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EDITORIAL

I

n this ninth volume of the European Journal of Post-Classical
Archaeologies we publish the contributions of the Spring School held
in Tenno (Trentino, Italy) in April 2018, which was devoted to the methods of “Participatory Research in Archaeology. Archaeology for the future? Legal issues and good practices”. The event was generoulsy funded by the University of Padova (call Winter-Summerschool 2017) and
broght together researchers and PhD students interested in discussing
the legal framework and constraints that this kind of participatory approach involves and how good practice in community projects could represent a turning point for the immediate future of archaeology. Participatory Archaeology has a similar meaning to “Community Archaeology”
and both are included in the wider label of “Public Archaeology”, although
the terms are not at all synonymous. Community and Participatory Archaeology should not be confused with communication or education
strategies, although these are also of great importance, but it takes collaboration between “professionals” and “the public” or the “audience” to
a very different level. Community or Participatory Archaeology follows
the now popular formulation by Gabriel Moshenska of “archaeologists
working with the public” (Moshenska 2017, p. 6; reﬂected in this volume
by Suzie Thomas at p. 149), but we would add an extra dimension in the
form of a ﬁnal objective of “working also for the public”.
An important question emerges here: what public? Does this refer to
“non-professional (in the sense of archaeology) groups and individuals”
who intend to be involved in research “with the goal of ﬁnding out more
about archaeological heritage through participatory practices” (as suggested by Thomas)? Or should we include under this label the indifferent
and those who reject the past and its heritage? This inevitably leads us
to reﬂect on the various meanings today of communities and on which
“participatory practices” are appropriate for their involvement.
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These problems, in turn, lead us to reﬂect on the cultural policy guidelines proposed, after Second World War, by institutions on the world
(UNESCO, International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), World
Bank), European (Council of Europe, European Union) and national (between principles included in the Constitutions or issued with speciﬁc
acts) level. Guidelines, summarized in the contributions of Adrian Olivier
and Lara Delgado Anés with José María Martín Civantos, reveal contradictory or incomplete ideas. This is not only because they have different
aims – “the management of landscapes and uses of land are represented
by a combination of different demands and interests linked to agriculture,
forestry, livestock, conservation of nature, conservation of cultural heritage, archaeology and local populations” (Delgado Anés, Martín Civantos) – but also because they ﬂuctuate between proposed identities
(local, national or European), legislation linked to professionalism and protection from above (see the Valletta Convention) and openness to public
participation (Conventions of Florence and Faro). These contradictions
are reﬂected in the great variability of national and/or regional norms regarding the possibility of public participation in Cultural Heritage in Europe (discussed in the contributions of Francesca Benetti, Clemente Pio
Santacroce for Italy, Katharina Möller for Germany, Raimund Karl for
Austria, Mia Rizner for Croatia, Lara Delgado Anés, José María Martín
Civantos for Andalusia in Spain). This ranges from the harshest exclusion
(in Italy and Austria) to various modes of involvement, more or less open,
that conﬁrm that Europe is today a sum of states, each of which is attentive to its particular interests, even though they superﬁcially refer to
the search for a common heritage identity. Research into historical identities, pursued in the past, does not fall within the objectives of community archaeology, which highlights the multiplicity of stories that can be
drawn from the inﬁnite information we can document in a region.
Most of the contributions focus on the variegated “participatory practices” adopted in concrete projects, noting limits, methods, successes
and difﬁculties. Projects above all try to involve public participation in all
stages of the project: starting from the planning stage, continuing with
real research and concluding in publication and management of the results. Different positions are, however, taken by the authors on who has
or should coordinate and lead the projects so as to achieve the difﬁcult
equilibrium between bottom up and top down approaches. The result
often does not reﬂect the “ordinary perception and needs of the communities” (Alicia Castillo Mena), which can emerge only through reﬂection
and comparison: people need the past ... but not “our concept” (academic) of the past and the value that we as academics attribute to it”. Most
papers consider the possibility of assessing the impact or results of the
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projects in the territories involved, a subject to which most discussions
were devoted during our week in Tenno. The importance of the subject
led us to contact Brendon Wilkins to delve more deeply into the problem
of evaluation. Best practice and the actual degree of satisfaction and
success of a project can be assessed in relation to the effects on “archaeology and heritage, individuals, community/society” (a gradation in
three levels). However, this judgment cannot be reserved for experts,
but must be extended to the various components of local communities.
