geo-archaeological make-up are particularly important if areas of sensitivity, impor-
tance and mitigation are to be found (at a stage where this can be reflected in for in-
stance quarry or housing layout or linear infrastructure routes). At the time of writing
Historic England is about to publish advice on the assessment and preservation of
wet remains and is supporting research led by Dr Chris Carey of the University of
Brighton to develop national published advice on deposit modelling for archaeolog-
ical projects. The prioritisation of specific published advice comes from the on-going
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dialogue between HE Local Government Archaeologists, academic researchers and
the commercial archaeological sector, in which the needs of all parties for reference
points and agreed approaches are identified.

In work currently underway in the East Midlands illustrates the importance of
early engagement between curators and large scale development. The Triton Knoll
Electrical Connection (by RWE with Royal Haskoning, RSK, Headland and Allen
Archaeology) was recently granted a Development Consent Order for a below ground
cable project to bring wind energy from off-shore turbines. In early stages of project
planning for the 60km on-shore section, desktop survey and analysis of Lidar data
informed the avoidance of features with evidently high archaeological importance, as
part of the submission for consent an outline scheme of archaeological investigation
was provided on the basis of detailed discussion with curators. This has provided a
degree of certainty as to the level of staged archaeological investigation which will be
applied and the palate of techniques to mitigate impacts. In particular, a scheme wise
approach to a landscape of complex alluvial and marine sediments is in place.

At the former Rugby Radio Station a twin scheme of urban extension and rail
freight terminal is underway under separate Nationally Significant Infrastructure and
local authority consents. Coordinated case handing from an early pre-application
stage allowed the significance of the site’s preserved landscape of open field farming
(ridge and furrow) to be appreciated and common ground to be established between
parties. Post-consent this has led to innovative analytical work now underway both
in terms of the phasing and structure of the landscape and the fine grained under-
standing of the formation of field strips. This was only possible through a process of
dialogue between curators at Historic England and Northamptonshire and Warwick-
shire Councils and the consultants and contractors for the developers CGMS, Oxford
and Cotswold Archaeology.

'The suburb of Little Chester in Derby has required a scheme of flood defence to
protect lives and property from increasing dynamic weather events. Early in project
planning and discussions between curators and the Environment Agency it became
apparent that significant intrusive works were going to be required through the Ro-
man fort which partly underlies the modern settlement. Whilst the fort itself was
subject to additional protection as a scheduled monument it was suspected that the
protected area did not capture the full extent of nationally important remains. A
staged programme of the archaeological investigation was set in place with work by
Oxford Archaeology and Trent and Peak Archaeology which minimised impact and
also meant that the archaeological work could be practically achieved which would
address substantive research questions about the site. Mitigation work in advance of
construction is currently underway by Trent and Peak Archaeology reflexively using
the results investigation to finesse the line of the flood defence. This has allowed the
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engineering interventions to not only be minimal but also archaeologically meaning-
ful. The archaeological work is delivering for the first time in a site previously subject
to numerous interventions a clear sequence and layout for defences and occupation
tied to an environmental sampling strategy in which specific research questions are
addressed and the results of rapid assessment feedback into excavation.

Conclusion

How can archaeological curators and contractors integrate research into large-scale de-
velopment projects and avoid slipping into mechanical processes which simply translate
and transform remains to archive? The answer lies, as explored above, in the early iden-
tification of the potential significance of a development site and the techniques of inves-
tigation and assessment required to effectively characterise this. Period and regionally
based research frameworks and synthesis, current accessible local and national datasets
and the results of mapping projects and specific technical research are all crucial. Timing
remains of the greatest importance in bringing these resources to bear on a particular
project. The UK systems largely separate the function of curatorial advice from that of
archaeological fieldwork. In this model research priorities need to be identified as early
as possible, ideally at pre-application / EIA scoping stage for them to be translated into
tangible outcomes of heritage conservation or scientific research.

Without being able to tell to ourselves the story of our role in the archaeological
research process we can neither defend our position nor critically assess our success.
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Abstract

Since the 1990s Scandinavian countries have been adjusting the way they manage their cultural her-
itage and development-led archaeology. They align it based on the nations’ political beliefs, as well as
pan-European legislation. Qut of the Scandinavian countries Sweden has implemented the most radical
and modernistic reforms. Although it is unclear whether these reforms have been entirely successful, many
Scandinavian countries continue fo introduce change. Ihis paper addresses some of the new trends, and
analyses their effect on Scandinavian archaeology as a scientific discipline. Theoretical trends that under-
mine the importance of humans usually enhance the role political directives play in shaping Scandinavian
archaeology. Archaeological engagement with politics on a national level is of major importance for the
Sfuture of European Archaeology.

Keywords: Scandinavian archaeology, cultural heritage management, development-led archaeology, pri-
vatisation of archaeology
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The Honourable Tradition of Heritage Management Under Pressure

One of the remarkable aspects of early Scandinavian archaeology was its strong leg-
islation for protecting archaeological monuments and objects to ensure they would
be available for research at museums and universities (Troim 1999). Cultural heritage
management was primarily a tool for archaeology as a scientific discipline and not as
a political domain.

In the last decades of the twentieth century cultural heritage management in
Scandinavian countries has increasingly come under political control (Andersson,
et al. 2010). Heritage as a source for public experience, recreation and identity has
gained more importance over heritage as a source of research material. Heritage man-
agement is commonly considered as a means to increase economic growth and the
quality of public life or as a cultural framework for other societal activities.

Another common tendency is the expanding divide between archaeological re-
search and public management of heritage resources (Kallhovd 2006).

Scandinavian countries have all faced variable developments. Sweden, with its
seemingly most progressive state organization, privatized archaeological excavations
and made development-led archaeology subject to competitive tendering (SOU
2005: 80). In Norway and Denmark public museums are still mostly conducting the
development-led excavations inside their defined museum districts or public admin-
istrative borders.

Increasing Political Division and Control

Changes in heritage management and development-led archaeology have continued
throughout the twenty-first century. There are two factors of crucial importance in
this transformation. The first one is the conscious de-nationalization of Scandinavian
archaeology. Both scholars and politicians have contributed to this actively. Through-
out their research scholars of archaeology have emphasized concepts of diversity,
shifting ethnic identities, plurality, and the importance of interregional developments.
Publication strategies at universities and museums favour international journals as
opposed to local journals and books in Scandinavian languages, which leads to the
growth of international perspectives and agendas. Furthermore, they have formed a
critical attitude toward the political use of archaeological research in national or co-
lonial projects (Gustafsson & Karlsson 2011). Nationalistic archaeology is no longer
considered as an acceptable research strategy.

At the same time, however, politicians have worked eagerly to incorporate ar-
chaeology and cultural heritage into local identity. Selected sites and monuments
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have been chosen as scenes or tools for creating identity and social cohesion. Local
museums and initiatives have been prioritized over national undertakings. The Eu-
ropean Union has contributed positively to this trend in several ways: financially and
ideologically it has done so by shifting focus from the national to the international.
To some degree it has also contributed to a homogenized heritage legislation based
on pan-European legislation (e.g. the Valetta Treaty from 1992). National solutions
are currently not as attractive as European solutions.

The second important factor is how politics have increasingly influenced the
academic environment, and particularly the academic interest in cultural heritage
management, as well as the scientific potential of development-led archaeology. Leg-
islation in Scandinavian countries obliges the developer to pay for the expenses con-
nected to rescue archaeologican abuse this institute. A common solution has been to
make a clear division between research and management, as well to turn over devel-
opment-led archaeology to political control.

Decision-making Institutions in Scandinavian Heritage Management

Scandinavian countries have appointed the decision-making process regarding her-
itage management to various organizations. In Sweden the County administration
referred to as Linsstyrelsen (County Governor) is the local state authority that man-
ages decision-making regarding development-led archaeology. In Denmark Slots-og
Kulturstyrelsen (The Agency of Culture and Palaces) has the same function, and in
Norway the task is delegated to Riksantikvaren (Directorate for Cultural Heritage).
There are, however, small yet important differences between these organizations.
The Linsstyrelsen in Sweden is a de-centralized government organ. This means local
political concerns are often at stake, which contributes to the de-nationalization of
Swedish archaeology. The value of local investigated heritage is given priority. Ex-
cavations in Sweden are carried out by local museums, privatised firms, and by a
newly created excavation unit from the national museum in Stockholm. The different
organisations all compete for excavation assignments. Some of the private firms and
the excavating unit of the national museum compete for assignments throughout the
country. Most units, however, operate on a local scale. The national museum, which
is directly financed by the Ministry of Culture, has a privileged position concerning
finds of national importance. The majority of finds from excavations performed by lo-
cal museums and firms are however not considered as heritage of national importance.
In Denmark, The Agency of Culture and Palaces is a national directorate under
the Ministry of Culture, which ensures cultural heritage management remains in line
with national standards and views. Local museums are responsible for effectuating
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the decisions of the directorate concerning development-led excavations. Danish mu-
seums are only considered state-recognized museums if they live up to certain quality
requirements. These include the state of collections and exhibitions, as well as whether
or not they can match sufficient research standards. The requirements are partially
funded by the local municipality and partially by the Ministry of Culture. Having
dual patrons, they often find themselves struggling between delivering a national
standard or going against the local authorities, as well as how to remain loyal to their
local patrons. It is often the local municipality that funds most of the basic activity
museums execute. The presence of 27 state-recognized archaeological museums leads
to a rather decentralised structure. This generates local variations within the frame-
work of the national standard, specifically in terms of excavation, and management
and research focus. The National Museum of Denmark is funded directly by the state
and is considered the parent museum. It often takes in the most precious finds with
significance that is above-regional. It also takes in all notable detector finds and coins
that are considered of national value (Danefee).

