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Introduction

The management of archaeology and cultural he
ritagecanbedefinedmostbroadlyasthoseprac
ticesthatidentifyacommunity’sculturalheritage
resources,andtheprogrammesthatensuretheir
transmission to the next generation. There are
manywaysinwhichthisisachievedindifferent
countries,andithastakenmanyyearsforthesys
temsandmechanismstobedeveloped.Itisalso
thecasethatsystemsforarchaeologyandcultural
heritagemanagementclosely reflect theprevail
ingadministrativecultureofacountry,whichit
selfreflectsthehistoryofthatcountryandofits
constituentpeoples.

ThispaperiswrittenforaEuropeanaudience,
examplesaredrawnfromEuroperatherthanAfri
ca, Asia or the Americas; nevertheless, many of
theunderlyingpoints andprinciples are relevant
elsewhereintheworld.Therefore,inmanyplaces
archaeological and cultural heritage systems and
practicemayimplicitlyservetoreinforceparticular
hegemonies,evenifthatisnottheexplicitintention

ofthelegislationorregulation.Thus,forexample,
studiesofarchaeologistsinEuropehavefoundthat
theytendtobewhite(overwhelmingly),male(the
genderbalanceis5347)andyoungmiddleage(av
erageagewas39years)(Aitchison,2009).

There have been significant developments
which have produced a broad international con
sensus towards the ethics of ‘doing’ archaeology
and cultural heritage – so there is general agree
mentonwhatisgoodpractice(forexample,ensur
ingthatarchaeologicalremainsareprotectedfrom
development)andwhatisbadpractice(forexam
ple,commercialdealinginculturalantiquities).The
adoptionoftheVallettaConventionin1992marked
aturningpointinthepracticeofarchaeologyand
culturalheritagemanagementacrossEurope.Like
itspredecessor,the1969EuropeanConventionon
theProtectionoftheArchaeologicalHeritage,sig
natorieshad toprovide for identification, conser
vation and protection of archaeological heritage.
Howevertheincreasingthreattoarchaeologyand
culturalheritagefromlargescaleconstructionpro
jectsduringthe1980swasreflectedinArticle6of
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the1992convention.Thisintroducedtheconceptof
“l’archéologie preventive” (preventive archaeology,
orrescuearchaeology),andpartiestotheConven
tionhadtospecifically“ensure that provision is made 
in major public or private development schemes for cov-
ering, from public sector or private sector resources, as 
appropriate, the total costs of any necessary related ar-
chaeological operations”(Article6).

Thereisconsiderablevariationbetweencoun
tries in the way in which different jurisdictions
dealwiththeseissues.Again,thisisareflectionof
local/national interpretation of what constitutes
(intermsofArticle6ofthe1992Convention)“ma-
jor”developmentandtowhatextentthisis“public 
or private development”.Consequently,thetransla
tionoftherequirementsoftheValettaConvention
isachievedverydifferently,even thoughallEu
ropean countries give statutoryprotection to ar
chaeologyandculturalheritage.Totakeonesim
pleexample: inAustriametaldetecting is illegal
andpunishableinacourtoflaw(notingthatthis
isalongstandingapplicationandremainsastate
mentof‘practice’butthatrecentlegalchallenges
seemtohaveoverturnedthis),whereasintheUK
there is a governmentfunded scheme, adminis
teredbytheBritishMuseum,whichallowsmetal
detectoriststorecordtheirfindsinanationalda
tabase(KArl,2016;BlAnD,2005).Indeed,therecan
beconsiderablevariationbetweendifferentparts
ofthesamecountrywheretheyhaveafederalor
devolvedadministrativestructure,asinGermany,
SwitzerlandandtosomeextenttheUK.Itisalso
thecase that inpartsofEurope the introduction
of “preventive”archaeologyontheValettamodel
took place alongside the processes of democ
ratisation and establishment of the free market
economy. Indeed, ithasbeenarguedtheValetta
Conventionplayeda“crucial role in developing pre-
ventive archaeology”inthesecountries,andwithout
ittheprospectsforarchaeologywouldhavebeen
“rather bleak” (noVakoViĆ & Horňák,2016,26).

