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Editorial 

The Winter Issue of The European Archaeologist includes two pieces on a topic of relevance for 

European archaeologists and the public: the relationship between archaeology and the public in times 

of social change. Our new EAA President, Felipe Criado-Boado, has written a letter to introduce 

himself and his vision for the future of the EAA and the need for greater engagement with current 

crises and events. In the Debate section, the ‘Tübingen Theses on archaeology’ formulated at last 

year’s conference of the German Society for Pre & Proto-history (DGUF conference) in Tübingen, 

presents interesting suggestions on the interaction of different stakeholders in archaeology. Emerging 

forms of media technologies require new ways of thinking about how knowledge is spread, and active 

engagement by professional archaeologists is called for. This discussion is relevant for all European 

archaeologist. The debate will be continued at this year’s DGUF conference in Berlin from 5th to 8th 

May 2016 (see Announcements).  

This issue also contains tributes to Willem Willems and Jon Humble, whose contributions to heritage 

will be sorely missed, as well as reports on an EAA-SAA joint conference “Connecting Continents”, 

and the Second Anthropocene Working Group meeting, both held in November 2015, and 

announcements regarding the newly established Slovak Association of Archaeologists and publication 

of the second issue of the e-magazine Historic England Research. 

Remember, 15 February 2016 is the deadline for paper and poster submission for the 22nd EAA 

Annual Meeting in Vilnius! You can submit your abstracts and find more information at EAA2016 

Vilnius. 

By the way, have you joined the EAA Facebook group?  

The deadline for the Spring Issue of TEA is the 15 February 2016. As always, please e-mail us at 

tea@e-a-a.org if you would like to get in touch.  

Katharina Rebay-Salisbury and Roderick B. Salisbury 

  

http://eaavilnius2016.lt/
http://eaavilnius2016.lt/
https://www.facebook.com/EAA.archaeology/
mailto:tea@e-a-a.org
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EAA Matters 

Letter from the EAA president 

by Felipe Criado-Boado (felipe.criado-boado@incipit.csic.es) 

It is a great honour for me to have become president of the EAA, following Kristian Kristiansen, 

Willem Willems, Anthony Harding and Fritz Lüth in this responsibility, and to represent 2500 

members who include some of the most dynamic archaeologists in Europe, exploring together all of 

the different fields of Archaeology and Archaeological Heritage. This is the first time that I have 

addressed all of you, and for this reason I would like to mention some of the activities that have been 

carried out since publication of the Fall 2015 issue of TEA. I also want to share with you my vision 

and a number of ideas about the immediate future of the EAA. The Executive Board has already 

discussed some of these ideas: I benefit from this dialog, just as I also benefit from talks with and 

suggestions from many of you. 

For members and others. My first words are for those who voted, either for me or for Helen van 

Londen, and those who did not, because all of you have, in one way or the other, sent messages to 

which I must pay attention. And secondly, I consider the position of president not as a merit but a 

responsibility; not as a post, but instead as a service that I am ready to provide on behalf of all of you. 

But my words address the immediate future, and this includes all of those who are not in the EAA and 

see us from outside, even from other continents, but expect something from us because Archaeology 

and Heritage are now in a challenging position. More than 20 years ago, our founders had the 

foresight to create the EAA, with a clarity of view that not only brought us to where we are today, but 

also ensured that the EAA fitted quite precisely into the new geometry of Europe that was then at the 

start of a new historical stage. Now the future is changing, and it is hard to tell how it will develop. 

Thus I have the profound conviction that we need a new vision for the next 20 years. 

We archaeologists are now facing a problem. People feel a sense of reluctance towards 

Archaeology. Despite its public appreciation and cultural prestige, this means that people feel a 

certain aversion about heritage management, particularly when this is identified most strongly with 

Administration Services that exist to prevent things from happening. Certainly the situation differs 

from country to country. But a priori conservationism and professional elitism have caused, albeit 

indirectly, a public disaffection towards Heritage and Archaeology as unintentional consequences of 

the Malta Convention. Then came the recession, and part of the current system of Archaeology 

collapsed, causing a dramatic effect on commercial activity and professionals, some of the weakest 

links in the archaeological system. And so this situation calls for us to reconstruct a post-Malta 

Archaeology, to search for the active role the EAA could play within it, and to align our actions with 

the main concerns of today. 

A critical basis as a starting point. In fact, our main problem is that this is not a single problem: it 

has emerged together with global and climatic change, the emergence of a fully artificial environment 

(whether Anthropocene, Trantor or Coruscant), an electronic world controlled by the internet, digital 

technologies, social media, DNA industrialization, health-mystification, the emergence of Bio-Info-

Nano-Neuro technologies, the negative consequences of globalization, radical terrorism, extreme 

fundamentalisms; and, above anything else, social inequality that has risen to a level that is no longer 

sustainable for humankind, against the backdrop of a sneaking hunch that Europe has not turned out to 

be what was expected when the EAA was founded. 

A new ambition. Archaeology should contribute to welfare and the strengthening of European social 

and cultural values, something that can be possible after making a critical revision of the phantoms of 

our history and the colonialist side of progress and Enlightenment, and then forming part of a Revised 

Modernity (or Re-Modernity) that we still have to construct. Some will argue that this is either too 

ambitious, too far removed from us as archaeologists, or something that would be more suitable to 

obtain from other disciplines: however, this is not my point. 
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Archaeology must be concerned with the big issues. Many of us would share the conviction that 

Archaeology can contribute to this because it can, from materiality and the longue durée, address the 

key themes of humanity: those that provide insights into what it means to be human: our relationship 

with the environment, sustainability, mobility, memory, tradition, community, identity, consciousness, 

action... Archaeological knowledge and practice produce a more reflective understanding of these 

issues by bringing together the current revolution in archaeological theory (providing new questions 

and perspectives) and scientific methods (fostering new techniques and cross-disciplinary 

transference), as Kristian Kristiansen has recently contended. In my view, this capacity of 

Archaeology is beyond question, but the key issue is how the EAA can contribute to this 

archaeological revolution and bring Archaeology back into contact with Society. We must be able to 

convince our members and colleagues to galvanise Archaeology towards addressing the big issues, to 

answer the main questions facing all of us today, in Europe and the rest of the world. This ambition 

should pervade our annual conferences, cutting across all sessions and individual contributions. In 

everything we do (excavating here or there, carrying out scientific analyses or practicing either 

preventive, savage or community archaeology), we should ask ourselves to what extent the new 

knowledge we acquire contributes towards a better understanding of these issues. Many 

archaeologists do this. In fact, archaeology has been doing this for quite a while. But do we do it as 

much as we could? We should strive to achieve this goal, which is something in which the EAA can 

play a part. 

The EAA has to grow in order to become fully representative. As an Association, my vision is that 

the EAA must grow in size in order to become representative of the whole of European Archaeology. 

After the DISCO project, we know that there are about 30,000 archaeologists in Europe, and the vast 

majority who are not in the EAA experience worse working conditions and are more isolated and 

vulnerable. Moreover, the EAA cannot forget that these colleagues, some of whom are in Europe and 

many in other countries and continents (Latin America, Africa, Asia) where there are not strong 

associative cultures, look to us in the hope that we can create references to bolster Archaeology and 

Heritage for the benefit of all, even if they do not wish to become members or cannot afford the fees 

of their membership (something that is very much a reality for many students, young colleagues, 

professionals without full time jobs or archaeologists in low-income countries). 

The EAA needs to re-organize its administration. To attract more members, the EAA must 

improve its organization to provide greater support and better services to its members. A substantial 

part of our effort should go towards fostering our administration in Prague, giving it a greater scope 

for action and more professional skills. Adrian Olivier’s Report provided detailed insight into our 

inner workings, and clearly indicates what we must and can improve. iMIS deployment will result in 

major progress in this respect. There are already specific plans to implement this new system 

throughout this year, and we must strive to adopt new functionalities that facilitate our interaction 

with members, and at the same time improve the organization of future annual conferences. There are 

many good reasons to keep things this way, but one of the most important is to avoid the loss of 

intellectual capital and expertise that we steadily suffer as a result of doing the same things with 

different people each time, or changing the models each year (consider, for instance, our Books of 

Abstracts with different formats each year), which hinder creating a tradition that makes things easier 

for the community. Moreover, the way in which the EAA engages with the social media, e-

administration, digital presence and so on, can also improve substantially. 

Ensuring a balanced budget and a horizontal culture. Obviously, these improvements have to 

comply with two basic conditions. On the one hand, they have to be compatible with the budget; the 

scenarios we have explored with our Treasurer have shown that the EAA is sustainable under current 

conditions with 2000 members (with 1800, we would be at risk), although in order to extend its 

investments and expenditure, the EAA should ideally have a base of 2500 permanent members. On 

the other hand, there are strong demands for the EAA to apply these improvements without losing its 

current collaborative, critical, horizontal and friendly culture. In fact, we will not improve by 

choosing between two opposing dilemmas, setting a flat organisation against a professional one. Like 

many other things in Europe, the EAA has the challenge of combining the best values of tolerance and 

dialogue of European culture with formulas that are economically viable in the medium term for 
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sustaining welfare for everyone. At the same time, we have to critically review whether this tolerance 

is as sincere as we say it is, and not just a condescending type of self-representation, and whether this 

sustainability is as innocent as we intend. We have to achieve sustainability in both economic and 

social terms. A symmetrical vision can help in the challenge of making opposing aspects compatible, 

and here I am not referring to some kind of ‘neoliberal consensus’, because we will never be able to 

avoid conflict, but we will be able to reduce it to a point where it allows for a reasonable coexistence. 

I am also thoroughly convinced that the EAA has an equally significant problem, as while we are 

proud of our horizontal values, the cost (for instance) of events as important as the annual dinner 

contradicts them, creating an elitist space whose high cost cannot be paid by many members. We have 

to do something to ensure that the ideals of integration go hand-in-hand with acceptable prices. 

Integration also means having the sensitivity to open the EAA to closer relations with other 

organizations: the sort of win-win relationship we achieved with MERC could be extended to other 

associations. 