In Norway, The Directorate for Cultural Heritage is placed under the Minis-
try of Climate and Environment. There are five university museums in five museum
districts, which are responsible for development-led excavations. In addition, the ex-
cavations in medieval towns are temporarily delegated to the Norwegian Institute of
Cultural Heritage Research (NIKU) and three other museums that are not a part of
the university structure, and have responsibilities for archaeological excavations. The
Norwegian system of cultural heritage management probably represents the most
centralized system because it is only divided into five museum districts. There is no
parent museum in Norway. Instead, the five university museums function as decen-
tralised national museums. This is a virtue in Norway’s system for heritage manage-
ment and development-led archaeology. In addition, some strong advantages include
the integration of development-led archaeology into universities’ research portfolios,
their collection management, and their education (Glerstad & Kallhovd 2011; 2013;
Glorstad 2010; Ravn 2013).

New Trends in Scandinavian Heritage Management

Certain trends become apparent while analysing the three national aspects of her-
itage management. One common inclination visible in the twenty-first century is
to divide cultural heritage management into two levels: a generalized national level
closely connected to legislation and internationalization, and a local level respon-
sible for the day-to-day management of heritage. This is not a unique model for
cultural heritage management, but rather a standard bureaucratic solution to the
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challenge of balancing local and national interests and activities. The willingness to
delegate decision-making to a lower or more local administrative level is inversely
proportional to the considered importance of the field in question. In other words,
the importance of archaeology is gradually decreasing in Scandinavian countries.
Although it is a general feature of modern Scandinavian states, the idea of delegat-
ing decision-making to a local administrative level can potentially erode the sys-
tem’s original intentions of using it as a beneficial tool for archaeological research.
On a practical level, national legislation and policy outlining have a lesser effect in
a decentralized system of decision-making. Sweden and Norway are good examples
of this trend.

Case Study, Sweden

The privatization of Swedish archaeology at the end of the 1990s fragmented the
system of development-led archaeology in several ways. An evaluation from 2014
documented substantial regional differences, even though this practice is expected to
follow a national standard (RAA 2014). As an attempt to counteract this tendency,
the Riksantikvariedmbetet (Swedish National Heritage Board) has been redesigned
into a directorate for the Ministry of Culture, quite similar to the Norwegian Riksan-
tikvar function. However, the effect of this reform can be questioned because the ac-
tual decision-making process in development-led archaeology will still be appointed
to the different counties across Sweden.

The Swedish reform has revealed some dysfunctionality in the present system.
In order to recreate the Riksantikvariedimbetet as a directorate, the excavating units
of this institution were moved to the National Museum of Sweden. At first glance,
this seems to be a good solution; museum activities such as research, systematic col-
lection development, and public outreach through exhibitions and curating can be
strategically combined with development-led archaeology. In this way, the original
intentions of cultural heritage management as a tool for scientific archaeology can
be recreated. However, the fact that development-led archaeology is subject to com-
petitive tendering prevents the National Museum of Sweden from benefitting from
the reorganisation. Merging museum activities and research with development-led
archaeology would be an unacceptable competitive advantage, and cannot be allowed
in the market system. The administration of development-led archaeology must be
strictly separated from the rest of the museum, thus unintentionally preventing any
creative or efficient synergies from arising.

These are practical implications of a market-driven ideology combined with
the political desire to prevent the scholarly temptation of viewing development-led
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archaeology as a tool for producing knowledge — which is the original intention of
cultural heritage management.

Case Study, Norway

'The Norwegian example has a different starting point, but may lead to the same re-
sults as the case in Sweden. Norwegian development-led archaeology is not organised
in a market system. Consequently, there has been an urgent political agenda to ensure
that public institutions do not abuse the organization of development-financed ex-
cavations. Institutions must ensure that the developer pays for no more than a strict
rescue of the archaeological source material, which otherwise would have been lost.

This has been achieved by dividing the tasks of cultural heritage management
between three types of institutions. The county administration is responsible for ar-
chaeologically surveying the areas under development, and to assess the range of con-
flict between the development plans and archaeological monuments. The university
museums are responsible for evaluating the scientific value of the monuments threat-
ened by planned development, and to present project plans and budgets for rescuing
these monuments in case development plans are realised. Riksantikvaren (Directorate
of Cultural Heritage) is responsible for making decisions on whether development
plans should be allowed, and whether the rescue plans suggested by the museum are
reliable. This way there are no conflicting roles in the management system.

However, transforming the Riksantikvaren into an updated modern directorate
under the Ministry of Climate and Environment clashes with its role as an archae-
ological decision-maker in development plans. A more essential legislative and pol-
icy-making role is suggested for the future. There are various reasons that museums
cannot take over the decision-making role. The only solution is to delegate this func-
tion to county administration as the regional political authority.

'This development represents a potential conflict of interest. Counties have an im-
mediate interest in local jobs and tax incomes. They could weaken the national system
of cultural heritage management and undermine scholarly influence on the system in
tavour of a stronger political influence. It seems as though local and regional develop-
ment in economy and infrastructure will always be considered more important than
archaeology and heritage. Many politicians and developers believe that paying for the
development-led excavations is too heavy of an economic burden, even though the
costs of archaeological excavations seldom exceed 2-3% of the total budget. The result
of the reform will be that the academic and scholarly engagement in archaeology as
an academic practice will move further away from the most important institutional
means of acquiring new knowledge and data through development-led archaeology.
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A clear trend of the twenty-first century is therefore a growing divide between
academic archaeology and cultural heritage management. This erodes the pillar of
the strong Scandinavian archaeological tradition. It can also jeopardize the tight
connection that exists between archaeological education and training, and cultural
heritage management.

The Role of the Scholar

'The growing division between academic archaeology and development-led archae-
ology cannot be considered solely as a politically driven process. It is also intimately
connected to the theoretical developments within the discipline. The relations be-
tween archaeological theories and society at large have been analysed and discussed
by scholars on numerous occasions (e.g. Shanks & Tilley 1987; Trigger 1989). There
is, however, a marked unease in analyses that focus on the relations between archae-
ology as part of a larger social fabric, i.e. archaeology as a means of subsistence, and
archaeology as a theoretical and scientific discipline. On one hand archaeology is
structured as a choice out of necessity, and on the other as a pathway to knowledge.
'This double truth about archaeology is crucial to understanding its function in a wider
social setting (Bourdieu 2000).

'The anti-nationalist and anti-colonial theories developed in the 1990s and the
first decade of the twenty-first century are essential to archaeological theory discus-
sion (e.g. Wobst & Smith 2005). The movements evolved in line with growing an-
ti-humanism beliefs in archaeology, and the fascination with different structural and
post-structural theories (e.g. Tilley 1991). Paradoxically, this perspective facilitated a
stronger belief in the individual, and a greater interest in the individuals of the past.
'This combination of enhanced emphasis on anti-humanism and individuality has
made way for a strong disbelief in social perspectives and collective solutions. Indi-
viduality is no longer reserved only for humans. Objects, animals, and places have
individual features as well. Consequently, humans must be placed in a web of material
and living relations, where matter, animals, and humans equally contribute to the
trajectories of history. Hence the individual’s ability to imprint this entanglement —
whether human, animal or matter — defines the uniqueness of the situation in ques-
tion, but does not define any real option for systematic changes. Individuals stand
on their own with a background of prefixed social-material relations. In this way,
post-structuralism disfavours the belief in the ability of humans and groups to change
their terms of existence; rather, they are considered functions of a larger structure.
Individualisation disagrees with the belief in the social group and redefines reality as
a private or singular concern.
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It is apparent that the full effect of the commercialisation of archaeology in
Europe coincides with the breakthrough of theories downplaying the impact of
the individual. This created a comforting bufter for scholars who did not want to
fight for the original unity between academic archaeology and development-led
archaeology in Scandinavian countries. Archaeologists were best oft focusing on
the ontology of the past and the career opportunities of the present inside a strictly
defined university system.

At first glance, this argument can be seen as naive or stunted because the rela-
tions between archaeological thinking and contemporary social relations are not caus-
al or direct. However, it is pertinent to recall an argument of Pierre Bourdieu, which
he mentions in his analysis of the political ontology of Martin Heidegger (Bourdieu
1991); he clearly demonstrates that Heidegger’s scholarly habitus was structured by
the social-political relations of early twentieth-century Germany. His impact as a
philosopher was strongly influenced by his ability to mobilize the individual expe-
rience of social insecurity in a philosophical setting. This had a recursive effect on
political thought because his thinking appealed to and mobilised these two social
fields simultaneously. It is not unlikely that our present era’s fascination with desirable
objects, such as with certain individuals or pets, is nothing but a social manifestation
of the same disposition apparent in post-humanistic thought. The same disposition
is mobilised in two different social fields: the field of consumption and the field of
academia (also confer Bauman 2007).