Themyriadvariationsinpracticehaveprevi
ouslybeencharacterisedinbipolarterms:as“so-
cialist”versus“capitalist”,oreven“Anglo-Saxon” 
versus “continental European” (KristiAnsen, 2009;
Demoule,2010).However,wefeelthatitismore
helpful todescribea spectrumbetween twoap
proaches toarchaeological andculturalheritage
management.Atoneendiswhatcanbecalledthe
“social licence” approach, and at the other is the
“national patrimony”approach(altscHul & wait,
2014;Altschul, inpress). It is important tonote
that the approaches are not mutually exclusive
andmost countries adopt elements of both, al
thoughoneusuallypredominates.

One heritage – two systems

Itisnecessarytobrieflyoutlinethetwoapproaches
at either end of the spectrum, and then consider
how a synthesis of the two has been developed,
beforeconsideringtheroleofindependentprofes
sionalaccreditationinsuchaprocessofsynthesis
–andhowsucharolecouldinfluencefuturedeve
lopments.Inthisdiscussion,wedeliberatelyadopt
acolloquialtoneandsometimesoverstatetherea
lity. Of course, we recognise that reality is often
considerablymorenuanced,butwehavetakenthis
approachsimplytomakeourpointsmoreclearly.

Social licence
Manycountriesorstatesplacetheburdenofcom
plying with heritage laws and regulations on the
projectproponentor‘developer’.Thisdoesnotcome
directlyfromtheValettaConvention,whichleaves
openthequestionofthesourceoffunding,saying
onlythatthestateshouldensurethatsufficientre
sources are available. Instead the notion that “the 
polluter should, in principle, bear the cost of pollution”is
enshrinedinPrinciple16oftheUnitedNationsRio
DeclarationonEnvironmentandDevelopment,also
madein1992.Althoughthisisoftenreferredtoas
the‘polluterpays’principle,thistermhasapejora
tiveconnotation,asitsuggeststhattheprojectpro
ponentsaresolelydrivenbytheirownpersonalgain
andthateconomicdevelopmenthaslittleornopub
licbenefit.Further,bylinkingpollutionwithherit
age,archaeologicalandculturalheritagecanbe,and
oftenis,viewedasanimpedimenttobeovercome
rather than a resource that the community values
andwantstoincorporateinplansforitsfuture.

Incontrast,theterm‘sociallicence’hasamore
positive connotation. It implies that a commu
nity’s acceptance of a project is conditioned on
specific requirements, some ofwhichmay refer
to protecting and conserving cultural heritage.
Inpractice, a social licence is composedofboth
‘sticksandcarrots’.The‘sticks’ofthesociallicence
aretherequirementsfortheprojectproponent–
the ‘developer’ (or “polluter” in RioDeclaration
terms)–tocomplywiththelaws,regulations,con
ventions,chartersandothersafeguardsplacedon
theiractionsbygovernmentagenciesand fund
ing institutions. Additionally, depending on lo
cal interpretations of the Valletta requirements,
theprojectproponentmayalsoneedtogainthe
trustandconfidenceoflocalcommunitiesaswell
asnationaland internationalarchaeologicaland
culturalheritageprofessionalsandinterestedpar
ties.Todoso,projectproponentsneedtoengage
proactivelywithinterestedpartiesandtoagreeto
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conditionsprotectingculturalheritagethatgobe
yondthoseprotectedinlaw.Mostarchaeological
andculturalheritagecompliancetendtobe‘one
time’ actions – for example survey, excavation,
buildingrestorationandsoon–whichareusu
allystraightforwardmatters toregulate through
permitsandspatialplanningregulations.Incon
trast, thebroader ‘social licence’aspectsneedto
bemaintainedforthedurationofaprojectwhich,
inthecaseofinfrastructureorresourceextraction
projects,maybemeasured in years or evende
cades.Thisconceptofsociallicencebeginstolook
alittlemorelikea‘carrot’inthatitlookstoasyet
unspecified benefits to communities, stakehold
ers and proponents some years down the line.
However,thisisanotablyweakformofcarrot.