Some priority themes. The objectives mentioned above (dealing with big issues, becoming fully 

representative, improving services, and balancing dilemmas) cannot conceal other equally important 

issues that the EAA must also consider. I refer to four that were partly anticipated by Willem Willems 

(as became clear at the recent Symposium held in Leiden marking the first anniversary of his death, 

organized by Monique van den Dries and others) and pointed out by a critical review of the recent 

twin-history of Commercial Archaeology and the EAA made by Margaret Gowen (which is published 

in this issue of TEA). 

Better integration of archaeological research and heritage management. Despite the usual 

rhetoric, Archaeology and Heritage are still quite separate worlds. This ‘divorce’ could even become 

worse in the near future, as while in the past it was caused by corporative interests of archaeological 

academy, in the present it could become a perverse effect of the current focus on neutral scientific 

excellence. Despite the ongoing scientific, archaeometric, and digital revolution in Archaeology, 

which offers all of us a magnificent opportunity to make use of it at scientific or social level, and 

which is especially relevant in certain areas, this does not make us culturally, socially and 

transversally significant. Archaeology is popular, but is it really relevant? The engagement of 

Archaeology with Heritage can serve to balance this bias. It is widely assumed that Heritage needs 

Archaeology, because the management of archaeological heritage is knowledge-based, research-

oriented, important to the public, and provides information that is accessible to the public (as our 

former president F. Lüth likes to remind us). But at the same time, Archaeology needs Heritage, 

because Archaeology needs people and people come to Archaeology through Heritage. Heritage is 

what happens when the past is actualized in the present. In other words, when Archaeology or 

archaeological remains are activated, they become Heritage, making it clear to what extent the past is 

still alive in the present. This is why a research agenda in Archaeology would not be possible without 

a strategy to incorporate and interweave all of the different disciplinary and social sectors in within 

Heritage. The future of Europe is also based on the fields of Heritage and Archaeology, not only 

because of their central position to help negotiate our present engagement with materiality, the past, 

memory, tradition and identity, etc., but also because they create opportunities to create new values 

and practices, and to bring about new forms of action to design post-crisis scenarios. 

There is a need to become influential in policy-making at the European level. There is a 

widespread belief that Archaeology should be part of cultural and scientific policies in the EU. The 

absence of archaeological heritage in so many specialized fields of activity (from environmental 

preservation to cultural industries, from rural-urban management to creative employment) at a 

European scale will require constant action from the EAA in coordination with other archaeological 

bodies and entities, in order to overcome this breach. This said, I am not sure whether there is an 

equally strong sense that in order to achieve this, Archaeology needs to be politicised. I am not talking 

about partisan politics, but about something that goes much deeper. It is not possible to gain political 

influence without becoming political and taking part in the political arena. In particular, we cannot 

work outside the global framework of cultural policies and social innovation. This game must form 

part of a rethinking of politics in Archaeology that overcomes the deficit of current political options 

that are unable to explain the new social spaces that cut off traditional (modern) political identities; 
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this is even some lack of present social sciences. The contested dimensions of Heritage and 

Archaeology, the unavoidable conflict that they cause, makes it clear that everything is political, and 

calls for a re-politicization of our practice, for retaking public space (in a material and virtual sense), 

for making cities and neighbourhoods, for building scenarios of feasible action, or for thinking of new 

social subjects. Activism, like mediation, is an incredibly important part of our work, not only because 

our way of acting by contributing to the present is to reactivate materialities, sites, landscapes and 

memories, but also because we must include current, ubiquitous demands for participatory action in 

our projects. Like the restoration project for Vitoria Cathedral (in the Basque Country in Spain) stated 

since 1998, we must act in an “open for works” mode (in comparison to the still-dominant paradigm 

of “closed for repairs”). 

Beyond public engagement: Archaeology as Activism. There are numerous types of social 

participation that Archaeology could embrace. Community and volunteer work do not have a clear 

status in many countries, insomuch as the relationship with amateurs and amateurism is usually vague 

and ambiguous. In fact, English words such as “community” or “public” do not mean the same 

throughout Europe, due to cultural and linguistic differences. We must be honest and recognize that 

current participatory demands call for replacing top-down implementation with bottom-up 

construction, transforming the often simple linearity of our project’s life-cycle into complex matrixes 

that engage the different agents and contexts embedded in archaeological practices. While the final 

goal of a re-politicization of Archaeology should be the management of change, not static 

conservationism but instead an active design of a dynamic world, it will provide practical benefits by 

generating public opinion about archaeological sites and projects, by taking advantage of the 

reactivity effects of Archaeology Heritage practices, and shaping the foundations upon which to build 

a coexistence between communities and actors in contexts of cultural heterogeneity, where encounters 

and interactions give rise to conditions for cooperation and acting together. I see an example that 

could provide insightful stimulus for the practicing an activist Archaeology: the new generation of 

architects is not only rethinking the social engagement of their work, but also reinventing the way in 

which we currently design and build at this moment in history (think about the British group 

Assemble, winner of the last Turner Prize; while young Spanish architects are also gaining world-

wide relevance in this way, or the Chilean Alejandro Aravena, winner of the last Pritzker Architecture 

Prize). There are also a lot of young archaeologists exploring similar limits; but, what is the EAA 

doing for them? 

Focusing on cultural value in all of the different domains of archaeological activity. The 

intentions described above will be facilitated by placing greater emphasis on the social and cultural 

dimensions of the value produced by Archaeology. As many colleagues emphasize, we need more 

research on the definition, production and circulation of cultural value. Once again, Heritage becomes 

a privilege domain for thinking and constructing the future. Archaeological knowledge can contribute 

towards renewing our relationship with remembrance, identity, space, mind and the body, by creating 

memories through narratives and stories based on science and experience. An interesting conjunction 

here is that these new dimensions of value are connected with the transformation of value in 

knowledge-based economies, and in new collaborative practices in which economic values mostly 

underlie symbolic capital. Because of this, Archaeology cannot operate alone. It must embrace the 

current calls for problem-oriented research, cross cutting work and real transdisciplinarity. The fusion 

of genres, rhetoric and, in particular, intersecting with art, artistic performances or even journalism 

will become more and more powerful means for action and production. The ways of creating value in 

our discipline are ambivalent, as often the process is more important than the result itself. The work of 

archaeologists, in all its phases, is extremely attractive to the public. Archaeology is part of the 

industry of contents, and my personal belief is that we must do our best to support a proactive and 

positive engagement of it with the cultural industry. In this context, the really good news for 

Archaeology is that archaeological work (and workers) cannot be replaced by an algorithm, as occurs 

in so many fields of activity today. This being the case, Archaeology should turn its attention towards 

certain new topics such as Heritage ownership, collective rights, or heritage commons. 

Expanding Archaeology and the EAA. Fully introducing reflexivity, multivocality, social relevance, 

and sustainability into Archaeology will require open transversal cooperation with other disciplines, 
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including Ethnography, Anthropology, Philosophy, History of Science, Sociology, Journalism, 

Innovation Studies and, generally speaking, what is known as the STS field (Society-Technology-

Science). This is the reason why we must promote horizontal cooperation with other disciplines and 

fields. If we could provide funding for our members to attend conferences, I would not choose 

archaeological events, but instead would propose promoting the valuable presence of Archaeology 

and the EAA at meetings of the EASA (http://www.easaonline.org/), AAA 

(http://www.americananthro.org/), 4S (http://4sonline.org/) and some others. We need archaeologists 

who are trained to operate in open, transdisciplinary environments. We must find allies in other 

disciplines and fields, taking advantage of the ability of Archaeology and archaeologists to act as 

mediators: not only to learn from them and through them, but also to appraise our contribution from 

Heritage and Archaeology to the ongoing “intellectual wars”. We have never achieved such a degree 

of reflexivity and self-awareness as we have today. Years of discussions between theoretical models 

and practices, intellectual stimulus and openness between them, the multiplication of data and 

analytical methods, heritage-directed and things-embedded research, and a science-based orientation 

combined with narrative and interpretive practice, now allows us (in Archaeology and the humanities, 

social sciences, hard sciences or simply the management of the present), to think about all of these 

topics in depth. We can talk in a way that is trans-theoretical, and increasingly transdisciplinary and 

pragmatic. But the main question that still remains is how to transform this self-awareness into a 

future rationale that progressively overcomes the current cultural crisis and the hegemonic paradigms: 

how to transform everything we know into a clear line of action for the EAA: one that promotes the 

changes that both archaeologists and society need. 

Strategic thought and planning. These and other ideas that will come from members, from the 

Board, committees, working parties, and the Secretariat, together with the practical priorities we can 

identify, will require us to begin a strategic planning stage. This cannot involve a long, indefinite and 

shut-in planning process, mainly because today, strategic planning is being replaced in organizations 

by strategic thought. For this reason, the Executive Board has already decided to work on presenting 

members with a strategic proposal in the coming months. This will not be a closed program for the 

future, but mostly an open system to facilitate strategically oriented permanent action, with 

continuous proactive discussion. 

Best wishes to all of us for 2016!!! I would like to end by mentioning something that is always on 

my mind. Many of us have faced up to challenges in the past because we wanted things to change. But 

now we need to be more realistic; we face up to challenges because things will not change. Things do 

not change by themselves. Things compel us: they require our absence in order to remain as they are; 

and they require our presence to become something new. If Archaeology is the science of things, how 

can we not be symmetrically involved in Heritage? Because in fact, these active dimensions of things 

constitute Heritage, not just static scientific objects. 

Here I have briefly presented some ideas about how Archaeology and the EAA could respond to the 

main challenges that are now facing society. Quite modestly, I have presented what will guide me in 

my work as the Association’s president. But this is a collective enterprise: none of this will come 

about because the president says so. It will happen because many of us share and develop these or 

similar ideas. 