'The need to engage in the political shaping of modern archaeology cannot be un-
derestimated. The good intentions of cultural heritage management and the original
definition of development-led archaeology in Scandinavia as tools for archaeological
research and knowledge production were not created by chance or by visionary politi-
cians. They were the direct product of the scholars’ engagement in political processes
in the twentieth century.

Today Scandinavian cultural heritage management and development-led archae-
ology face great challenges due to changes in political thinking and ideologies. From
a scholarly perspective it may seem like this has little to do with archaeology as a
scientific discipline or as a subject of university research. However, development-led
archaeology is the most important source of new data sets in archaeology, and it en-
ables us to write new histories and different pasts. Excavations are meaningless if not
guided by academic principles and goals. Knowledge production must guide develop-
ment-led excavations—or else they are little more than treasure hunts and penance.
'The future of cultural heritage management and development-led archaeology should
be a concern to us all.

University scholars should feel the obligation to address the issues of political dis-
trust toward academia. When faced with the ghost of the Danish king, Shakespeare’s
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Marcellus from Hamlet says: “Thou art a scholar. Speak to it, Horatio”. As scholars, we
should feel that same obligation. If we are not able or willing to defend the value of
development-led archaeology for the discipline at large, who else will?
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Problems and Solutions Within Large Scale Preventive/
Rescue Excavations Before and After 1990: The Case of
Saxony

Harald Stauble

Abstract

In Saxony, archaeological excavations accompanying large-scale development-led projects are always planned
and conducted a long time before lignite extraction, gravel mining or the construction of motorways or pipe-
lines begins. We do not distinguish these rescue or preventive excavations from research projects, either in
terms of their methods of approach or in the way they are conducted. As all projects are carried out by the state
heritage office, there is a standardised model for excavation, documentation and reporting. This may be the
reason why economic crisis only conditions the number of preventive/rescue excavations, while the quality of
performance remains unaffected. As we are keen to be a reliable partner for planning enterprises, we can rely
on political understanding. Heritage law is good and, in some respects, open to interpretation, so the practice
of polluter-pays’ excavations is very much dependent on individual conduct and on a personal commitment
to rescue information about archaeological monuments before they are destroyed.

Keywords: rescue/preventive excavation; standardized documentation; archaeological state office;
heritage law; personal commitment;

Zusammenfassung

In Sachsen erfolgen alle denkmalpflegerisch bedingten Ausgrabungen im Rahmen von Grofiprojekten
rechtzeitig vor dem Beginn der entsprechenden Bau- oder Abbaumafinahmen. Deshalb gibt es keine
grundsitzlichen methodischen oder qualitativen Unterschiede zwischen dieser Art von Rettungsgra-
bungen und wissenschaftlichen Ausgrabungen. Alle Projekte werden durch das Landesamt fiir Archiologie
organisiert und in einem einheitlichen Verfahren untersucht und dokumentiert. Aufgrund dessen kann die
okonomische Krise lediglich einen Einfluss auf die Quantitit und nicht auf die Qualitit der denkmalpfle-
gerisch bedingten, grofien Grabungsprojekte haben. Als verlisslicher Partner fiir die Verursacher erfihrt
das Landesamt in der Regel Unterstiitzung von politischer und wirtschaftlicher Seite. Die Gesetzesgrund-
lage ist gut, aber auch offen fiir Auslegungen, so dass die Durchfiibrung solcher Grofiprojekte in grofiem
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MafSe auch vom personlichen Einsatz abhingt und von der Einstellung der Beteiligten gegentiber solchen
archiologischen Denkmalen, die ansonsten unbeobachtet zerstort werden wiirden.

Introduction

'This paper examines the practice of preventive and rescue archaeology in Saxo-
ny, a small region of Germany that was formerly part of the German Democratic
Republic. It will look at how we deal with large-scale projects, mainly open-cast
mining and linear projects such as motorway and pipeline archaeology. The special
teature typical to all these projects, in addition to the large areas they affect, is that
they deal with cases that are unavoidable, i.e. where there is no further possibility
of preventing archaeological monuments from being destroyed. I therefore refer
to them as excavations conducted with the intention of ‘rescuing’ archaeological
monuments by documentation. Rescue archaeology might (but does not have to)
refer to situations in which archaeologists are summoned after the destruction has
already begun, but it also includes planned and well-prepared excavations, as is the
case with large-scale projects. In this sense, this denomination does not imply any
information about the length of time or the intensity of preparatory work prior to
the excavation itself.

I am therefore not drawing any distinction between preventive and rescue ar-
chaeology; together with other synonymous terms such as costs-by-cause archae-
ology, they include all the diverse ways of coping with the necessity of building or
mining in new areas. However, we will have to distinguish these kinds of excavation
project from those that are termed ‘research’ excavations, even if there should not be
any difference concerning their aim and content. Preventive/rescue excavations and
those planned only for reasons of scientific research share a common aim, but employ
a different methodological approach. As the general strategy of research excavations
is to seek out the best places for positioning relative small excavation areas, there are
a vast number of ‘soft’ prospection methods, including the study of all data that is
available in advance and that is used to find out where the ‘best’ places for the mostly
short-term research excavations might be. The possible circular arguments connected
with these approaches is, of course, well-known and has often been proved: for exam-
ple, if we are just looking for a certain prehistoric settlement only where we expect to
find it or where we already know it to be located, we can only confirm or disprove this
expectation, but we would never find settlements in untypical places. Maybe future
research will find out that a former untypical behaviour becomes typical, like for ex-
ample the distribution of early Neolithic settlements we nowadays also find far from

the margins of rivers (Stauble 2012: 19-21). We should therefore not only be grateful
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for all casual information gathered by excavating all the areas where building or min-
ing projects take place, but should also strive to practise preventive/rescue excavation
systematically in all areas of inevitable soil intrusion.

'The main difference between research excavations and preventive/rescue exca-
vations is therefore between targeted research (the former) and stochastic research
(the latter). From this point of view, financing institutions will always expect, if not
demand, positive results for targeted research excavations, whereas the culture, period
of time or type of feature to be saved by excavation and documentation should not
make any difference to preventive/rescue excavations. I will mainly restrict my paper
to this point. Again, this is not about those projects that can be avoided, nor is it about
publication or any other popular presentation of the results; it is only about what we
can do best for this neither first nor last, this small but essential part of the ‘chaine
opératoire’ of preventive/rescue archaeology. If this functions well, we can also con-
front the other necessary and important steps.

Of course, there are many other organisational differences and constraints: the
number of excavators, their skill and experience, the time available (and even the time
available with respect to the weather), the technical equipment, etc. Nevertheless,
there is no doubt that there is (or at least should be) &y definition a difference in the
level of professionalism, with all its advantages and disadvantages. In any case, this is
less a systemic problem and more an individual one, where the differences in quality
depend on the personal commitment of everyone involved, regardless of the different
constraints characteristic of the respective approaches.

It does not come as a surprise if research excavations account for less than 5%
of the total number and excavated areas. This must not necessarily be a bad develop-
ment and it would surely be no problem if there were no difterences in practice, i.e. if
one did not regard preventive/rescue archaeology as being less valuable than research
archaeology. At the same time, cooperation between institutions (universities, acad-
emies, museums, heritage management offices and professional enterprises) to com-
bine excavations occasioned by building or extraction projects with targeted research
could always be improved. It is therefore not really a matter of whether we are dealing
with the costs-by-cause principle of rescue excavation or an academic excavation, be
it a training excavation for students, a research excavation or, as is often the case, a
combination of the two, as the archaeological methods are entirely and always the
same. It is obvious that we use (or should always use) the best methods dictated by
the aim, but whether we use more traditional or very modern methods is not so much
a matter of big money as that of personal attitude.

As far as the discussion regarding the differences between excavations conducted
by companies and those conducted by state heritage offices is concerned, we simply

acknowledge the different approaches and can finally judge their value only by the



94 Harald Stauble

quality of what is to be done at all stages of the work. Alongside the issues of excava-
tion costs, the necessity of turning a profit and the earnings of excavation staff, which
is very important but will not be dealt with here (we have no experience with it in
Saxony), it is always a matter of differing levels of personal effort and commitment,
even within the same system and under the same framework conditions. This factor
has the largest influence on the amount and quality of preventive/rescue excavations.

It is often said that general and inevitable problems within preventive/rescue
excavations find their explanations in different causes, such as ineffective heritage
laws, overall economic development and economic crisis, political understanding and
acceptance, and the lack of social awareness. All these aspects surely have a more or
less direct influence on heritage activities, but it is more a matter of who reacts in
what way and at what time. After outlining the background to the situation in Saxony
before and after 1990, comparing it with the development in other federal states in
Germany, and briefly evaluating some of the results, I will finish by returning to the
many possible reasons for the difterent ways in which the same profession is practised
and evaluated.