The social licence approach has amajor flaw:
itispaidforbytheprojectproponent.Giventhat
mostprojectproponentsareseekingpermissionto
dosomethingelse–buildandoperateamine,con
structaroadorbuildhomesoroffices–archaeo
logicalheritageisviewedasasomethingtodoas
quickly and cheaply as possible. Without strong
oreffectiveregulation, it is left totheprojectpro
ponent todecidehowmuch, ifany,effortshould
be placed into the identification, evaluation, and
treatment of archaeological and cultural heritage 
resources.Given that theproponenthas avested
interestinnotfindingthingsthatwillstoporim
pede their project, it should come as no surprise
thattheirconclusionisoften“very little if anything at 
all”.Thisisanissuewiththe‘polluterpays’model
whichimpliesthatarchaeologyandculturalherit
age is a form of contamination that is impeding
progress.Localcommunitiescanbeexcludedfrom
theprocess,andhavelittlerecoursetocounterfind
ingsofstudiesfundedbytheproponentthatcon
cludethatsignificantarchaeologyorculturalherit
agedoesnotexistorisoflittlesignificance.Itisnot
surprising,then,thatwhenarchaeologicalheritage
emergesasanissueitisoftenhotlycontested.

Therefore, in the ‘social licence’ approach –
particularlywhereregulationisweakandthepri
vatesectorisabletoinfluencepoliticaldecisions
–archaeologyandculturalheritagepractitioners
maybeviewedbythepublicandothersasbeing
in the pockets of ‘developers’ or project propo
nents.Consequently,theirvalueasacademicand
professionalexpertsispotentiallyeroded.

National patrimony
Somecountriesorstatesviewtheirculturalherit
age as national patrimony and opt to have the
government take responsibility for all or almost
allaspectsofarchaeologicalandculturalheritage

management–France for example, andsomeof
theGermanstates,orBulgariawhereanetwork
oflocalmuseumsholdthemonopolyonbehalfof
thegovernment.SomeoftheGermanstateherit
ageagenciesmaybehaveas ifandpretendpub
licly that this is the case, but asKrischoK (2016)
hasrecentlyshown,astatemonopolyonarchaeo
logicalandculturalheritagemanagementpractice
(particularlyasregardsresearch)wouldbestrictly
unconstitutional underArt. 5 (3) of theGerman
“Grundgesetz”. In such legal andpolicy systems,
marketforcesareseenasathreattoarchaeological
and cultural heritage resources. In this view the
weakness of the ‘social licence’ approach is that
“preventive archaeology is the only economic activity 
where the client has no interest in buying the product” 
(DepAepe,2016,39).Therefore,thissystemsimply
provides “an incitement to excavate for the lowest 
possible costs” (Demoule,2010,14).Thisincitement
is eliminated (or at least reduced) in a national
patrimony system,whereheritage isunder total
governmentcontrol.Thegovernmentdetermines
theproperbalancebetweenarchaeologicalherit
agepreservationandeconomicdevelopment,and
definesthefinancialandhumanresourcesneeded
tomaintainthisbalance.Thisistrueofthesocial
licencemodelaswell,butthedifferenceinthena
tional patrimony system is that the government
provides and allocates those resources, dictates
thetermsonwhichtheyaredeployed,anditself
provides thenecessary archaeologyand cultural
heritage services. Crucially it also determines if
those archaeology and cultural heritage services
wereadequatelyperformed.Anationalpatrimony
systemthereforemakesarchaeologyandcultural
heritagemanagementagovernmentmonopoly.