 

The Leiden Symposium ‘Crossing borders and connecting people 

in Archaeological Heritage Management: where archaeology and 

heritage management meet’ 

by Margaret Gowen, EAA Treasurer 

At the outset, I should say that it was a great privilege to be asked to share the podium with Felipe 

Criado-Boado, EAA President, at the first symposium of the Willem Willem’s chair on Current 

Issues in Archaeological Heritage Management at Leiden. 

http://www.easaonline.org/
http://www.americananthro.org/
http://4sonline.org/
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The short presentation that I made, as a former Vice-President of EAA 2008-2010 and its current 

EAA Treasurer, was a personal reflection and was heavily influenced by my experience as a 

commercial company manager in Ireland up to 2012, a member of EAA and ICOMOS/ICAHM and 

a former chair of the Institute of Archaeologists in Ireland 

We all recall Willem’s extraordinary professional range, his capacity and influence, and his immense 

breath of vision (see van den Dries et.al. (eds.) 2015). I wanted to reflect on that vision, Willem’s 

leadership and the importance of the role of EAA in charting and contributing to the development of 

Archaeological Heritage Management in Europe. I will also try to identify some of those themes that 

formed the leitmotifs in our professional discourse over the years.  

The most troublesome of them identified by Willem in his paper on “Malta and its consequences: a 

mixed blessing”  is the concept of 'preservation in situ' (van der Haas and Schut (eds.) 2014) - and I 

would add its associated (if unwritten) principle of “preservation by record”.  Willem described the 

former as “a dogma and the holy grail of preventive archaeology”. Both, in their way, unfortunately 

favoured the development of a simplistic bureaucratic approach to archaeological heritage 

management.  Willem pointed out that these factors also hampered innovation in archaeological 

research in Europe and robbed heritage management generally of enquiry-based research.  I would 

seek to add, that it had also led to a fracturing of the profession and the dangerous notion that 

Heritage Management in some way does not involve ‘real’ research.  The consequence, realized 

more than 10 years ago, but still prevalent today, is that archaeological knowledge has not been 

integrated adequately, or in a way that adequately supports archaeology’s cultural relevance and 

value.  We, in EAA, must therefore continue to analyse why this is the case. 

The principle of cultural heritage value and the history of thought on why society needs to protect 

cultural monuments goes a very long way back. A historical perspective is helpful in understanding 

where Archaeological Heritage Management is now. For purposes of the Leiden seminar 

presentation, and because of Willem’s engagement with both, I felt we could – and should - start 

with the World Heritage Convention 1972 and the European Valleta Convention 1992. The two can 

be seen as a progression. In the background, there is also of course, the ICOMOS Venice Charter 

1964, the European Directive on EIA 1985 and the ICOMOS Charter for the Protection and 

Management of the Archaeological Heritage. Article 5 of the World Heritage Convention, however, 

was surely the first driver of concerted policy towards Heritage Management. The principle of 

‘rescue archaeology’ was already established by 1972 as a significant, if somewhat disarrayed, 

professional response to the destruction of archaeological heritage caused by burgeoning urban and 

infrastructure development in Europe that began in the 1960s. The Convention provided a context for 

the development of statutory protection for archaeological monuments and the preparation of 

inventories. The Irish Inventory, for example, began in the early 1980s. Following the adoption of 

the Valleta Convention and ts ratification by most European countries, these inventories were 

successfully linked to land-use planning and statutory forms of development control.    

It is no coincidence that EAA was established in 1993, a year after the Valletta Convention was 

adopted. Its conference themes have always included Archaeological Heritage Management. My first 

experience of EAA at Santiago de Compostela, in 1995 was around a session entitled “Models of 

Organization in Development-led Archaeology’.  It was a challenging session and a challenging 

paper. The rather chaotic Irish situation did not present well, nor could it be presented in a way that 

was comprehensible in a European context. PPG16 had been in place since 1990s and provided the 

foundation for a coherent system of management in the United Kingdom that Roger Thomas 

explained in an elegant flow chart – one I remember well, as a model. Ireland, on the other hand, had 

adopted the “polluter pays” principle as defined in EIA and applied this principle to the role of 

archaeological consultancy and mitigation in development contexts. Professional activity in that 

context, while regulated, was left almost entirely to the vagaries of the market. It is perhaps worth 

mentioning that Ireland did not ratify the convention until 1997.  There was a lot that did not work 
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well at the time of the Santiago confernce, even though all excavation activity (including test-

excavations) was licenced  (the licence included a requirement for a report).  

By the mid-1990s I realized that the place of commercial archaeologists in professional archaeology 

had to involve the development of competent professional practices with significant technical and 

research capability. But we ‘learnt on the job’.  I think, in fact, everyone in Heritage Management 

did. The ICOMOS charters and doctrinal texts helped, as did participation in ICOMOS’s multi-

disciplinary discourse. However, archaeological heritage management, in Ireland certainly, was 

characterized by the regrettable disengagement of the academic sector.  ‘Contract Archaeologists’ 

were regarded as the bottom of the profession even though we were later acknowledged to have led 

professional development “from the bottom up”.  Work on professional guidance and standards 

around Europe gradually followed but took a decade to develop after Valletta. Ireland was not 

unique in that regard and it exercised a lot of our time and efforts in the Institute of Archaeologists of 

Ireland. Participation in EAA led to a realization that approaches across Europe differed very greatly. 

Quality standards, especially in development-led archaeology, were often self-regulated  - and in, 

commercial archaeology, were often development market-led to a significant extent. This latter 

factor was not entirely negative, however, as it led to significant competitive, capacity-building and 

professionalization. A growing body of literature on Heritage Management attempted to define, 

identify and chart these development and their implications. 

By 1999 the Irish archaeological policy document was published and elsewhere state systems of 

management were well-established in many European countries. At EAA in Bournemouth that year 

the application of PPG16 and other developments in development-led archaeology were generating 

concerted interest and sessions within EAA. There were also papers from the U.S. and from 

Australia - of course, Willem was President at the time and Europae Archaeologiae Consilium 

(EAC),  the network of European heads of national services responsible under law for the 

management of the archaeological heritage (Council of Europe member states) was founded that year 

also.  

Between then and 2003 (EAA St. Petersburg) development was increasingly driving and altering the 

nature of archaeological activity across Europe. Sessions at our EAA  annual conferences revisited 

the experiences and issues of state services, commercial units, private companies and university-

based contract organizations again and again, whole also hosting thematic research-led sessions, as it 

always does.  

The following year 2004 at Lyon, and with no institutional or university research affiliation, I was 

elected to the EAA Board. It was an important statement within EAA about the need for broader 

representation and greater professional integration. The European archaeological environment had 

become very diverse. There were worrying signs of deep fractures between sectors of the profession 

that showed no signs of resolving. Each sector, especially within Heritage Management was 

defining, promoting and proving its own standards of research and practice.  The French word 

‘valoriser’ perhaps best articulates this process. In the background, however, the lack of engagement 

by the university and higher research institute sectors with development-led research became more 

and more obvious.  Most importantly, that disengagement led to a dangerous assumption that 

research and was only something for academic archaeologists.  It suggested that others (i.e. 

commercial archaeologists) were incapable of conducting research of consequence and, worse, that 

development funding had no responsibilities for the funding of research. For too many years, my 

company’s commercial clients had to be encouraged, persuaded, cajoled and sometimes 

‘hoodwinked’ in order to secure sufficient funds for appropriate levels of research. But it worked for 

us. 

I actively worked on the development of professional standards in my own sector - but I fear within 

IAI, we failed to achieve the far greater need to engage the research sector and integrate enquiry-

based research with practice and a growing body of irrefutable evidence and dates coming from 
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development-led work.  While I considered the pursuit of quality research a personal professional 

responsibility others, clearly, did not.  And those that didn’t, continued to apply the principle of 

‘preservation by record’ as a quantitative, data collection exercise rather than qualitative one.  (We 

should remember that theoretical archaeology had already moved on into post-processualism and 

that Ian Hodder’s publication on ‘reflexive’ methods in archaeological excavation, for example, was 

published in 2000. 

Some of the blame can be attributed to the nature of excavation contracting and the huge pressure of 

‘fire-fighting’ projects in development contexts - but there was also a regrettable lack intellectual 

leadership. The issues were exacerbated in Ireland by a need to ‘feed’ the archaeological response to 

our ambitous national development programme. This was achieved by lowering academic entry-level 

qualification standards for excavation licence holders. In addition, even though European economies 

were developing rapidly, many state heritage services were not adequately funded and systems of 

bureaucratic management were stretched and therefore not actively reviewed.  

By 2005 (EAA in Cork) it was clear, at least in Ireland, that we were in trouble1. University College 

Dublin, in a welcome initiative, began a project which sought to apply the principle of Foresight to 

our dysfunctional profession. Its report entitled Archaeology 2020 sought to get to the core of the 

issue and articulated the need to place knowledge at the forefront of policy development.  

Nevertheless, that was not the only issue. That report failed to identify many of the other issues, 

including the fact that Ireland was very late to embrace the concept of research frameworks (not that 

this is always a panacea).  

A year later, in 2006, I sought out Willem to speak to us in Ireland. He more than anyone, I felt, 

could articulate clearly where we were and why. He presented a terrific summary paper to the Royal 

Irish Academy forum “Archaeology in Ireland: a Vision for the Future”. That day-long forum sought 

to analyse the current state and future prospects for archaeological research in Ireland. Willem 

described simply and clearly how and why archaeology and heritage management had developed as 

a consequence of Valleta, validating the structures and work undertaken in the development-led 

sector and acknowledging the immense pressure under which it had placed all sectors of archaeology 

in Ireland. He also clearly described the developments that had given rise to the circumstances in 

which to a disparity between academic research and heritage management had occurred and why  

But that meeting, unfortunately, revealed a depressing intellectual chasm between the speakers 

representing academia and those representing heritage management that was not resolved on the 

day2. 

Meanwhile at the EAA conferences in Cracow, Zadar and Malta, 2006-2008, each featured lively 

Heritage Management sessions with many examples of exceptionally good research conducted on 

large-scale development-led projects across Europe, some of which were notable (to me) for the 

involvement of university research teams. These years gradually challenged the university research 

sector’s view that little research of value to academic archaeology was being conducted in the 

Heritage Management Sector. EAA Zadar also hosted our final meeting of the Discovering the 

Archaeologists of Europe - Phase I and its report the following year set out some very interesting 

statistics, including descriptions of how archaeology ‘worked’ in each of the 12 countries involved.  