Before and after 1990

After the Second World War, the German Democratic Republic (GDR), the territo-
ry assigned to the Soviet sphere of influence, retained the five states that had existed
before the war, only slightly restructuring their borders and then subdividing them
into 15 districts. While the country was nevertheless ruled centrally in all aspects, and
neither the federal states nor the districts enjoyed any autonomy, every state did re-
ceive a Central Museum for Archaeology, while academies of science were established
in line with the Soviet model. Only three universities (Berlin, Jena and Leipzig) had
faculties of prehistory, with a limited number of students being taught on a rotating
basis. If they behaved themselves politically, these students could generally expect to
be permitted to work in archaeology after their studies. The number of students of
prehistory and of those who practised archaecology was therefore very limited.
Unlike the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) after the Second World War,
where the federal states were autonomous in cultural affairs and individual heritage
laws were amended only slowly (mostly during the 1970s), the GDR had one general
heritage law, adopted in 1954. The law itself was not bad, but as far as large-scale
projects (the focus of this paper) were concerned, it was difficult or more often im-
possible to realise its aims. Interestingly enough, the two systems had a very similar
development (with a great many differences in detail, of course): in both the FRG and
GDR, preventive/rescue archaeology was only rarely applied and ‘flagship’ projects
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were promoted. This means that it was less a consequence of two different political
systems and more a problem specific to the time and the spirit of the time, as well
an issue of researchers’ mentality. To conclude, the requirement to accompany large-
scale industrial projects with large-scale excavations was not as common as it is today
(although for some it is still not common even today). Large archaeological research
projects focused on the themes of interest at the time, mostly based on archaeological
cultures and specific topics, and were conducted in areas that were not endangered.
They were often preferred to the more general approach that focused on the land-
scape, for which all archaeological information is important.

Since 1990, when a reunited Germany was again restructured, the country has
consisted of 16 federal states, three of which are city-states (Berlin, Hamburg and
Bremen). As Germany is a federal republic, all the states have considerable autono-
my in many fields, including culture. Heritage management is therefore a matter for
each individual state, which means that every state has its own heritage law.! These
many different approaches make it generally impossible to refer to ‘the German way’;
moreover, a single state has many different ways of practising archaeological heritage
protection within the given guidelines or legal frameworks. Consequently, the Valletta
Convention of 1982 has had practically no impact on archaeological practice in Ger-

many, and particularly in Saxony (Stiuble 2013: 59-60).

Legal basis after 1990, with a focus on large-scale preventive/rescue
archaeology

In relation to large-scale preventive and rescue archaeology in Saxony (a federal state
of approx. 18,400 km?* with a population of approx. 4 million people), the immediate
post-reunification period can now be seen as a kind of ‘lawless’ time, when many large
development projects were carried out without any archaeological supervision at all.
However, it was also when a new heritage law was being compiled (it was issued in
March 1993). I will quote only two passages from Article 14, i.e. those with most
significance for large-scale development projects:

1) A concession from the cultural heritage department is required by anyone who:
(1) plans to conduct building activities, construction work or watercourse regulation (re-
location, renaturing, straightening, etc. ) in a location where it is known or where it can
be assumed that cultural heritage monuments exist.

1 'The reason for more heritage laws than federal states lies in the fact that some of the old states which were joined
togethjer (e.g. North Rhine-Westphalia) retained their own different laws.
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(3) As initiators, the responsible bodies of larger public or private building projects or
projects for mining raw materials or other resources may be obliged to refund, within just
and reasonable limits, the expenses for archaeological excavations, preservation of the
Jfinds and documentation of the features. ...’

Resulting from this legal basis, the period after 1993 saw different stages of archae-
ological activity in Saxony in relation to a range of topics. The reason for this step-by-
step approach depended first and foremost on new cases; and as it was a new situation
for all parties involved, everyone had to be convinced that it was better to cooperate with
heritage management in order to realise projects in a planned manner. Since planning
reliability is most important for developers, the heritage office has to guarantee that ex-
cavations are finished well before the construction works begin. However, the developer
was not the only entity that had to be convinced; there were also extensive and protracted
discussions with the responsible ministries and other federal state offices. As not all the
items and problems could be addressed simultaneously, a gradual procedure was chosen,
generally in correlation with the activities that arose. First, the open-cast lignite-mining
areas in Lusatia and in the northwest region around Leipzig were addressed immedi-
ately after the law came into force in 1993. Large areas of the whole country had been
affected by quarries of sand, gravel, solid rock and loam and kaolin; many of them had
immediately been taken over, with old enterprises being bought up by Western Europe-
an corporations in the early 1990s, meaning that only some of them were accompanied
by archaeological excavations on a continuous basis. ‘Others only came to our attention
when new concessions were sought. The first projects for new interregional pipelines
(gas, water, etc.) followed after 1995, and in recent years gas pipelines in place for 50 or
more years have had to be replaced. New railways and motorways have been construct-
ed, and considerable enlargements or modernisation works have been carried out mostly
on the post-war or even pre-war road and railway network since 1996. Only some of the
large-scale building projects for private houses and for industrial and business parks on
the outskirts of cities, which began in the early 1990s, were accompanied by archaeology
from 1994 onwards. We can say that most (if not all of them) have been supervised since
the late 1990s, and continue to be so.

In contrast to the intensity of the activities, cooperation with the only university
with a prehistoric institute in Saxony, in Leipzig, increased markedly only after 2006,
mainly because of the cooperative relationship between the new persons in charge.
With regard to external cooperation for investigations beyond direct archaeological
tasks, there are many diverse scientific disciplines covered by a large range of scholars
organised in different ways, from private individuals up to people attached to research
institutes and universities not exclusively from Saxony. In contrast to other countries
and even other German federal states, these ‘neighbour sciences’ are not handled by



Problems and Solutions Within Large Scale Preventive/Rescue Excavations... 97

staff members of the heritage office itself but by a vast scientific environment engaged
in topics such as soil science, archaeobotany, archaeozoology, anthropology, dendrol-
ogy and other chronological methods, as well as in many other special methods of
analysis. They are, however, part of the regular documentation during and after the
excavation itself. Alongside the standard analysis performed at every excavation, spe-
cial new tasks might be needed for each new situation. While all these tasks belong to
the documentation of the excavated site, the costs of the standard analysis are part of
the sum negotiated and are therefore paid by the polluter.

'There is no space here to discuss all the other details relating to the documentation
drawn up during an excavation, the final report, the techniques used or the programs
or methods used before, during and after excavation. They are applied as the situation
demands. But it needs to be said that excavation, documentation and report are con-
ducted according to a unique standardised model for the whole of Saxony. This model
has always to be adapted to local needs and the individual ability and knowledge of
the excavators. As soon as this data (the reports or the ‘grey literature’) is available (the
period of time is defined by various factors, e.g. the duration of the excavations, which
generally also reflects the density of archaeological features), it is placed in the archive,
which also comprises a central GIS and which is available to all heritage office staff, as
well as to specialists from outside and even interested non-professionals. Information
on it and on the results is disseminated in the classic manner through oral presentations
and publications for the wider public and for professionals, but journals and digital
media are also employed. Of course, summary presentations are given in museums, if
possible by adapting the information, but more commonly in special exhibitions.

These activities are probably more or less common to archaeological heritage
management in many countries, albeit at a different level. However, if any differences
in amount and quality exist, and they surely do, this is neither chiefly the result of the
underlying law nor of economics or politics, even if these cannot be ignored. They are
mostly a matter of personal attitude and estimation.

For large-scale development-led projects in Saxony, we can state that once we
have succeeded in convincing the responsible persons at all levels, from private in-
dividuals to planning companies, from company owners to politicians, of the impor-
tance of giving archaeologists a sufficiently long period in which to do their work
prior to construction or mining, and that cooperating with archaeologists is a good
idea because it is plannable and therefore less expensive, archaeology becomes largely
accepted. Of course, our demands must be ‘within just and reasonable limits’, and we
ourselves have to judge this and be flexible.

In Saxony, cultural and archaeological heritage is defined by law as a matter for the
federal state authorities: private companies are not allowed to conduct excavations. All
archaeological heritage matters, i.e. those relating to underground features, are dealt with
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and organised by a government agency, the Archaeological Heritage Office of Saxony in
Dresden. In addition to the practical heritage management offices (two archaeologists
responsible for special tasks: one for medieval archaeology within city centres, the other
for large-scale projects across the whole state, with another six mainly organised on a
regional basis), there are administrative offices, the archive, a large central depository of
finds, restoration laboratories, an editorial department and a special library. Every aspect
of heritage management is therefore covered. There are also several external departments
in the three large districts in the northwest, in the centre and in the east of Saxony,
dealing with the open-cast lignite-mining areas around Leipzig and in Lusatia. The new
State Museum of Archaeology Chemnitz (SMAC), which opened in 2014, is physically
separate from the headquarters and located some 70 kilometres west of Dresden.

'The enormous increase in the number and areas of new development-led pro-
jects in the 1990s led to an increase in the number of archaeologists. Unemployment
amongst archaeologists was quite high in Europe and many of them came from the
western German federal states, the UK, Poland and the Czech Republic. In Saxony,
all development-led excavations are performed by workers from other professions,
with archaeology professionals only being required as site directors and field tech-
nicians. On the other hand, many people in East Germany lost their jobs after re-
unification, as many companies were closed or the number of workers reduced; in
response, the state created a large number of job programmes, which were of great
help to archaeology as well. Since these job-creation programmes were co-financed
by the state employment agency, they also constituted supplementary financial assis-
tance for excavations. That meant that polluters did not have to cover all the costs of
the excavations and the documentation. Many of these workers were interested in and
eager to learn archaeological skills, and a large proportion remain in the archaeolog-
ical service to the present day. Now, in the absence of job-creation programmes, they
are employed by the heritage office and their wages are fully paid by the developer.

Before and after 1990

However, it is only partly true that the explosion in the number of preventive/rescue
excavations is due to an increasing number of development-led activities occasioned by
larger investments following the collapse of the Iron Curtain (Stiuble, et al. 2011: 26).