Theoretically,archaeologyandculturalheritage
specialistsinthenationalpatrimonymodelshould
not be constrained by worries over job security
andsoareabletofocusonpurelyarchaeological
considerations,asopposedtoconsultantswhoare
constrainedbybudgetsandschedulesdefinedby
projectproponentswith little interest inarchaeo
logicalheritage.Inpracticehowever,professionals
instateheritageagenciesarejustasvulnerableas
theirprivatesectorcolleagues.Politicalconsidera
tionsdictate thebudgets forparticularministries
ororgansofstate;ashasbecomeparticularlyevi
dentinthetenyearsorsosincethefinancialcrisis
(Belford,forthcoming).Moreover,theimportance
of archaeology and cultural heritage at any par
ticularmomentwilldependonboth thepolitical
leanings of the elected government and the eco
nomicprioritiesitchoosestoset.Thisistrueatall
levelsofgovernment–national,regionalandlocal.
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Commonly, there is perceived to be little in
centiveforgovernmentworkerstomeetbudgets
orschedulesandtheremaybeagenuinelackof
accountability,orat leastaperceptionofanab
sence of transparency in budgeting, scheduling,
andinaccountabilitytostakeholdersoutsidethe
governmentagencies.Corruptionoccursinmany
developing countries and there may be suspi
cionsoraccusationseveninEurope(perhapsaris
ingfromthelackoftransparencyjustdescribed),
and cultural heritage projects are not immune.
Farfrombeingabletofreelypursuetheirnation’s
past,archaeologicalandculturalheritagespecial
istsmaybeunderpoliticalinfluencearisingfrom
the way governments finance agencies and set
theirbudgets,andwhilethisis(inEurope)rare
lysoovertaseithertowhitewashpastsinsorto
validateandextolthevirtuesofthoseinpower,
theendresultmaysometimelookthiswaytolo
calcommunitiesorstakeholderswhoarenotin
volvedinanydecisionmakingcapacity.Byvest
ingtheresponsibilityforarchaeologicalheritage
withthegovernment,archaeologicalandcultural
heritagemanagementbecomesatopdownactiv
ity,whichmayleadtothepromotionofanational
orauthorisednarrativeattheexpenseoflocaland
descendantcommunityheritagesanddiscourses.
It isnotuncommon fornationalpatrimonysys
temstostifleconsultationwithlocalanddescend
ant communities about heritage issues, which
maycontributetoperceptionsofbias,unduein
fluence,orevencorruption.

Therefore, in the ‘national patrimony’ ap
proach – particularly where the state heritage
agenciesarestrongandcloselyalliedtopolitical
orstatehegemonicstructures–archaeologyand
culturalheritagepractitionersmaybeviewedby
thepublicandothersasbeing in thepocketsof
politicians and state actors. Consequently, their
valueasacademicandprofessionalexpertsispo
tentiallythreatenedoreveneroded.

Criteria for archaeology and cultural heritage 
programmes

Regardlessofwhichendofthe‘sociallicence’ver
sus ‘nationalpatrimony’ spectrumanational or
regionalsystemmaybe inclinedtosit, it ispos
sible that the value of archaeology and cultural
heritage practitioners as professional experts is
beingeroded.Ingeneraltermsthesuccessofany
frameworkfordeliveringsuccessfularchaeology
and cultural heritage outcomes will depend on
meetingfourcriteria.

First, that archaeology and cultural heritage
is adequately resourced, both financially and
withsufficientnumbersofadequatelytrainedar
chaeologyandculturalheritagespecialists.Both
oftheseaspectsarecoveredbytheValettaCon
vention, but not all signatories have necessarily
ensuredthatthisisthecase.The“Discovering the 
Archaeologists of Europe” (DISCO) project docu
mentedwidevariationsinthenumbersofarchae
ologists relative to population size, and equally
(if notmore so)wide variations in the pay and
status that pertain to archaeologists (Aitchison,
2009;Aitchison, 2013). In places where the ‘so
cial licence’ system ispredominant, evenwhere
astrongregulatoryframeworkexists,resourcing
maybeinfluencedbothbypoliticalandeconomic
factors. In theNetherlands, for example, efforts
bythestatetomitigatethedeclineintheconstruc
tion industry after the economic crisis in 2008
wereaccompaniedbythedevolutionofarchaeo
logicaldecisionmakingfromtheprovincestolo
calcouncils.Asaresult,a “more selective approach 
to research designs”was adoptedwhich“resulted 
in less extensive, and therefore shorter and potentially 
cheaper, projects” (Dries et al.,2010,62).Equally,in
placeswhere the ‘nationalpatrimony’ approach
hasbeenadopted,politicalandeconomicconsi
derationsmayalsoresultininadequateresourc
ing.InRomania,forexample,thesystemforthe
protectionofculturalheritage“appears to be a logi-
cal and complete scheme”with aMinistry ofCul
ture,aCommissionand41RegionalDirectorates
forCulture,ReligiousAffairsandCulturalHerit
age;however,inreality“the ministry does not pro-
vide the proper legislation, the Commission does not 
have any control and the directorates do not have ade-
quate staff” (Măgureanu & Măgureanu,2016,262).