And then in 2008 (just as we were getting things right in Ireland) the European economy crashed and 

the development-led sector imploded. EAA members sought to analyse and respond to the impact. In 

the EU funded project Archaeology in Contemporary Europe, a network of 10 European countries 

was established, including the Netherlands. It recognized that the profession needed to be more pro-

active in the promotion of contemporary archaeology at a European-wide level, “ by emphasizing its 

cultural, scientific, and economic dimensions, including its manifold interest for the wider public.” 

                                                      

1 Even though there were many notable publications of development led work. 
2 But see The Irish National Strategic Archaeological Research Programme (INSTAR) that followed in 2008. 
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Other EU- funded projects were also crafted by EAA members. One such was the very impressive 

Working Group on Forestry and Farming in Europe.  

But here we are -  in 2015  - and many of our current issues Archaeology and Heritage Management 

have not changed greatly. I returned to the themes of research and its value at EAA Glasgow in a 

session Willem had been due to co-chair.  Our session proceeded with the kind approval of the 

Willems family, and it featured several important papers. These illustrated that systemic failures still 

exist, in spite of the fact that (as Adrian Olivier pointed out) we have all the policy instruments we 

could possibly require in place to achieve what we should be achieving  - and all the work done 

under the umbrella of the CoE and undertaken by the EAC. Lack of research integration is not the 

only issue, nor is the management of archaeological knowledge. There is very good work being done 

in these areas. But I personally fear that archaeology is failing at a fundamental level. Much of its 

research does not persuade the modern European public of its value and the discipline lacks strategic 

direction and cohesion. In addition, archaeology has not managed to become visibly embedded in 

cultural policy formulation.  

What we require is a significant intellectual ‘shift’.  And once again, we need the sort of intellectual 

leadership that Willem and others provided as they fearlessly pursued their vision of the convention 

in the run up to Valleta.  The profession is now faced with far greater societal pressure to articulate 

the social and cultural value of archaeology and the work that archaeologists do. To conclude,  I 

return to the World Heritage Convention and its concept of Value, because I think Willem frequently 

did. Knowing that heritage value is always contested, he understood that the visibility, complexity 

and fragmentary nature of archaeological heritage is our challenge. Whether it is in a World Heritage 

context, an academic research context, or in a day-to-day archaeological heritage management 

context, a greater focus on cultural value is urgently required in all sectors archaeological endeavor.  

We need to question what we are doing (and, frankly, its costs, in this regard) and address this 

important issue in EAA going forward. 
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CUP will be the new publisher of EJA 

by Robin Skeates, General Editor, EJA (EJAeditor@e-a-a.org) 

The EAA’s publishing contract for the European Journal of Archaeology ― currently with Taylor & 

Francis (who took over Maney last year) ― expires at the end of 2016. Following discussion with 

members at the 2015 ABM in Glasgow, and consultation with the EJA’s Advisory and Editorial 

Boards, a sub-group of the Executive Board undertook a detailed evaluation of a range of publishing 

proposals. The outcome of this process was that EAA’s Executive and Editorial Boards unanimously 

agreed to negotiate a new 5-year publishing contract with Cambridge University Press. These 

negotiations, undertaken with specialist legal advice, reached a successful outcome shortly before 

Christmas, culminating in the signing of the agreement in early January 2016. I would like to thank 

the many people who have contributed so generously to this painstaking process.  

Cambridge University Press stands out as a large, stable, modern publishing house, with a 

distinguished reputation in the field of academic publishing, including in archaeology. Their status as 

a not-for-profit organisation also closely complements the EAA’s mission and values. Moreover the 

EJAeditor@e-a-a.org
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breadth of their engagement with new electronic formats and social media is impressive. This 

agreement opens new chances to EAA and EJA and they will be informed in detail in a forthcoming 

issue of TEA. We look forward to working closely with Cambridge University Press, and to 

publishing our first issue of the EJA with them in January 2017. 

 

Evaluation of the EAA conference in Glasgow through the eyes of 

thirty 

by Sylvie Květinová (administrator@e-a-a.org) 

Thank you to the thirty of the Glasgow conference delegates who picked up – and returned – the 

evaluation forms to help us improve the conference organisation and membership service. The 

answers were kindly and efficiently processed by Louisa Campbell and her team; let me herewith 

present the results of the overall conference feedback. While the low number of responses (30) limits 

their statistical validity, the individual voices are still meaningful and provide relevant feedback to our 

annual conferences.  The EAA Executive Board has taken note of them and some changes will 

already be implemented at the next EAA conference in Vilnius. Please take a look at the statistics of 

the quantifiable questions yourselves; a summary of the qualitative comments follows. 

Most of the respondents consider EAA conferences a fixed event in their professional calendar, and 

plan to attend the 2016 conference in Vilnius, as they positively evaluate the conference academic 

programme and logistics. The critical remarks pointed especially to the high number of sessions and 

overlapping of thematically related sessions – merging these into single longer sessions would 

contribute to a clearer and more concise programme schedule. Other ways to achieve a less dense 

academic programme include putting in place a more rigorous selection process resulting in less 

accepted sessions and papers, and/or decreasing the time slot for individual papers; alternatively, the 

conference may be prolonged for one day to also host sessions from related disciplines and side 

academic and social events. The programme book should be better organised and include speakers 

and keywords index; proofreading of the programme book is desirable. Updated programme schedule 

must be available on-line and access to several public computers guaranteed. 

There is less satisfaction with the social programme and this needs to be addressed at future 

conferences, as social interaction should be one of the key points of EAA meetings. Missing food at 

the Opening Ceremony and Annual Party is a recurrent complaint; delegates should be aware though 

that unless substantial sponsorship is secured, the cost would affect the overall conference budget. 

The price of the Annual Dinner is deemed too high, and while this again is a budgetary matter, the 

Board is aware of its undesired restrictive nature, and together with the local Organising Committee 

will endeavour to make the Annual Dinner more affordable and inclusive. Social programme of EAA 

conferences is an important element in networking and socialising for delegates, and as such it should 

be enhanced. 

Respondents appreciated consultations with membership throughout the year and asked for still more 

regular and systematic communication with membership and greater involvement of members in the 

EAA decision making process. The EAA Working Parties and Committees should involve more 

members and aim at drafting policies for consideration by the Board. Some of the respondents would 

like the EAA to become a pan-European professional organisation engaged more effectively in 

European heritage matters. Membership services must be further developed, including grants offered 

to members. Membership fees should be revised to better reflect the income levels in Europe and in 

different life situations (students, unemployed and retired colleagues). 

Twelve respondents expressed their interest to become more involved in the work of the Association, 

and the EAA will with thanks call on them in upcoming matters where membership feedback is 

necessary. 
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Calendar for EAA members January – May 2016 

1 January Beginning of the 2016 EAA membership (log in the members’ only section valid 

since the 1st December 2015) 

31 January End of the 2015 EAA membership 

early February Call for nominations to the EAA election circulated to the members 

15 February Deadline for submission of paper & poster proposals for the 2016 EAA conference in 

Vilnius, Lithuania 

15 February Deadline for sending in articles and announcements for TEA spring issue 

15 March Closure of nominations by members 

15 March Deadline for paper and poster proposal submission for the 2013 EAA conference in 

Pilsen, Czech Republic 

30 March  TEA spring issue  

15 April  Deadline for conference registration and membership renewal for presenters at EAA 

Vilnius conference 

30 April Deadline for early bird Vilnius conference registration 

31 May Final version of Vilnius conference academic programme available 

 

Debate 

Tübingen Theses on archaeology 

Editors: Diane Scherzler (diane.scherzler@dguf.de) and Frank Siegmund (frank.siegmund@dguf.de), 

translated by Folke Tiarks 

The following theses grew from the annual meeting of the German Society for Pre & Proto-history: 

“Does the public create itself a different archaeology? Analyses of a power shift”, held in May, 2015 

in Tübingen, Germany. Throughout the lectures and discussions, a common conviction emerged that 

archaeology is seized currently by a widespread process of social change. An intelligent reaction is 

required to ensure that the importance of the discipline continues to be generally recognized and 

granted appropriate financial, administrative and regulatory support.  

The Tübingen theses on archaeology are addressed to all colleagues active in research and teaching, 

the preservation of monuments and in museums. The theses seek to conceptualize important aspects 

of the processes identified by the conference members and to stimulate debate. 

Thesis No. 1: 

Archaeology requires wider public participation 

In the 19th century, prehistoric archaeology grew out of the bourgeoisie. However, the 

professionalization of the discipline during the 20th century resulted in a degree of isolation from 

general society. What archaeologists today describe as public participation is all too often a mere 

increase in the flow of archaeological information to the general public. So-called laymen are 

expected to endorse archaeological research and grant the funding which professionals deem 

adequate, while abstaining from determining their own level of active participation and/or critical 

assessment of the process. 

mailto:diane.scherzler@dguf.de
mailto:frank.siegmund@dguf.de
http://www.dguf.de/index.php?id=389
http://www.dguf.de/index.php?id=389
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The autonomy of the discipline is already an illusion: citizens already make decisions regarding our 

cultural heritage as voters, investors and as private owners of protected monuments, buildings or 

archaeologically sensitive sites. Until recently, there has been little eye-to-eye communication 

between these groups and archaeologists. It is absolutely in the interest of archaeology for 

professionals to help citizens well-founded decisions in these matters. 

In the political realm demand for wider public participation is increasing: this is evident in the 

European Faro Convention, which makes active participation in the cultural heritage a civil right 

throughout Europe. In the long term, archaeology cannot escape from this development. Given the 

high degree of specialization and trends towards interdisciplinary exchange within academic, the 

formerly sharp distinctions between expert and layman even within the disciplines themselves are 

breaking down as is that between producers and consumers of archaeological content. It would be 

reasonable and prudent for professionals to fully engage with this process and to identify potential 

changes, instead of passively waiting for guidelines to be imposed on the discipline by non-

archaeologists, like politicians or third-party donors.  