'The areas destroyed by open-cast lignite and other mining activities before 1990
were larger than they are today. As the GDR tried to depend as little as possible on
tuel imports, even from its ‘brother states’, the lignite-mining industry was extreme-
ly powerful. In northwest Saxony, the mining region around Leipzig after the war
consisted initially of 16 mines, concentrated in five large mining areas. These mines



Problems and Solutions Within Large Scale Preventive/Rescue Excavations... 99

operated simultaneously, destroying many hundreds of hectares of land each year. This
happened more or less without any archaeological surveillance: only one archaeolo-
gist, assisted by a technician and sporadically also by volunteers, had to cope with this
enormous destruction process (Fig. 1). The result was a small and sporadic distribution
of single finds and structures discovered by chance. Only a very reduced number of al-
ready-known prehistoric (Herklotz 1987) or medieval sites (Mechelk 1987) and small
areas were excavated and thereby rescued by Leipzig University and the Saxony her-
itage office in Dresden. After 1990 most of the mines were shut down or merged into
the four remaining mining areas, which are run on a successive basis. Mining works
now destroy ‘only” about 50 hectares per year; areas that have already been excavated
then need clearance from the heritage office. All these endangered areas have conse-
quently been checked by archaeology since 1993 (Stiuble 2010, 69-70). Generally
speaking, we have one or two years in which to carry out excavations in advance for
each of these annual tranches. Between 25 and 100 workers are involved (the precise
number depends heavily on the number of sites and features) for 12 months a year.

o archaeological sites
- large scale excavations after 1993

linear projects
- open cast lignite mines before 1993 |

7// planned lignite mine

i | border Saxony 2,5

Fig. 1. Northwest Saxony south of Leipzig, showing the areas destroyed by open-cast lignite mining
before 1993 (accidental finds) and large-scale excavations after 1993.
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Of course, the process of evaluation starts a long time before an excavation and com-
prises all stages of research, from theoretical considerations to ‘hard prospection’. This is
therefore always carried out with no reference to any former knowledge (see below).

Moreover, the large industrial areas that were often concentrated close to the lig-
nite-mining areas were bigger than they are today; they therefore had more archaeo-
logically unattended land consumption before 1990. A large number of pipelines were
built, but in Saxony only one was accompanied by archaeologists before 1990. These
days we adopt the same strategies and methods with new pipelines as we do with the
lignite mines. Depending on the width of the transect, we open 20 to 30% of the total
width of the area along the whole distance; here the topsoil has to be stripped away. In
places where we find traces of prehistoric activities, we open the entire area concerned.
Archaeological excavations of older pipelines requiring replacement show us that the
loss of archaeological monuments around the pipelines built before 1990 was, in a
certain way, less significant, the reason being that the process was much less invasive,
with only the trench itself being dug (Fig. 2). Pipe-laying worked directly from above
the top soil without the top soil being stripped away, as is necessary today on account
of the new soil protection laws. That said, at least pipe routes can be excavated today
so that information about archaeological sites not formerly documented can be saved.

Fig. 2. Prebistoric features disturbed by an old pipeline and today’s requirement to strip large areas for
pipeline replacement.
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'The same applies to the large post-war housing projects, not only in large cities
such as Dresden, Leipzig or Chemnitz (Fig. 3) but also around smaller towns and
even in the countryside. There, large agricultural cooperatives or other small industries
were established and were mostly accompanied by large housing complexes. As with
the lignite-mining areas, only a small handful of these projects could be archaeolog-
ically supervised. But the calculated quantity of destroyed surfaces for housing per
capita is nowadays probably even larger, as many people no longer want to live in
‘social silos’, as the corporation flats might be called, but in private houses with small
gardens. But again, these projects could be checked and excavated by archaeologists,
at least after 1993 (Fig. 4).

Of all the mining or construction activities involving large landscape consump-
tion before and after 1990, only a few were infrastructural projects, for example roads
and motorways. In the GDR between the end of the Second World War and 1990,
these were repaired rather than newly built; consequently, archaeological substance

was unaffected (Stauble 2010: 77).

g
L
]

Fig. 3. Large housing projects in the Dresden area, built without any archaeological surveillance (end of
the 1980s).
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Fig. 4. An example of a modern housing project in Leipzig-Quasnitz, 2015-16.

The archaeologies of different times: West — East - West, small-scale
- large-scale, thematic — landscape archaeology, research - heritage
excavations

Many of the differences between the way large-scale invasive projects were supervised
and monitored by archaeological heritage entities in 1945-1990 and after 1990 are
valid for the western federal states of Germany as well. Interestingly enough, the
differences were not so much the result of the different political and social systems
or archaeological traditions, and the similarities seem to have been dependent on the
same strategies of and approaches to archaeological science at different times. One
reason could be that no one was able and willing to pay for large-scale archaeological
rescue excavations immediately after the war. Even disregarding the financial possi-
bilities, which were of course generally higher in the West than in the East, it seems
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rather that the reason lay within the traditional concepts of archaeology and scientific
research of that time. No one appears to have been properly concerned by the fact
that thousands of undocumented archaeological monuments were destroyed within
the large areas cleared for reconstruction and the creation of new infrastructure; at the
same time, archaeologists were engaged in excavating sites that were not endangered
at all. In those times — and here again, there was no big difference between the po-
litical systems — it was common for ‘flagship projects’ to be given funding preference
no matter whether the archaeologists came from universities, scientific academies or
heritage offices. This changed slowly and only in some of the West German federal
states in the late 1970s, e.g. when lignite-mining archaeology was established in the
Rhineland (Schwellnus 1981). With regard to pipeline archaeology, this happened
even later (Baumewerd-Schmidt & Gerlach 2001), as it did with railways and motor-
ways, many of which were supervised by archaeologists only after reunification (Na-
dler 1999; Cziesla & Ibeling 2014). All heritage laws established during the 1990s
were based on experiences from West Germany. Again as a reaction to East German
experiences with these new laws, where the polluter-pays principle was in force many
heritage laws from the so called ‘old lands’ of West Germany have also been changed
at the end of the 1990ies and after 2000.

Since 1993 in Saxony, we have had the opportunity not only to be involved in all
major construction projects, but to check about one quarter to one third of all areas
earmarked for destruction by stripping the top soil with the help of a mechanical
digger.? All settlement areas discovered using this method are then opened and exca-
vated completely. If we do not find any traces of prehistoric activities at sites already
known to us, we conduct some supplementary hard or soft prospection work. As all
activities are attended by geoarchaeologists, we generally have good documentation
on the old and new topographical situations and explanations regarding preservation.
'This means that the necessity of excavations —and again, I am talking here only about
those development-led projects that cannot be avoided — does not depend on whether
there are known prehistoric sites within the areas of the project. As this method is
also applied in areas without sites that are already known, this often leads to a very
considerable difference between sites that were known before and those that have
been newly discovered through trial trenching. By systematically using this method
of preventive/rescue archaeology we have between five to tenfold increase in archae-
ological sites (Stduble, et al. 2007, 31-34, fig. 9). Even if no archaeological traces can
be found, the scientific result is still positive. The method allows us to confirm the
absence of archaeological features in regions with better, more direct proof and by

2 'The usual soft or ‘non-destructive’ prospection methods, such as field walking, geophysics and aerial photography,
do not work well (or at all) in many parts of Saxony, the reason being the very heterogeneous soil materials from the
Ice Age sediments.
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using a multidisciplinary approach. This function, which corrects our former knowl-
edge of on-site distribution and the prehistoric use of landscape, makes preventive/
rescue archaeology of enormous benefit to all archaeological research. No comparable
method achieves as much.

On quality and quantity

Over the last 20 years or so, preventive archaeology has not only increased the
number of known sites but, by excavating large areas, also fostered an enormous
increase in features, houses, settlements and sometimes even entire landscapes, and
has also allowed us to produce completely new distribution maps. The large exca-
vation areas have to be excavated more quickly (but also more efficiently) compared
with scientific research areas. They also bring us a great deal of supplementary
qualitative information. Linear Band ceramic wells, for example, have been found
in large numbers in the last 10 years precisely because of the strategy to excavate
whole archaeological sites, from the core to the margins and even beyond (Kret-
schmar et al. 2016).

As a further result of this approach, we should also think about the level, quality
and amount of information we gather when discovering and documenting such large
areas based on ideas formulated within excavation areas of a few square metres.

However, if we compare the quality of the normal preventive/rescue excavations
being practised now in large-scale projects with that of the research projects we used
to conduct when I was a student 30 years ago, the difference is not so great. Back
then, between 10 and 15 students would excavate about 3,000 m? of a similar kind of
settlement, working on it for two months a year. Part of my Master’s thesis involved
an interpretation of the features and the site (Stiauble 1997), so I feel I am well placed
to judge the quality of the documentation. My conclusion is that there were no difter-
ences in quality in comparison with the rescue excavations carried out today.