Second,thatlocalcommunitiesandstakehold
ersareempowered tobepartof thesystemand
are integrated into the various archaeology and
cultural heritagemanagement processes. This is
not enshrined in the Valetta Convention,where
localcommunitiesappearasrecipientsofeduca
tionalactionswithaviewtodevelopingapublic
awarenessofthevalueofarchaeologicalandcul
turalheritage forunderstanding thepast andof
thethreatstothisheritage.Valettadoescallforthe
promotionofpublicaccesstoimportantelements
ofarchaeologicalandculturalheritage,especially
sites,andencouragesthedisplaytothepublicof
suitable selections of archaeological objects (Ar
ticle9).It isakeyaspectoftheFaroConvention
(Article12especially),whichsetsoutthekeyrole
that various ‘communities’ should have inmat
ters relating to the investigation, conservation
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and interpretationofarchaeologicalandcultural
heritage.However,atallpointsonthespectrum,
‘publicarchaeology’(howeverthatmaybeunder
stood)isatriskofmanipulationbypoliticalactors,
bydevelopersandevenbystateagencies.Soeven
whendevelopersarereluctanttopayforarchaeo
logical research, they“love public outreach because 
it’s a very efficient way to interest the general public 
in something other than the development project itself” 
(DepAepe,2016,39).Politiciansmayseektousear
chaeologyand culturalheritageas amechanism
fordefiningidentity,orthroughwhichtodevelop
otherprogrammes to alleviate social and econo
micexclusion.Archaeologiststhemselvesmaybe
uneasywiththesemanipulations;somepreferto
be in control of ”transforming our daily work into a 
socially committed action” (AlmAnsA,2012,10).

Third, that therearestronggovernmentregu
lation and oversight of archaeology and cultural
heritagemanagementpractices.Thisshouldbethe
case both in terms of the bureaucratic processes
involved in identifying, evaluating, and treating
culturalheritageresources,andalsoinmonitoring
actualarchaeologicalandculturalheritageactions,
such as surveys, excavations, and consultations.
Developingcountriesrarelyhavestaffingovern
mentagencieswithappropriateskillsortermsof
referencetoundertakeorregulatesuchwork–and
sincethe2008financialrecessionmostgovernment
departments or agencies in European countries
havebeencutinnumbers,resultinginoverworked
andunderresourcedteams.Thisisexacerbatedby
processesthatmaybeoverlybureaucraticorsim
plyunworkable.TurningbacktoRomaniabyway
ofexample, theprocessbywhichdevelopersob
tainanarchaeologicalpermit“is long and is a fre-
quent cause of delays and financial problems”;moreo
ver, the archaeological “permit-gran ting procedure 
becomes redundant due to collision with other permits 
needed for the development” (simion,2016,273).There
isclearlyastrikingdisparitybetweenthisandthe
speedatwhichmuchprivatesectorworkproceeds.
In practice this means that “the costs of archaeol-
ogy are always underestimated” and so developers
will “tend to avoid or minimize archaeological works” 
(simion,2016,277).

Fourth, that there is independentverification
of the processes, services and outcomes by ex
pertswhoareadequatelyinsulatedfrompolitical
pressure and authorised tomake recommenda
tions.Atbothendsofthespectrum–andinmany
placesinthemiddle–thisisproblematicfortwo
reasons.Oneisthelackofcapabilityintheformof
appropriately skilled and trained archaeological
andculturalheritageofficersandassociatedpro

fessionalinfrastructures.Thismightbestructural,
oritmightresultfromtheongoingeffectsofthe
recessionongovernmentdepartmentandagency
staffalreadyoutlined.Aswellasthecasesfrom
RomaniaandBulgarianotedabove,afurtherex
ampleofthiscomesfromPoland,whichratified
theValettaConvention in1996.Theyearbefore
PolandhadestablishedanArchaeologicalHerit
ageProtectionCentre,whoserolewastocontrol
the quality of archaeological works undertaken
aspartoflargeinfrastructureprojects.However,
in 2007 the Archaeological Heritage Protection
Centrewas subsumedby theNationalHeritage
BoardofPoland,thuslosingitsautonomy.More
worryingly, the National Heritage Board “then 
decided to withdraw from the coordination and con-
trol of large-scale preventive works”,thusleaving“a 
vacuum with no independent quality control by any 
external professional body over the works carried out” 
(Marciniak & Pawleta,2010,8889).