There is a wealth of ideas concerning how authorities, museums and research groups could foster 

wider public participation in archaeology and the benefits that would ensue. Increased civic 

participation would strengthen the collective appreciation of our cultural heritage. This would include 

actively involving citizens in the protection of archaeological monuments for example as sponsors for 

a monument. Volunteers must not be regarded as cheap (or even paying) labour. 

In the competent authorities, wider public involvement will inevitably require a higher degree of 

organization and supervision from professionals. This will add pressure to existing staff, who will 

have to defer other important elements of everyday work in order to cope with the extra workload. As 

can be demonstrated by recent events in Bavaria, greater public engagement also requires greater 

financial resources and the targeted employment of skilled staff in order to manage and support public 

projects. These changes represent a paradigm shift for professional, state-funded archaeology. If done 

properly, archaeology would find highly engaged, skillful and motivated civic participants among the 

general public instead of just passive consumers. 

Thesis No. 2: 

Archaeology should encourage wider, legal cooperation with metal detector users 

Although metal detecting is growing in popularity, its rejection by many competent authorities has 

proven to be unsuccessful. Ignoring and prohibiting metal detector use is not feasible and harms the 

cultural heritage. Official archaeology is well advised to further improve the existing models of 

cooperation like those practiced in Schleswig-Holstein, Lower Saxony and Westphalia and to transfer 

these positive experiences to all German states. A cooperative interaction with legal metal detector 

users in all competent authorities requires suitable staff for management, teaching, the registration and 

identification of finds, as well as a minimum level of mandatory documentation of objects including 

basic conservation if necessary. 

Thesis No. 3: 

Free access to scientific information can strengthen civic engagement 

Free availability of scientific publications and their data, i.e. Open Access and Open Data, are 

important not only within science, but necessarily part of the accountability for the wider public and 

the strengthening of civic involvement. Professional archaeologists would be well advised to change 

their publication of relevant data to Open Access and Open Data and to create appropriate frameworks 

for it. Online data sets and information that are made freely available could encourage citizens to play 

a wider role in archaeology and to participate in knowledge acquisition, such as ‘Crowdsourcing-

projects’. The digitizing of resources, such as museum inventories, opens up entirely new 

opportunities for cooperation with “citizen archaeologists”. This wider public scrutiny of the activity 

of experts, can lead to an improvement of our work. Such handling of information is also intended to 

stimulate the motivation of citizens in the protection of cultural heritage. Uninformed or misinformed 

citizens will not protect cultural property. 
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Thesis No. 4: 

Archaeology should not be controlled by media suitability 

Communications of archaeological institutions, like press releases, increasingly display the use of 

superlatives, the emphasis of historically well-known personalities and blatant references to 

breakthroughs in science. This tendency can be summed up in the keyword “mediatization”. As a 

consequence, the expected better usability of issues, interpretive patterns and questions means that 

scientific projects, or the work of competent authorities are aligned towards ‘media suitability’. It is 

certainly acceptable when archaeological projects prove to be media-suitable. But this should not 

become a key criterion for the selection of funding of topics, activities, questions, persons and 

projects. In an appropriate communication of archaeological work, also the illustration of the needs, 

requirements and of failure has to be integrated. 

Thesis No. 5: 

Communication in social media improves the public debate on archaeology 

It might be argued that the development of social media, i.e. blogs and platforms like YouTube, 

Wikipedia or Facebook is ostensibly a purely technological change. Actually, a major change in 

communication is behind this – towards dialogue with a potentially high reach within very short 

periods of time. In social media, numerous non-archaeologists have built up vast audiences, so that 

their interpretations of archaeology have an impact on many people. Archaeology which refuses to be 

present on such platforms, voluntarily renounces a role in public archaeological debate. Professional 

archaeology must be present on such platforms. Colleagues who engage in social media and who are, 

for example, blogging or interacting via Facebook, should be recognized for their commitment. They 

make a key contribution in archaeological debates with non-archaeologists. Measurable success in 

social media should be acknowledged as part of formal publication activity and a contribution to the 

positive reputation of the discipline. 

Thesis No. 6: 

Professional archaeology is undergoing a substantial process of change, which should be viewed 

as an opportunity 

The present change in culture and media fundamentally affects social communication channels. 

Instead of listening devoutly to scientific pearls of wisdom, people are making the conscious, active 

decision to get involved. The boundaries between science and other systems of society are shifting. A 

culture within the discipline, or the authorities that primarily wish to seal themselves off, retaining 

their prerogative of interpretation, will be supported by increasingly fewer citizens. In combination 

with the current economic and political marginalization of archaeology, such a loss of ‘power’ is a 

new situation. Although many colleagues are very worried about this process of change, it is often 

either denied, or viewed with resignation. In fact however, this changing and thus new interest of 

citizens in archaeology presents an opportunity and a big task of reorientation. It is now up to us to 

courageously rise to meet this challenge. 

Many of the Tübingen conference members already signed the Tübingen theses as initial signers. Our 

goals are:  

1. With the theses we want to encourage reflection, stimulate a debate and initiate a change in the 

archaeologies.  

For this reason please spread the Tübingen theses on archaeology within your networks: to your 

colleagues in the office next door, via your social networks, via blogs, newsletters etc. In short, to 

everybody who in your opinion should know about it. 

Everybody who endorses the Tübingen theses on archaeology and would like to sign them will still be 

able do so regardless of whether or not they attended the 2015 conference, are a member of DGUF, 

hold a formal degree as an archaeologist etc. Up to the time of printing of the Tübingen theses (around 

mid-2016), we will collect the names and signatures of all supporters and publish those names in a 

separate list attached to the theses. 
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If you want to sign, please send us an email with the subject “Tübingen Theses”, stating your full 

name, any academic degree(s) you might hold, your institution, the location of your institution or your 

place of residence to vorstand@dguf.de. 

2. At the 2016 DGUF conference, which will be held in Berlin from 5th-8th of May, we will carry on 

debating the topics addressed in the theses 

Certainly the view of the Tübingen conference members is debatable. Perhaps you can provide a 

useful addition or share your experiences, which we could then discuss at the 2016 DGUF conference 

titled “Archaeology and Power. Positioning for the future of researching the past.” For more 

information on the conference, please see here (in German). 

 

 

 

  

vorstand@dguf.de
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Announcements 

Archaeology and Power. Positionings for the future of 

researching the past. 

Conference of the DGUF (German Society for Prehistory- and Protohistory) in Berlin from 5th to 8th 

May 2016 

Doing Archaeology means working in a complex interplay of forces which includes the decision on 

how much of state archaeology will be managed by skilled personnel in the future and how strong 

archaeological institutions can act when there is a conflict of interests. Currently other protagonists 

are rapidly gaining influence, for instance those in social media. Laws with a huge effect on 

archaeology are adopted – and archaeology itself hardly acts or reacts, even though the professional 

future of archaeologists and the quality of their professional life and last but not least public interest in 

archaeology is on stake. How can and how must archaeology contribute in order to secure an 

acceptable future for the discipline and for researching the past? 

At the 2016 DGUF conference we will address this central topic. We want to define the position of 

archaeology and of the trustees of archaeological heritage, outline fields of action and, by doing so, 

initiate the preparation of an agenda in favor of a discipline which currently is undergoing 

comprehensive changes. 

Although the conference is partly meant as a continuation of the previous conference held in 

Tübingen in 2015, you are not required to be familiar with all the details of the Tübingen conference 

in order to participate or to give a talk at the Berlin conference. 

The conference is addressed to … 

... archaeologists in all professional positions and from all subfields. For us, the conference is of 

central importance for students and postgraduates who want to join in the discussion on their 

professional future. We are looking forward to all occupational groups who hold a position of power 

with regard to archaeology such as lawyers, politicians, journalists, third party donors and suchlike. 

Also most welcome are non-professionals interested in researching the past and who would like to 

contribute and be heard. 

The subtle shift of power 

The autonomy of the discipline is changing: citizens, investors, politicians, media, managers from the 

sectors of education and science seize power in archaeology. What is happening here and how do we 

deal with it? Does the ongoing change in media accelerate the loss of autonomy or does it rather offer 

untapped chances? There is a growing political demand for more civic engagement, also in science. 

Will an increase in civic engagement in archaeology lead to a loss of control and power or is this a 

chance to strengthen archaeology? 

The official hashtag for the conference: #dguf2016 

Topics of the conference 

Our aim is to reflect upon the topic of Archaeology as a Profession and Power. Research funding: 

Who will receive funding and what for? The power of networks. Precariat and unstable contractual 

relationships: How does this influence the work done and to those who do it? Careers of young 

scientists: The unstable path leading towards a scientific career. Area of conflict: state archaeology – 

companies – universities. 

Learning from the past? Archaeology and Power back then 

What can we learn from the history of science, i.e. its role during the Nazi era, in the GDR or with 

regard to networks within the early BRD? Looking back: What can we learn from the past for the 

current situation? 

http://www.dguf.de/index.php?id=389
http://www.dguf.de/index.php?id=391
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Law and Power: legal nit-picking only at first glance 

Our aim is to take a look at ongoing legal developments: in the field of cultural heritage acts, 

monument protection laws, developments in EU legislation, class action, the Faro convention. What 

can we expect? Are we subjected to legal changes as if they were uncontrollable forces of nature or 

are we in the position to make a change?...and who could and should exert influence? 

We want to understand: Psychology of Power 

Clinging to formal power. Power and Responsibility. Delegating responsibility to a higher-ranking 

individual is a shift of power. Does this mean that professionals without any formal power cannot be 

held responsible, for instance with regard to protecting cultural heritage? We will be talking about 

avoiding conflicts in archaeology and the fear of exerting any influence. A psychological profile of 

the archaeological profession. 

Learning from others: Institutions and NGOs 

Today non-governmental organizations (NGOs) act in many fields by pooling civic interests 

according to themes and represent a counterweight and an addition to state organizations.. How does 

this work in the field of environmental and nature protection for example? Can archaeology learn 

from their experiences? Are NGOs necessary in archaeology? Do we need a professional association 

which will protect the "archaeologic profession" as such and which will strive to achieve fair 

employment conditions for archaeologists by mediating between employers and the unions? 