The social impact assessment is also linked to the collection of resources, through crowd-funding and crowd sourcing, discussed by Wilkins
using the example of the Bronze Age site excavation at Flag Fen, near
Peterborough (UK).
The actual role assigned to the communities ﬁnally leads us to reﬂect
on the themes, strategies and aims of the projects. Lara Band, in the
Project section, offers us a good example with the well-known project CITiZAN, which from 2015-2018 involved 1000 people in the recording of
coastal and intertidal sites in England which were threated by climate
change. This project, which had a notable social and media impact, was
re-proposed for 2019-2021, including, in addition to recording, multiple
collateral initiatives (training sessions, public presentations, websites and
media activation) as are typical of participatory archaeological projects.
A systemic approach that proposes a reuniﬁcation of knowledge offers a scientiﬁc justiﬁcation for the “holistic” protection of heritage, and
suggests an archaeology of sustainability in the context of possible economic and social uses of results, has been tested in a dozen projects in
northern Italy (Gian Pietro Brogiolo, Alexandra Chavarría Arnau). Concrete objectives are able to avoid the construction of political identities,
such as that described by Fabio Pinna for Sardinia, where archaeology
is well-funded by the region with the political objective of creating an
identity linked to the Nuragic civilization of the Iron Age.
It is also undeniable that community projects very often drag archaeologists in complex social and political environments or ethical issues
linked to the kind of conﬂictual heritage which is involved in the project
(as in Thomas’ paper). Participatory projects take specialists out of the
ivory tower that academia represents into a wider, in some cases unknown world, and, in the same way as stratigraphic excavation or GIS
managements require speciﬁc innate qualities of the archaeologist, participatory research also requires particular skills such as being “open,
friendly and effective communicators, adaptable, good listeners, able to
accept varied opinions, efﬁcient record keepers and evaluators, team
workers” (Gemma Tully).
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The concluding paper by K. Anne Pyburn, and which is more than a
conclusion, summarizes and discusses the topics addressed in the seminar, ordering them into eight key subjects or themes: Experts versus expertise, Agents versus agency, Discovery versus interpretation, Democracy versus sovereignty, Public versus community, Education versus collaboration, Legal versus ethical, Protection versus appropriation.
The three papers of the Beyond the Theme sections are linked, in a
different way, to research perspectives on past local communities. Enrico Zanini, in relation to the research conducted in Vignale (Grosseto),
hopes for a “form of dialogue with the landscape” that recomposes the
“wear”, produced by excavation, through diachronic routes able to connect activities that are repeated over time: the “warp”, understood as
anthropic activity (the road, the furnaces, the vineyards), compared to
the “landscape weft”, dictated by the earth and water. Carlo Citter compares road networks documented in the cadastral maps of 1823 and
predictive analyses using GIS (in particular cost surfaces and attractors), emphasizing continuity, starting from the Bronze Age, of the network of local connections through which peasants, merchants and owners moved in relation to a central place (and also, it should be added, in
relation to places and resources). Francesca Sogliani and Dimitris
Roubis present a systemic and multidisciplinary research model applied
to the settlement at San Giovanni in Fiore, Calabria, including written
sources, ethnoarchaeological data, photo-interpretations, geological and
geopedological research based on excavations, surveys, remote sensing,
geophysical surveys, pollen and botanic analysis.
Finally, in the Retrospect section dedicated this time to Ireland,
Tadhg O’Keeffe not only draws the history of medieval archaeology in
that country, but also addresses some issues: “identity and cultural essentialism, the concept of continuity and change, the relationship of pattern to process, the meanings of words”, that emerge above all in the
relationship between the native, “Gaelic-Irish” population with respect to
the “colonial” castle-owning Anglo-Norman class.
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