Perhaps we should even rethink the value of ‘classic data’and the claim that the
bigger the amount of data, the more detailed and more ‘objective’ the documentation
and the more suitable it is for scientific evaluation. In order to critically re-evaluate
this concept, we occasionally organise a special project within large ‘polluter-pays’
projects of long duration (lignite-mining or motorway archaeology). For example,
we chose at random a pit of a large settlement of Linear Band ceramic culture that
had been excavated completely over an area of 15 hectares, and organised a very
detailed ‘Palaeolithic-like’ excavation with students from the University of Leip-
zig using three-dimensional recording for each find and whatever new techniques
were available, most of which we use daily during ‘normal’ rescue excavations. Two
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teams of seven students worked for six months on this ‘research experiment’. One
student, who was writing her Master’s thesis on the excavation, was permitted to
organise and conduct the works (Hoga, in preparation). One aim of the project was
to find out how much longer this kind of excavation took and how much more it
would cost if the whole settlement were to be excavated this way; we also wanted
to find out whether it would be worthwhile and helpful to excavate and document
everything in the same way, and indeed whether such supplementary information
was useful for understanding the sedimentation and taphonomic processes of the
pit. One of the findings was that we produced too much information, which made
processing and analysis difficult. The results are not at all simple and, of course,
not unambiguous. Most crucial, however, was the finding that even though a large
amount of extra information had been interpreted, this did not constitute an im-
provement over the interpretations produced for neighbouring features excavated
in the regular fashion. It is difficult to imagine the time and money that would be
needed to excavate the whole site in this way.

Fig 5. Excavations of an Early Neolithic well from Drofidorf in a hall near where it was discovered
(lignite mining area in Peres, south of Leipzig).
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'This discussion changes completely if we apply very detailed analysis in special
cases, as with special features such as Linear Band ceramic wells. These are, of course,
handled in a special way, and if the time management of a rescue excavation does not
allow for a proper excavation on site, we take special measures and transport some
teatures in blocks to an off-site location, giving us sufficient time in which to excavate
them under laboratory conditions (Kretschmar, et al. 2016).

In this particular case, the small excavation is open to the public for one after-
noon every two months: we call it ‘A look over the shoulder of archaeologists’ (Fig. 5).
'The costs of transporting the 30-ton block, the protracted excavation (probably some
two years), the analysis and the rental of the hall are all covered by the lignite mining
company. Particularly during these hard times for lignite-mining companies, which
are fighting for public acceptance, this public presentation of a work in progress, to-
gether with an exhibition about the site built around it, is a welcome and well-ap-
preciated public relations platform (the same applies to politicians, with mass media
and public interest at the forefront of their minds). Moreover, a great many scientists
gather here for discussions, so there are networking opportunities as well.

Conclusion

The general problems that affect the practice of preventive and rescue archaeology
(which I refer to as one here) can, at the same time, be the solutions as well. One
generally makes reference to insufficiently good or clear laws or to the influence of
overall economic development, and much less commonly to the personal attitude of
each of us regardless of position, from the field-worker to the excavation leader, from
the responsible person at the heritage management organisation to the director, and
regardless of whether the excavation is done by a company or by a state organisation.
In my opinion, however, these less commonly considered factors have the biggest
impact on how preventive and rescue archaeology is conducted at any time, whatever
the legislative, economic and political background.

We need a good legal basis for heritage management, of course, but laws are not
the most important factor determining how preventive and rescue excavations work.
'There are enough examples of countries that have a less satisfactory legal background
but still have very good options for action. Unfortunately, the converse also applies: in
some countries with better laws, preventive and rescue archaeology is not practiced in
an appropriate or realistic way.

'The same applies to the economic development, which surely affects the number
of projects but should never affect the amount or the quality of preventive archaeol-
ogy. The strong dependence on economic development obviously means that there is
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an impact on the number of projects, particularly at times of fluctuation and crisis;
however, it does not have to affect heritage management in a negative way and defi-
nitely does not influence development-led projects in a directly correlation. Neither
the state nor the polluters are more ‘generous’ when the economy is more prosperous
— in fact, sometimes it is quite the opposite, as archaeological items can also become
an important social factor in periods of economic stagnation or identity crisis, which
can easily lead to a political (mis)use of them.

Economic development might be more important with regard to the number
of projects handled. In this case, the crisis is positive insofar as less investment and
tewer invasive projects mean less destruction of areas and prehistoric monuments. If
we only look at archaeological practice from an economic point of view, and organise
preventive and rescue excavations with ever-expanding private firms, the economic
crisis will have an important effect on the people working there. We are certainly
aware of the endless spiral typical, for example, of the house-building industry: new
streets are needed, necessitating concrete in ever-larger amounts, which calls for new
and larger gravel and sand mines. Although preventive and rescue archaeology are
hopetully part of this system, at least we do not have to encourage the ever-increasing
sealing of the soil and thus, indirectly, the destruction of archaeological monuments,
just in order to support our species.

As long as preventive and rescue archaeology is dependent on economic fluctu-
ations, we will have to adapt and use periods of stagnation not only to catch up with
the science and with publications, but also to adapt and improve the methods to the
new situations.

Archaeologists should generally use these periods to consolidate, while those who
have no backing yet should use them to gain more social acceptance, which is perhaps
the most important aspect for improving the status of our profession in society. This
can obviously only be achieved if we open our work up to cooperation with the pop-
ular mass media as well as with scientific publications, and through exhibitions and
museums. Social acceptance of archaeological items does not have a direct correlation
with economic wellbeing — in fact, the opposite could very well be the case. Social
identity is particularly vulnerable at times of economic crisis; here we have to be even
more careful to guard against the abuse of archaeological items and prevent their mis-
use for nationalist ideas and movements. This is the point at which we should, at last,
mention political support, which is one further important aspect when examining the
problems and solutions that influence our archaeological profession.

Not least, it will always be personal attitude, as well as personal preferences, that
constitute the most important factors regarding the way archaeology is conducted in
practice, at all levels. Only through personal dedication can we change things.
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Preventive Archaeology Should not be Reified! The Case of
the Swiss Motorway Archaeology’

Paul Jobin

Abstract

This paper proposes an analysis of the historic development of preventive archaeology in Switzerland since
the end of the 505. The particularity of preventive research in this country is its early development under
the impulse of a motorway construction programme that has been in progress for 60 years. Moreover, the
organisation of preventive archaeology is fragmented because of the political framework of the country,
which is a federal state. Thus, Swiss motorway archaeology is an interesting case study for the analysis of
the development of preventive archaeology.

In reality, it appears that motorway archaeological programmes have been undertaken under di-
versified frameworks of scientific research and through different contexts and strategies over time in each
canton. This means that the practice of preventive archaeology has been carried out based on different
perceptions of what constitutes heritage research, which are applied in different ways, rather than being an
ideal organisational model which we tend to reify. Thus, it appears possible to reorganise the implementa-
tion of the principles of preventive archaeology, in a way to tackle the crisis.

Keywords: Preventive archaeology, Switzerland, Motorway, History of archaeology.

Résumé

Cet article propose une analyse historique du développement de I'archéologie préventive en Suisse depuis
la fin des années 1950. La particularité de la recherche préventive dans ce pays est son développement
précoce sous limpulsion d’un vaste programme de constructions autoroutiéres foujours en cours depuis 60
ans. De plus, la recherche préventive y est fragmentée en raison du cadre politique fédéral du pays. De ce

1 'This paper presents the research realised by the author at the University of Neuchatel in Switzerland in the
frame of an interdisciplinary research project of the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNF) entitled: “History
of Motorway Archaeology in Switzerland (1958-2010)”. This project is led by Marc-Antoine Kaeser (UniNe,
Institute of archaeology) and Laurent Tissot (UniNe, Institute of history) and coordinated by Géraldine Delley
(UniNe, Institute of archaeology).
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fait, larchéologie autoroutiére en Suisse constitue un intéressant cas d étude historique et comparatif pour
Larchéologie préventive.

En réalité, il apparait que les faui/le: archéologiques autoroutieres ont été¢ le cadre d "une
importante diversité de recherches scientifiques menées dans des contextes et selon des stratégies tres
différentes au fil du temps et dans chacun des cantons. Cela démontre que la pratique de I'archéologie
préventive constitue en réalité des principes de recherche patrimoniaux pouvant étre appliqués de
maniéres trés différentes et nest pas un modele d organisation idéal que nous aurions tendance a réifier.
De ce fail, il s’avere possible de réorganiser la mise en ceuvre des principes de [ ’arc/ye’alogie préventive
afin d’affronter la crise.

From a crisis to a chrysalis

As in many other countries of Europe, the economic crisis affects the proper func-
tioning of preventive archaeology in Switzerland. The resulting negative effects on the
research are the consequences of the decrease in investments in the construction sec-
tor and of the public austerity measures. However, because of its organisation which is
principally State planned, preventive archaeology in Switzerland is mostly prejudiced
by public sector initiatives taken to reduce costs at the state level.

In this situation, Swiss archaeologists have to develop strategies to maintain or
preserve preventive archaeology. However, at the same time, the establishment of pre-
ventive archaeology cannot be considered as fully set-up everywhere in the country. In
this context, it is important to ask ourselves what is meant by preventive archaeology,
how it is actually practiced, and what needs to be achieved or preserved.

In fact, as will be demonstrated below, the history of Swiss motorway archaeology
shows that preventive archaeology can be practised in very different ways. From this
standpoint, preventive archaeology appears to be a set of guiding principles connected
with heritage management rather than a definitive model of the research organisation
which we tend to idealize and reify. Thus, the historic analysis of the Swiss motorway
archaeology provides us an opportunity to reconsider the functioning of preventive
archaeology in practice while we are looking for new strategies in the context of the
current European economic crisis.