Our aim is to influence attitudes: A New Understanding of Power in Archaeology 

Archaeologists are the lawyers of cultural heritage. Protecting monuments inevitably leads to 

conflicts. The systems present in museums and in science are competitive. There are conflicts and 

competition everywhere. Instead of denying this or hushing it up, this fact should be accepted. It is 

essential to take on responsibility instead of delegating it to someone in a higher position, which 

might or might not be convenient. Archaeology is part of society, and citizens are both interested in it 

and willing to provide archaeology with power. How much power can we obtain?... and do we want to 

obtain that much power at all? 

Call for papers 

The duration per talk should not exceed 20 minutes. There will be a discussion of about 10 minutes 

with the audience after each talk. Some of the issues outlined are less suitable for talks in the usual 

sense. We therefore expressively invite other kinds of input like short statements, experience reports 

or suggestions for a discussion. All contents can be made either in German or in English. In order to 

submit your proposal, please contact us via e-mail (vorstand[at]dguf.de) by 7th of March, using 

"DGUF conference" as the subject and including title, a  summary of a maximum of 250 words, the 

kind of input, a short biography (of a maximum of 5 lines) and your contact information. All entries 

will be reviewed and we will inform you by 18th of March at the latest if your proposal was accepted. 

Please note that the closing date for being registered as a speaker will be 10th of April by the latest, 

and we must have received the conference fee on our account by this date. 

The summaries and short biographies will be published in advance, together with the conference 

program. The talks and, if possible, also other kinds of input provided, will be published via the open 

access DGUF journal "Archäologische Informationen". 

Organisational information about the DGUF conference 

Conference venue: Berlin (exact location will be communicated as soon as possible) 

The conference language is German, presentations in English are welcome. Some assistance will be 

provided for those not fluent in German. 

Conference fees: Standard rate: 70 euros, reduced rate (DGUF members, speakers, students): 40 euros 

The conference fee includes refreshments during the coffee breaks. 
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Conference registration: To participate, please register by sending an email with the subject line 

"Conference registration Berlin 2016: Your NAME" to: geschaeftsfuehrung@dguf.de 

On receipt of your registration you will be sent confirmation with details of the conference bank 

account. Participants must register by email (and pay the conference fee) by 10th of April. 

 

Framing the View: How to understand heritage and identity on a 

regional scale 

Announcement: New book (free of charge http://issuu.com/christiancurre/docs/framing_the_view)  

This book takes the reader on a journey through regions in Southern England, The Netherlands, 

France and Germany, to places where economic, spatial, ecological and cultural forces meet. How can 

we understand the various actors who engage in sustainable management and what can we learn from 

the perspectives and approaches they have chosen? How do they tackle issues on landscape and 

identity? Starting from a ‘dwelling perspective’, the author arrives at a possible model for agenda-

setting of regional identity in vital coalitions for sustainable area development. 

About the Author 

Christian Curré was born in Hilversum, The Netherlands in 1974. At age three, he and his parents 

moved to the Achterhoek region in the eastern Netherlands, the backdrop of his youth and starting 

point of his fascination with landscape. Curré read Anthropology at the University of Amsterdam, 

graduating in 1998 with distinction. Since then, he has held positions at, among others, Archeologisch 

Dienstencentrum (centre for archeological services, researcher), Habiforum (programme for 

innovative spatial planning, senior communications manager), Telos (Brabant centre for sustainable 

research, researcher) and De Negende van Eindhoven (cultural history, director). Additionally, he has 

been a board member for various cultural and social organisations. His publications are generally in 

the fields of anthropology, cultural history, spatial planning and landscape management. 

Note to editor / communication/PR/publication department:  Published on platform ISSUU, 2015, 166 

pages, illustrations, price: free. 

Topics / tags: landscape, heritage, perception, region, identity, sustainability. 

  

Foundation of the Slovak Association of Archaeologists 

Archaeology as a science, in a broader sense, has significantly changed conceptually and 

methodologically since Slovakia adopted a new Conservation Law in 2002. These changes were 

conditioned by legislative changes that created space for rescue archaeological excavations, currently 

the most common type of archaeological excavation, as well as by the development of digital 

technology, which contributed significantly to higher quality documentation by archaeological units. 

The world became faster, and filled with large amount of information, which are very difficult to 

correlate, mostly from a quality-control point of view. Scientific research must reflect the new 

requirements of modern technological society. This development should occur in the educational 

phase, so the graduates of archaeology in Slovakia will not only be able to sustain a scientific standard 

comparable to that of more developed countries, but also to get jobs in the regional system of 

employment. 

In the current technological-social conditions, the Slovak archaeological community feels the 

increasing need for definition of the basic concepts for its further development, as well as for 

developing new scientific objectives for individual historical eras and regions. In other words – we 

have comes to a crossroads. It is on the archaeologists ourselves to determine which way we will turn, 

but a lot of hard and conscientious work must be done in this respect. 

 

mailto:geschaeftsfuehrung@dguf.de
http://issuu.com/christiancurre/docs/framing_the_view
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The objectives of the Slovak Association of Archaeologists 

One of the first steps is to establish the Slovak Association of Archaeologists. Our effort is to create 

personal and material capacities needed for various types of activities that will move archaeology as a 

science in Slovakia further. Our objectives as defined in our statutes are: 

1. To develop activities focused on: 

 a) professionalization, promotion and popularization of archaeology as a science 

 b) creation of theoretical and methodological standards of: 

  i) field excavation 

  ii) processing and evaluation of archaeological finds 

  iii) teaching of archaeology 

  iv) long-term strategies of archaeological research 

2. Organization of cultural, educational, scientific and social events focused on archaeology. 

3. Creation of long-term strategies for cultural heritage protection, with emphasis on archaeological 

finds and sites. 

4. Support of volunteering and philanthropy in the area of archaeology. 

5. Support, preparation and realization of development projects supported by the local government, 

state, European Union and financial mechanisms. 

6. Activities focused on the support of student activities in the area of archaeology. 

7. Publishing of our own periodical and publications. 

The founding General Assembly took place in Banská Bystrica in the premises of Central Slovakia 

Museum on Wednesday, 20 January 2016. An application for a corporate member will be send to the 

European Association of Archaeologists, because the Slovak Association of Archaeologists fully 

identifies with the codices of EAA (ethical codex, codex for field archaeology, etc.). You can find 

more on the website http://e-a-a.org/. 

We cordially invite those who are interested in membership from the archaeological community, as 

well as fans of archaeology, to contact us at saa.sekretariat@gmail.com for more information. 

Archaeology 2020 

As a start-up project for reaching the objectives defined by us, we are preparing a conceptual 

document with the working title “Archaeology 2020”. This document contains a proposal for wider 

systematic changes aimed to implement new or adjust current views on the position of archaeologists 

in society (content of work for science and society, financial appreciation, study programmes, grant 

schemes, etc.), their work as a scientist, working conditions during field work, and last but not least, 

their valuation. The document Archaeology 2020 should be the result of the broader discussion that 

took place after th founding General Assembly. In addition, the discussion led to the e creation of 

working groups to address concrete systematic suggestions and solutions in order to improve the 

current situation in Slovak archaeology. 

We look forward to the cooperation 

JUDr. Mgr. Martin Kvietok               Dr. Milan Horňák                  Mgr. Andrej Žitňan 

 

  

http://e-a-a.org/
mailto:saa.sekretariat@gmail.com
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Historic England Research 

The second issue of Historic England Research, the e-magazine produced by Historic England 

reporting on the discovery, innovation and science in the historic environment has now been 

published.  This issue reports on a wide variety of recent research, ranging from the drowned 

prehistoric landscapes of the North Sea to recent archaeological work at Tintagel Castle and the story 

of Tristan and Yseult. It also illustrates how Historic England are forging closer links with both the 

UK’s vibrant university sector and with the private sector, in order to secure maximum value from 

public investment in heritage research. And, in the case of the Staffordshire Hoard, it demonstrates 

our important role as the agent of last resort in securing the England’s most important heritage 

The magazine can be read and subscribed to on the Historic England web site or downloaded as a 

PDF using this link:  http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-

research/. 

Paul Backhouse, Historic England, The Engine House, Fire Fly Avenue, Swindon, SN2 2EH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/introduction-issue-2/
http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/lost-landscapes/
http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/lost-landscapes/
http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/tintagel-and-the-legend-of-tristan-and-yseult/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/stand-by-for-impact/
http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/the-staffordshire-hoard/
http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/
http://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/periodicals/historic-england-research/
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Tributes 

Tribute to Willem Willems 

by Monique van des Dries, Faculty of Archaeology, Leiden University 

On December 16th, almost exactly one year after we had to say goodbye to our dear friend and 

colleague Prof. Dr. Willem Willems (1950-2014), a symposium was held in his honour. During the 

symposium, organised at the Faculty of Archaeology (Leiden University), a Gedenkschrift was 

presented that 41 friends and colleagues dedicated to Willem. The book is called ‘Fernweh: Crossing 

borders and connecting people in archaeological heritage management ’. As Willem played a major 

role in the development of both national and international heritage management systems, the book 

consists of 32 essays that contribute to contemporary debates in archaeological heritage management. 

They primarily concern the various dimensions and consequences of current policies and practices 

and address the meaning of the world’s legacies from the past for society. Some are contemplative, 

others offer refreshing visions for the future. The diversity of the authors nicely illustrates how widely 

dispersed Willem’s network was; they work in various contexts across the globe, from governmental 

organizations to museums, from private sector companies to universities. Next to the debates, that 

Willem would have loved, the book provides biographical notes on his work and a bibliographical 

overview of his writings. 

‘Fernweh’ is produced and edited by his former colleagues from the Faculty of Archaeology (Leiden 

University), Monique van den Dries, Sjoerd van der Linde and Amy Strecker. Anyone who is 

interested in this memorial volume is welcome to have a look at the website of the publisher 

(www.sidestone.com). 

In this symposium Felipe Criado-Boado and Margaret Gowen presented as a tribute to Willem 

Willems a paired presentation about the past and future of EAA in relation to the changing nature of 

the relationship between Heritage and Archaeology after the Valetta Convention. Margaret Gowen´s 

text is included in this issue of TEA. 

 

Jon Humble: An appreciation by his many friends at Historic 

England 

Archaeologists and many others working for Historic England were saddened to learn of the untimely 

death on 30th November of their respected and much-loved colleague, Jon Humble.    

Jon was a prehistorian by training and by first love, graduating from Sheffield University in 1980.  

But he was eclectic in his archaeological interests, always impressive in the breadth of his knowledge 

and redoubtable in terms of his wide ranging commitment to his chosen profession.  His passion for 

engaging with archaeology at the pan-European level and his unrivalled talent for networking means 

that he was known, admired and well-liked by colleagues from many countries.    

Jon worked for Historic England and its predecessor, English Heritage, for 30 years.  He first joined 

the organisation’s Central Excavation Unit in November 1985, after working for the Northampton 

Development Corporation.  His first role was on the post excavation analysis of the Raunds project, 

then the largest landscape archaeology project of its type.  His fascination with the archaeology of 

England’s midlands never wavered thereafter, although his passion for excavation took him to Beirut 

and to the Czech Republic, where he struck up long-lasting friendships.   

Jon became an Inspector of Ancient Monuments in 1997, with responsibility for looking after the 

archaeological challenges of the Peak District, Derbyshire, Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire –  

doing so with a level of energy and dedication that permanently endeared him to colleagues in the 

wider heritage sector. 

www.sidestone.com
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Jon joined the English Heritage Policy Team in 2005.  While always retaining his interest in the 
particular, he embraced the opportunity to work at the strategic level and his front-line experience 
brought a great deal to the formulation of English Heritage policy.  With others he was responsible for 
ensuring the organisation’s buildings-only approach to assessing risk was broadened to include 
archaeology and for turning a fresh eye towards the largely abandoned problem of agricultural 
damage to archaeology.  At his instigation, in 2004 the European Archaeological Association (and 
later the Europae Archaeologiae Consilium) set up a working party to examine this issue, which is 
still a flourishing joint group for both organisations.  In addition, Jon’s personal passion for pot-holing 
translated itself into ardent enthusiasm and determined advocacy for subterranean archaeology and the 
heritage of mining, and led him to develop close professional ties with the minerals industry.  He also 
had a fascination with stretching the boundaries of archaeological thought and was a regular 
performer at the Theoretical Archaeology Group. 

While Jon will be remembered for his professional achievements, he will be equally celebrated for the 
warmth, humanity and generosity of spirit that he brought to his work and to his professional and 
personal relationships.  Peter Pan-like in his refusal to grow old gracefully, Jon was always the centre 
of a party and he never failed to lift the spirits of those around him.  An inveterate music fan and 
festival goer, occasional cricketer, talented and candid photographer and avid acquirer of electronic 
gizmos, he had well-developed hinterland beyond the day job and a contact book that would have 
been of library-scale if not for the advantages of digital technology.   

Jon was a one-off.  And although he could never be accused of being ‘corporate’ in its strictest sense, 
he had a fierce loyalty for our organisation and he was an effective advocate for it and for archaeology 
in general.  He will be missed by many working here and far beyond.  

Steve Trow, Historic England (steve.trow@HistoricEngland.org.uk) 

 

 

Jon Humble. Photograph: Andrew Davison 
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Conference and Workshop Reports 

EAA-SAA joint conference Connecting Continents: 

Archaeological Perspectives on Slavery, Trade, and Colonialism, 

Curaçao, 5 – 7 November 2015 

by Felipe Criado-Boado (felipe.criado-boado@incipit.csic.es) 

The conference was jointly organised by the European Association of Archaeologists (EAA) and the 

Society for American Archaeology (SAA) and focused thematically on slavery, trade, and colonialism 

in a variety of perspectives: from theoretical and comparative approaches to insights from different 

parts of the Old World and the New. More than 100 delegates attended 2,5 day of sessions with over 

70 presentations; please refer to the programme for abstracts.  

The social programme involved excursions to the Savonet and Knip Plantation houses and the town of 

Willemstadt, as well as the opening reception and closing barbecue where delegates were able to 

network and lay basis for further collaboration. Jeff and Debbie Altschul hosted a toast to late Willem 

Willems, one of the primary architects of Connecting Continents. The Archaeological Institute of 

America (AIA) contributed to the costs of the closing party, and the Wenner-Gren Foundation 

supported attendance of economically disadvantaged delegates. 

The level of satisfaction between the participants was high not only about the quality of the 

conference but also about the good level of discussions and debates and the social environment and 

general mood. There was an unanimous feeling that the initiative of joint conferences should be 

continued in the future and explore new transversal, problem-oriented and innovative topics. 

 

Second Anthropocene Working Group Meeting 

by Matt Edgeworth, School of Archaeology and Ancient History, University of Leicester, UK and 

McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research, University of Cambridge, UK  (me87@le.ac.uk), 

Colin Waters, British Geological Survey, UK (cnw@bgs.ac.uk), Jan Zalasiewicz, Department of 

Geology, University of Leicester, UK (jaz1@le.ac.uk) and Simon Stoddart, McDonald Institute of 

Archaeological Research, University of Cambridge, UK (ss16@cam.ac.uk) 

The second meeting of the Anthropocene Working Group (AWG) was held at the McDonald Institute 

for Archaeological Research, University of Cambridge, on 24th and 25th November 2015. It took the 

form of a workshop with 12 members of the working group and numerous archaeologists from the 

Institute in lively conversation with each other. Discussion was focused on anthropogenic strata and 

matters of chronostratigraphy.  

The AWG was set up in 2009 to consider the case for formalizing the term ‘Anthropocene’ in the 

Geological Time Scale. The working group reports to the Subcommission on Quaternary Stratigraphy, 

which sits within the broader framework of the International Commission on Stratigraphy (ICS). 

Unusually for a working group of the ICS, it consists of researchers from a wide variety of Earth 

Sciences, including archaeology.  

The meeting was opened by Simon Stoddart of the McDonald Institute, who in welcoming everyone 

pointed to the unique situation of the Institute as a forum for inter-disciplinary debate, located as it is 

between the Sedgwick Museum of Geology and the Museum of Anthropology and Archaeology. He 

outlined three initial areas of debate that archaeology might contribute. Firstly, archaeology offers the 

foil of detailed regional sequences to the global concerns of geology and archaeology, so much so that 

an Anthropoeurocene might be dated earlier than the Anthropocene at a global scale. Secondly, 

archaeology can offer levels of chronological precision that may be helpful to the Anthropocene 

mailto:me87@le.ac.uk
mailto:cnw@bgs.ac.uk
mailto:jaz1@le.ac.uk
mailto:ss16@cam.ac.uk
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debate. Thirdly, some local art installations are pre-adapted to the Anthropocene debate, as cautionary 

tales of culture interacting with uniformitarian process.  Figures and details of two local artworks 

visited/discussed during the course of the workshop can be found at the end of this report. 

Jan Zalasiewicz of the University of Leicester likewise welcomed participants on behalf of the AWG 

and thanked the McDonald Institute for hosting the meeting, before going on to introduce the first 

paper on main themes and issues of the Anthropocene debate. 

Colin Waters of British Geological Survey posed key questions regarding the stratigraphic definition 

of the Anthropocene. Have humans changed Earth systems to such an extent that there is now a 

geological signature distinct from that of the Holocene and earlier epochs? Is such a signature durable 

enough to persist in the geological record? And if so, when did the stratigraphic signal become 

recognizable worldwide?  A summary was given of different  positions on the start of the 

Anthropocene, from the Early Anthropocene argument through to that of the recent paper co-authored 

by 25 AWG members – proposing that the most appropriate level to mark the start to be the world’s 

first nuclear bomb explosion on July 16th 1945 at Alamogordo in New Mexico. Of course this 

generated considerable debate and the workshop got off to a good start. 

Jan Zalasiewicz outlined the principles of chronostratigraphy and the structure of deep time in 

geology, indicating how time is divided up into eons, eras, periods, epochs and ages. The ICS 

International Stratigraphic Chart was shown, zooming in to look in detail at particular boundaries 

where a GSSP (Global Stratotype Section and Point) has been placed to mark the end of a 

chronological interval and the beginning of a new one. 

Discussion following the paper focused on differences between time boundaries in geological time 

and in archaeological time. One argument was that synchronous boundaries have zero time-depth and 

thus can be drawn as a straight line no matter what the time-scale deployed. An alternative, perhaps 

non-geological, argument was that a synchronous boundary on a scale of deep time would appear as a 

diachronous boundary on a much shallower archaeological timescale, and vice-versa. An example of 

such a diachronous boundary was presented in the form of a time-chart by the late Andrew Sherratt, 

showing the start of agriculture in different parts of Europe and the Near East. 

A theme of the workshop was the difference in approach of geologists and archaeologists towards 

anthropogenic strata, whether characterized as ‘artificial ground’ or ‘archaeological stratigraphy’. The 

British Geological Survey has been mapping artificial ground routinely since the 1970s, and Colin 

Waters took us through geological classification systems used. He also introduced the concept of 

‘anthroturbation’, the range of which extends far beyond ground level to include deep mining, 

fracking, and other subsurface disturbance. Matt Edgeworth looked at the complexity of detail which 

archaeologists encounter and record in their investigations of anthropogenic strata. Correspondences 

and contrasts between geological and archaeological approaches were addressed by Craig Cessford’s 

presentation. He described an archaeological excavation at St Clement’s Garden in Cambridge, and 

his experience of using geological borehole data to supplement evidence obtained from open area 

excavation. It was an excellent site to use as an example. As well as the archaeological evidence on 

view, there was also the construction work going on in the background, reminding us that the 

stratigraphy of the Anthropocene is still in the process of formation. 