A decentralised organisation through a long term construction programme

'The particularity of preventive archaeology in Switzerland is its decentralised organ-
isation. Despite its modest size, comparable to the Netherlands or Moldavia, Swit-
zerland is a Federal State divided into 26 cantons and half-cantons which are all
sovereign states (Fig. 1). For example, each canton has its own laws, its own police
force, its own educational system and its own economy.
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As with all cultural affairs, heritage management and preventive archaeology are
the responsibilities of the cantons and the federal authorities are only allowed to pro-

vide support (see Kaenel 2002; 2007; 2013; Niffeler 2002; Wolf 2010)>

Fig. 1. Map of the Swiss cantons (Source: swisstopo).

'The cantons are free to organise preventive archaeology as they think best, in
accordance with the Malta Convention®. Thus, there are 26 different organisations re-
sponsible for preventive archaeology, as though they were from 26 different countries,
similar to a diminutive “European Union”in the centre of Europe.

'The other particularity of preventive archaeology in Switzerland is its early de-
velopment under the impulse of the long term motorway network construction pro-
gramme. Still in progress, this federal construction programme was initiated in 1959
after its acceptance by referendum (Piveteau 1964; Burnier 1985). Thanks to the ne-
gotiations led by several Swiss archaeologists®, the federal authorities exceptionally

2 According to article 724 of the Swiss Civil Code (1907 — RS 210) and the article 78 of the Federal Constitution
(1999 — RS 101).

3 The European Convention on the Protection of the Archacological Heritage or « Malta Convention » was ratified
by the Swiss Confederation in 1996.

4 In particular thanks to Professors Hans-Georg Bandi (Bern), Marc-Rodolphe Sauter (Geneva), Rudolph Laur-
-Belart (Basel) and Emil Vogt (Zurich), with the help of Felix Endtner, lawyer and deputy director of the Federal
Office of Roads.
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accepted to finance in the motorways construction budget, the excavations of the
archaeological remains which were menaced by the national motorways network con-
struction programme (Bandi & Niffeler 2007: 41-42; Kaenel 2002: 35-37; Leesch,
et al., 1998: 28-29; Leesch, et al., 2000; Niffeler 2002: 70). This decision was taken
through a decree of the Federal Council on March 13, 1961 (Fig. 2). Consequently,
federal financial means, which are more important than those of the cantons, have
been deployed for preventive archaeology.

j SITZUNG DES SCHWEIZERISCHEN BUNDESRATES

AUSZUG AUS DEM PROTOKOLL

SEANCE DU CONSEIL FEDERAL SUISSE

EXTRAIT DU PROCES-VERBAL

SEDUTADELNCONSIGLFOFEDERALE SVIZZER ©
ESTRATTO DEL PROCESSO VERBALE

Montag, 13. Mirz 1961.
Nationalstrassen / ArchZologie.

Departement des Innern. Antrag vom 30. Dezember 1960 (Beilage).
Justiz- und Polizeidepartement. Mitbericht vom 6./13. Februar 1961
(Beilage).
Departement des Innern. Vernchmlassung vom 9. Mirz 1961 (Beilage).
Finanz- und Zolldepartement. Mitbericht vom 10. Januar 196)
(Einverstanden).

Auf Grund &r Beratung hat der Buncaesrat
el sichhi il Nol s siesni s

1. Die Kosten der Ausgrabung, der Bergung oder der wissenschaftlichen
Aufnahme (Fotos, Skizzen, Vermessungen) historischer Funde im Trasse
kiinftiger Nationalstrassen sind Erstellungskosten der National-
strassen im Sinne von Artikel 4 des Bundesbeschlusses vom 23. De-
zember 1959 Uber die Verwendung des filir den Str
Anteils am Treibstoffzollertrag. Der Bund betei
Kosten aus Nationalstrassenkrediten im gleichen
Erstellungskosten des ecntsprechenden Nationalstra
haupt.

e W a2n den
senzuges Uber-

2. Die Konservierung, Bearbeciltung unid Aufbewahrung der Funde ist da-
gegen Sache der Kantonec.

An die Kantonsregicrungen durch Protokollauszug in 4 Exemplaren.
(Dispositiv).

An die Schweizerische Gesellschaft flir Urgeschichte, Rheinsprung 2C,
Basel, durch Protokollauszus in 4 Exemplaren. (Dispositiv

Protokollauszug an das Departement des Innern (Amt fiir Strassen-
und Flussbau 6, mit den Akten, Sekretariat des D
Innern), an das Justiz- and Polizeidepartement ul
und Zolldepartement zur Kenntnis.

Flur getreuen Auszug,
der Protokollfithrer:

76.7%//\

65956

Fig. 2. Federal decree March 13, 1961, concerning the funding of archaeological operations linked to the
construction of the national motorway network.
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The heroic times of motorway archaeology

'The original research was carried out whilst archaeology in Switzerland was only per-
formed with few financial means by academics and museum curators, supported by
the work of numerous amateurs. These were associated in networks under the Swiss
Society of Prehistory (SSP)° and under local societies attached to a museum or a site.

For the purpose of developing preventive research during the construction of the
national motorway, the SSP set up a Central Service for Archaeology® led by a special
commission’ (Kaenel 2002: 36; Leesch, et al., 1998: 28-29; Weidmann 1998: 80-81).
The SSP’s Central Service for Archaeology was charged with engaging with and mo-
tivating the cantonal managers responsible for Heritage. Indeed, despite the federal
financial support, preventive excavations have always depended on local initiatives
from the cantonal managers responsible for Heritage.

However, these cantonal persons or administrative departments designated as be-
ing in charge of Heritage management were often not trained as archaeologists. More-
over, they were not always able, motivated or ambitious enough to organise such large
scale preventive excavations, which had to be undertaken during the construction of the
motorways network. As a consequence, several of the first highway sections were not
considered for archaeological research (see: Weidmann 1998: 82; Niffeler 1998: 19-20).
During the first decade of construction, only some 30 archaeological excavations were
undertaken, whilst 650 km of motorways had been opened, which represent one third
of the initially planned national motorway network (Leesch, et al., 1998: 29).

However, the number and scale of these excavations was relatively important con-
sidering the technical and personnel resources available for the archaeological research
at that time. Moreover, during the construction of the motorways, the Central Service
for Archaeology was successful in initiating the archaeological research, as planned.

The development of the cantonal archaeologies

During the 70’s, both in society and in cantonal politics, we can observe a growing
awareness of the impact of the new construction projects both on heritage as well as

5 Founded in 1907 and based in Basel, the Swiss Society of Prehistoy (SSP) was called: « Schweizerische Gesellschaft fiir
Urgeschichte / Société Suisse de Préhistoire / Societa Svizzera di Preistoria (SGU/SSP) » and became in 1966 the « Schweiz-
erische Gesellschaft fiir Ur- und Friihgeschichte / Société Suisse de Prébistoire et d’Archéologie / Societa Svizzera di Preistoria e
d’Archeologia (SGUF/SSPA) » and in 2006 « Archiologie Schweiz/Archéologie Suisse/Archeologia Svizzera (AS) ».

6« Archiologische Zentralstelle fiir den Nationalstrassenbau / Service archéologique pour la construction des routes

nationales (AZN/SACRN) ».

7« Kommission fiir den Nationalstrassenbau (NSK) ».
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on the natural environment. In this context, most of the cantons created their own
cantonal archaeological service to manage the archaeological heritage of their territo-
ry (Niffeler 2002: 72-73; Weidmann 1998: 81).

'Thus, structural changes appeared for the organisation of preventive archaeology
in Switzerland. The cantonal archaeological services took control of archaeological
remains, which are the objects of scientific study. As a consequence, academics, mu-
seums and archaeological societies rapidly lost their dominant position in archaeo-
logical research. The activities of the Archaeological Central Service for motorway
construction were reduced to a liaison office between the different cantonal services
and the Federal Office of Roads and were directed by a supervisory commission from
the SSP. Since that time, preventive operations during highway constructions was
organised and carried out by each canton without the coordination of the organs of
the SSP. As a result, motorway preventive archaeology lost homogeneity. In fact, the
duties, the administrative status and the importance of the cantonal archaeological
services are different in each canton. Thus, based on the intentions and the initiatives
of all these local research structures, different research strategies were implemented
on the motorway worksites.

Important methodological changes also occurred with the introduction of new
methods of prospecting. Previously, archaeologists used documentary analysis and
field walking to discover the archaeological sites on the motorway worksites. During
the 70’s, archaeological surveys realised by test-pits was gradually elaborated to detect
the archaeological sites which were not discernible from the surface (Boisaubert, et
al., 2008: 22-31; Boisaubert, et al., 1992: 36-40; Niffeler 1998: 20; Weidmann &
May Castella 1994: 19-23). By trial and error, this method was refined and added to
the previous procedures. As a result, Swiss archaeologists progressively developed the
archaeological assessment methods and procedures which are central to preventive
archaeology. It should be noted that this procedure was in fact elaborated separately
in each canton. Thus, archaeological prospection on motorway construction sites was
undertaken using different approaches depending on local interests, the environment,
the means available and the nature of the remains.

As a result of cantonal initiatives, we observe an important development in the
methods and procedures deployed on motorway excavations during the 70’s. Howev-
er, because of the integration of preventive archaeology in the cantonal administra-
tions, this development resulted in different methods for undertaking research in the
country.

8« Aufsichtskommission der Archiologische Zentralstelle fiir den Nationalstrassenbau ».
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New possibilities for ambitious research programmes

'The situation for motorway archaeology changed again during the 80’s when a new
funding system in the civil engineering sector was introduced to improve the flexibility
regarding the methods of payment, thus reducing the budgetary constraints. At the
same time, the recently established environmental impact studies, allowed preventive
archaeology to be positioned in a better light. Furthermore, the deadlines for motorway
construction were rescheduled and extended due to a lack of federal funds, providing
longer timelines for archaeological research (see: Leesch, et al., 1998: 29; Bruckner &
Sulzer 1981: 6). Thus, the financial contributions and delays which archaeologists could
request from the Federal Office of Roads were significantly increased.

In this context, some of the cantonal archaeological services chose to undertake
more ambitious research programmes. Examples included systematic surveys by test-

pits and meticulous excavations (see Figs. 3 and 4).

Fig. 3. The excavations of the site of Hauterive/Champréveyres (NE) in 1983, during the construction of
the Motorway A5 (Photography: Eric Gentil, Laténium,).
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Fig. 4: Motorway excavations have been the framework of large scale preventive operations. Here the
removal of a part of the archaeological site of Monruz (NE) during the construction of the Motorway A5
in 1991 (Photography: Béat Arnold, Laténium,).

At the same time, we also observe an increase in the number of palacoenviron-
mental studies. As a consequence, the mass of data collected during the motorway
excavations increased substantially. Prior to that time, archaeologists often requested
financial support from the Swiss National Science Foundation to analyse the data
collected (Delley 2013: 37). In order to cope with the increase in the data collected
during motorway archaeology, important federal means devoted to the constructions
was now also requested to study and analyse the data collected from the sites inves-
tigated, leading up to the production of the excavation reports. Thus, some of the
archaeological research programmes initiated during the motorways construction
projects became large-scale long-term research projects, able to employ hundreds of
scientific professionals.

However, an important problem to resolve in the organisation of such research
programmes was the lack of professional archaeologists in Switzerland. As a conse-
quence, the cantonal archaeological services which wished to undertake more ambi-
tious research programmes chose different strategies: some employed foreign archae-
ologists (Weidmann 1998: 82), whilst others decided to mandate private companies
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to undertake preventive excavations on their territory (see: Weidmann & May Cas-
tella 1994: 23).

At that time, Swiss Motorway Archaeology became the enormous archaeological
undertaking which lives in memory of numerous European archaeologists. Neverthe-
less, some cantonal managers of archaeological heritage did not use this opportunity to
undertake more ambitious research programmes. Moreover, in several cantons, espe-
cially in the east of Switzerland, the construction of most of the motorway sections had
already been completed. Thus, in parallel to the increase in the financial means available
for archaeology during motorway constructions, we can observe that the importance
and the scale of the research undertaken were variable as between the cantons.

Motorway archaeology and heritage management

During the 90’s, the cantons reinforced the procedures for the application of preven-
tive archaeology on their territories. In fact, the ratification of the Valetta Convention
by the Swiss Confederation led the cantons to readjust their legal texts concerning
Heritage causing a redefinition of the role of the cantonal archaeological services.

'Thus, preventive archaeology became something more than an opportunist and
providential strategy for scientific research: it was now expected to record all scientific
data about the past for eventual future studies in the context of cultural heritage. In
the motorway archaeological programmes, these new approaches were developed in
a framework of a systematic research strategy involving the collection of a maximum
amount of detailed data (see: Kaeser 1994) and a generalized use of palacoenviron-
mental data.

As a consequence, the volume of data collected was further increased. These new
approaches also changed the definition of the archaeological site, which became the
entire motorway section. Thus, to integrate all different remains in a research themat-
ic, a revised scientific discourse was gradually establish concerning the territory and
its evolution through its anthropic occupation. This new strategy was finally deployed
in only two of the last few cantons still concerned by motorway construction during
the 90’s. Although this strategy was the culmination of motorway archaeological re-
search, it represented only a small part of the research effectively undertaken.

26 Motorway exits for archaeology in Switzerland

Currently, the national motorway network is almost completed and the major high-
way sections have been now opened. However, since 2008, the maintenance of the
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motorway sections which was originally a cantonal responsibility has been taken over
by the federal authorities’. As a consequence, new motorway archaeological research
will certainly be organised on the last planned sections and during the future im-
provements of the highway network™. In this sense, the Federal Office of Roads cre-
ated in 2012 its own specialised service for archaeology and palacontology which col-
laborates with the different cantonal archaeological services to plan the current and
future research operations during motorway constructions (FEDRO 2012: 20). The
importance of this future research is, of course, unpredictable, but we can at present
observe an almost total interruption in motorway archaeology in Switzerland.

After this interruption, it appears that the activities of preventive archaeology
suddenly dropped in Switzerland. However, the substantial federal funded motorway
archaeological research was developed in parallel with the organisation of the cantonal
preventive archaeology which depended on cantonal credits. Moreover, the motorway
research programmes took place in each canton at different periods between 1961
and the present, depending on the federal highways construction schedule. Thus, the
interruption of the most important motorway archaeological programmes and the
succeeding reorganisation of preventive archaeology have occurred at different times
in each canton. However, the problem is that the cantonal volume of funding for
preventive archaeology differs between the cantons, but is in all cases of lesser im-
portance than the federal means which were deployed during the construction of
the motorway network, thereby giving this impression of a decrease, which is in fact
mainly the result of the reduction in the long term and exceptional federally funded
research programme.

Another major current problem of preventive archaeology in Switzerland is its
difficult implementation within the cantonal territory planning. Concerned with
motorway constructions, Swiss archaeologists have missed the opportunity of par-
ticipating in the definition of territory management at the federal level'. Thus, the
organisation of territory planning in Switzerland is de facto not favourable to the
integration of the requirements of preventive archaeology. Indeed, the procedures re-
garding territory planning in Switzerland are extremely rigid and slow. Even if it is
very useful for heritage conservation, it disadvantages the implementation of dynamic
preventive archaeology. The management of territory planning in Switzerland is a

9 This change concerning the responsibility for motorway maintenance was operated in the framework of a major
renegotiation of the administrative roles between the cantons and the federal authorities in 2008.

10  Currently, motorway archaeological excavations are still being carried out, notably by the archaeological service
of Canton of Bern during the construction of the last sections of the A5 motorway, close to the city of Biel (Biel/
Bienne).

11 In Switzerland, cantonal territory planning is regulated by the ‘Federal Law on Territory Planning’ (1979 - RS
700) which came into effect in 1980.
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cantonal responsibility, so that the implementation and the efficiency of archaeologi-
cal preventive procedures within territory planning vary between cantons, depending
on the cantonal research guidelines.

Common research standards and research coordination at the national level are
non-existent for preventive archaeology. However, the Federal Office of Roads adopt-
ed a normalised procedure for federally funded preventive excavations linked to the
completion and the maintenance of the national motorway network (FEDRO 2012:
20)*; also, a group of Swiss archaeologists created a forum concerning the situation
of archaeology in Switzerland called “Horizon 2015”7, and proposed research stand-
ards which could be used for reference'®; furthermore, the association of the directors
responsible for the cantonal archaeological services' has adopted common guidelines
for the training of volunteers during archaeological research'®; we can also point out
that Switzerland is a member of the European Archaeological Council, so that pre-
ventive archaeology in Switzerland is concerned by its guidelines. However, other
than in the case of federally funded archaeological excavations, these standards are
more in the nature of recommendations, and the cantonal managers have no obli-
gations to follow them; thus each canton has its own procedures and standards for
preventive archaeology. Moreover, there are no external supervisory measures to the
canton regarding the excavations and for the application of preventive archaeology,
except, again, in the case of federally funded operations™.

'This situation is problematic: on the one hand, the lack of common standards
and coordination for preventive archaeology in Switzerland generates a diversified
and unbalanced collecting of data and research, disadvantaging the establishment of
interpretative regional syntheses beyond the cantonal framework (Kaenel 2013: 41;
Corboud 1998: 57); on the other hand, this situation is also problematic for preventive
archaeology funding, since the heads of most of the cantonal archaeological services
are at the same time curator and operator of the preventive archaeological operations.
'Therefore, because of the lack of external supervision and common standards which
could be used as criteria, it is impossible to evaluate or justify the financial means
required for the functioning of preventive archaeology, and the cantonal budgets for

12 Applied procedures in case of archaeological and palacontological discoveries during the construction of the

National Roads (ASTRA 7A020 — 2012 V1.01).
13 Horizont/Horizons/Orizzonte 2015 : Guidelines for field archaeological research.

14 Konferenz Schweizerischer Kantonsarchiologinnen und Kantonsarchéiologen / Conférence Suisse des Archéologues Can-

tonaux / Conferenza Svizzera degli Archeologi Cantonali (KSKA/CSAC).
15 KSKA/CSAC’s guidelines concerning volunteers, version: 10-2013.

16  If an archaeological site is considered to be of national importance, financial funds for its preventive archacologi-
cal research can be requested by a cantonal archaeological service from the Federal Office of Culture, according to the
Federal Law of Nature and Landscape Protection (1966 — RS 451).
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preventive archaeology in Switzer