Rory Flood of the FRAGSUS project cited evidence of a series of sedimentary cores from Malta, 

which he argued did not support the case for the Anthropocene.  It was good to have his and other 

sceptical voices in the workshop, counterbalancing the views of those who are already convinced of 

the usefulness of the concept. Erle Ellis of the University of Maryland outlined some very different 

perspectives. He proposed three key areas of Anthropocene debate: 1) dating the start, 2) investigating 

the ecology of an anthropogenic biosphere, and 3) carrying out a global archaeology of the human 

transformation of Earth. A question posed by Ellis was: could archaeology, with its focus on 

stratigraphic evidence of human impact on landscapes, be one of the core sciences in the study of the 

Anthropocene?   
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Figure 1. Workshop participants on the steps of the McDonald Institute (photo: Cath Neal) 

Colin Waters discussed the first appearance and spread of different types of artefact (or technofossils) 

and novel materials through time, looking in particular at those materials which might offer support 

for a mid-20th century start to the Anthropocene, such as concrete, fly ash, fallout from nuclear 

testing and plastics. Matt Edgeworth gave a specific example of a 20th century stratigraphic context 

where plastics and a great diversity of other novel materials are to be found – quarry pits from which 

clay was extracted for manufacture of bricks in Bedfordshire, UK, subsequently backfilled with 

landfill rubbish up to 70m deep. He drew attention to the remarkable contrasts between assemblages 

of objects to be found in landfill with assemblages of fossils from the Jurassic layers below, which the 

clay pits had cut down into. The paper was supported by a short film of the cutting of the pits with 

huge drag-line excavating machines and subsequent landfilling shown on a screen at tea-breaks – the 

formation of Anthropocene stratigraphy in action, so to speak. 

The last paper on Tuesday afternoon was by Mark Williams, who explored human influence on Earth 

from a biological or ‘neobiological’ perspective. He asked whether the shift from the Holocene to the 

Anthropocene might be understood as a shift in state of Earth systems, comparing it with other major 

events in the history of life - such as the explosion in number and diversity of life forms at the 

Precambrian/Cambrian boundary, or the mass extinctions at the Cretaceous-Tertiary (KT) boundary. 

Current rates of extinction by some estimates are one thousand times background levels, and this 

seems to be a distinctive feature of the Anthropocene. But extinction events have happened before 

many times in Earth history. What has no geological precedent is the mass global transfer of species 

between continents, enabled by modern transport systems and networks. These were some of the 

issues we took away to talk about over a wonderful dinner at Magdalene College that evening. 
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Wednesday morning kicked off well with an absorbing paper from Jeremy Bennett on agricultural 

terracing in Malta. Terracing is a type of anthropogenic landform, or anthroscaping , which has 

shaped large parts of the terrestrial surfaces of the Earth. Far from merely being a passive record of 

past human activity, it is an essential element of the material infrastructure which continues to support 

agricultural economies in many parts of the world. On connected themes, the next paper by Marc van 

der Linden explored evidence for early farming in Europe, with a focus on recent work in Ireland and 

the West Balkans. Such evidence supports the case for Early Anthropocene arguments based on the 

widespread impacts of agriculture.  

Tracy Rogers brought us back to the present in her paper on loss of biodiversity. She compared the 

current situation with past periods of extinction, such as the collapse of megafauna. Crucially 

however, she not only looked at species in decline, but also some which are flourishing – showing 

how humans are creating favourable habitats as well as destroying others. Cosmopolitan species in 

particular, such as the urban fox, are well suited to city environments. Domestic animals too are 

thriving in great numbers (and here this talk intermeshed with some of the themes of Mark William’s 

paper the previous day). All this will be evident in the future stratigraphic and fossil record.  

The final group of papers examined geochemical signatures and related issues. Ian Fairchild 

summarised the variety of information about anthropogenic activity which can be gained from 

speleothems in caves. Sometimes formations directly overlie archaeological traces such as engravings 

on cave walls or footprints on cave floors, in which case there is a clear stratigraphic relation, and the 

speleothem can be used to date the underlying deposit. But this paper revealed how geochemical 

analysis of speleothems can also tell us much about changing conditions in the environment outside 

too. 

Michael Wagreich presented the case for an Early Anthropocene mining/smelting signal for the period 

3600-2800BP. Extensive copper mining and smelting in the Bronze Age gave rise to atmospheric 

pollution which can be detected in levels of lead in peat bogs, floodplain and lake sediments and 

Arctic ice cores, though the signal becomes much more diachronous when the study area is extended 

from the northern into the southern hemisphere. Robyn Veal followed with a paper which had many 

intermeshing themes on the use of wood as fuel in metalworking and other activities, and the 

important information that charcoal as an archaeological material can convey. 

Alex Wolfe’s paper focused on evidence provided by sediments in remote mountain lakes in a wide 

range of locations in North and South America, Greenland and the Canadian Arctic. Wolfe argued 

that measurements of mercury fluxes and nitrogen stable isotopic depletion, combined with changes 

to biota, fit in well with the proposed mid-20th century start for the Anthropocene. He followed up his 

analysis with an elegant argument in favour of 1950 as a start date.  

This generated much discussion, especially with regard to the effects and implications of having such 

a precise date for the end of one period and the beginning of another. An example is provided by the 

Bedfordshire clay pits mentioned the previous day. In some cases the pits were excavated before 1950 

(which would place their cuts in the Holocene) but were filled with landfill rubbish after 1950 (which 

would place the fills in the Anthropocene).  

Could a GSSP be placed at the base of landfill deposits to mark the start of the proposed new epoch?  

The problem from a geological point of view is that there is a time-gap of millions of years between 

the artefact-rich landfill of the Anthropocene and the fossil-rich marine sediments of the Jurassic 

period directly below - a good example of an unconformity, although one of the geological forces 

which created it is human. GSSPs are rarely placed on such erosional stratigraphic surfaces, because 

of lack of continuous succession of deposits in the relevant transitional time period. However, the 

lower boundary of anthropogenic strata could perhaps provide suitable candidate locations for GSSP 

placement elsewhere, where it consists not of an unconformable surface but a depositional surface (on 

which sediments have accumulated or been intentionally placed), and where the necessary conditions 

of continuous succession are met.  

Another reason why the lower boundary of anthropogenic deposits may be deemed unsuitable for 

marking the start of the Anthropocene is that it is diachronous, changing in date along different parts 
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of its surface. In places it is 20th century in date, as is the case with the clay pits, but nearby it is 

medieval or Roman or prehistoric in date of origin. On a geological time scale this time variability is 

small and could even be described as high precision, with a date range of mere thousands rather than 

millions of years. But on the timescale of human history and as regards currently attainable time-

resolution in recent deposits it does not give the precision needed for a boundary between the 

Holocene and the Anthropocene. 

In some contexts the epochal boundary might coincide with physical boundaries within landfill 

deposits. Envisage a site where the dumping of landfill took place first in the 1930s-1940s (Holocene) 

and then again in the 1960s-1970s (Anthropocene). In such a case, the two landfill deposits would be 

clearly distinguishable by the content of the respective fill materials, with the later one, say, including 

significant plastics but the earlier one lacking them.  

To square the diachronous lithostratigraphic evidence of physical strata in the ground with the 

chronostratigraphic requirement for a globally synchronous timeline is one of the central issues of the 

Anthropocene debate. 

We were short of time and Martin Jones generously offered to forsake his paper to allow time for 

much-needed debate on these and related topics. The offer was accepted but with regret (and 

apologies from the organizers for allowing the schedule to slip) for his paper on atmospheric methane 

rises and the domestication of water would surely have been one of the highlights of the meeting. It 

would have brought William Ruddiman’s important argument on the Early Anthropocene into the 

discussion, and explored connections with early archaeological evidence of rice production and water 

control. 

This was one of those occasions, increasingly common in the context of AWG discussions on the 

Anthropocene, when geologists, geochemists, palaeobiologists, landscape ecologists, archaeologists 

and others gathered to discuss issues that cannot be contained within the confines of one discipline 

alone. The range of topics covered was extremely wide, and challenging for all participants, for we 

were all taken out of our disciplinary comfort zones. But it was invigorating and engaging for those 

very reasons. Grappling with the multi-disciplinary aspects of such a diverse array of stratigraphic and 

other forms of evidence is surely one of the material challenges that the Anthropocene presents us 

with.   
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Postscript: monuments to anthropogenic strata? 

 

Figure 2. Workshop participants contemplating the sculpture Earthbound Plant by Antony Gormley 

(2002), outside the McDonald Institute, Cambridge (photo: Cath Neal). Easily overlooked, this is a 

life size cast-iron statue of a human figure buried upside down and entirely encased in anthropogenic 

strata, with only the soles of the feet showing on the ground surface.  
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Figure 3. The Core by Michael Fairfax, 2001 (photo: Matt Edgeworth), a bronze engraved column at 

Chesterton Corner, Cambridge. The 3.5m high column represents the depth of anthropogenically-

modified ground at this point, as revealed and recorded during construction of a sewer shaft. 
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Figure 4. Vertical profile of anthropogenic strata from the cylindrical inner sides of the sewer shaft 

(Cambridge Archaeological Unit). The 3.5m high column of The Core serves as approximate scale. 

Graves of an Anglo-Saxon execution cemetery are numbered 1-7 (section reproduced from ‘Middle 

Anglo-Saxon Justice: the Chesterton Lane Corner execution cemetery and related sequence, 

Cambridge’ by Craig Cessford, Alison Dickens, Natasha Dodwell and Andrew Reynolds, 2007, in 

Archaeological Journal, 164:1). The sewer shaft itself is now part of this stratigraphic sequence, 

which is still in the process of formation and subject to further transformation in the future.  
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Anthropocene’ in this BBC podcast: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-35259198 
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ArchaeoCakes 

 

 

 

 

Climate Change Cake – the beached whale did not come out as well as it should, I suppose. Cake baked by 

Katharina Rebay-Salisbury on the occasion of Jago Cooper’s presentation on: Surviving Climate Change. 

Using the time depth of human experience to build sustainable societies at the University of Leicester in 

February 2011. 

We are looking for submissions of ArchaeoCakes! Please e-mail us at tea@e-a-a.org.  

mailto:tea@e-a-a.org
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