Inadditiontostructuralandresourcingissues,
thereisalackofadequateprofessionalismamong
archaeological and cultural heritage practitioners.
Thispoint is–orshouldbe– themost important
considerationforanyonewhoconsidersthemselves
tobeanarchaeologistorculturalheritage‘expert’.
Giventheinevitablebiasesinpublicperceptionat
bothendsofthespectrum–namelythatarchaeo
logicalandculturalheritageexpertsareinsomeway
‘inthepockets’ofpoliticians,bureaucrats,develop
ers,bankers,andothers–howthencanarchaeolo
gistsandculturalheritagepractitionersensurethat
their impartiality, expertise and understanding is
widelyrecognisedandappreciated?Inotherwords,
howisitpossibletopreventtheerosionofthestatus
ofarchaeologyandculturalheritagepractitionersas
academicandprofessionalexperts?

Moredirectlyhowever,itisintermsoftherole
andresponsibilitiesofarchaeologistsandcultural
heritageexpertsthatthegreatestdangermaylie.
Forexample,isanarchaeologist’sfirstprioritythe
culturalheritageresourcetheyareinvestigating,
protectingormanaging?Orshoulditbetomeet
theneedsofwhomeverispayingfortheirwork?
Orisanarchaeologist’sprioritycompliancewith
thearchaeologyandculturalheritagelawsofthe
countryorregionwheretheyareworking,even
iftheselawsareclearlyinadequatetoprotectand
preserveheritage resources? It is in aperceived
lackofclarityandtransparencythatanarchaeo
logist’srole,andthereforetheirauthoritytoact,
ismostdirectlyputunderpressure.Howshould
archaeologistsrespondtothis?

Oneanswermaybefoundinthedevelopment
ofan independent,butauthoritative, systemfor

Fokus: Ein Berufsverband für die Archäologie?

Adding value: an independent system of accreditation for archaeology and cultural heritage



60

the accreditation of archaeological and cultural 
heritageprofessionals.

Professionalising archaeology and cultural 
heritage disciplines

Theabsenceofaprofessionalvoicerepresenting
local, regional, and national publics in terms of
archaeologicalandculturalheritagematters can
beproblematic.Thisisaparticularriskateither
end of the spectrumoutlined above.Where the
private sector is strong and regulation isweak,
theremaybeperceptionsofbiasinfavourofde
velopersat theexpenseofhighqualityarchaeo
logicalresearch.Similarly,whenthestateagency
ispowerfultheremaybeperceptionsthatpoliti
cal and social considerations interfere with the
objectivityofarchaeological endeavour.Even in
themiddle of the spectrum,where professional
archaeologicalheritageadvisorstodevelopment
agencies are present and behave in accordance
withprofessionalcodesofconduct,therecanbe
perceptionsofbias. Inorder toensure the inde
pendent authority of archaeology and cultural
heritagepractitionersitisnecessarytorecognise
theprofessionalnatureofsuchwork.

What is a professional archaeologist?
How, then, is a professional defined? Is a pro
fessional a person with a university degree in
their chosen specialism? Is aprofessional some
onewho ispaid for thework that theydo?The
shortanswertobothofthesequestionsis‘no’.It
isworthexpandingonthecrucial–butoftenmis
understood–pointthatauniversitydegreedoes
notmakesomeoneaprofessional,andnordoes
employment doing something like archaeology
–evenwhen thatemployment iswithauniver
sityoragovernmentalagency.Acommonview
of the term ‘professional archaeologists’ is one
of surprise,“as if academic archaeologists were not 
‘professionals’” (Demoule, 2016, 1112).Academic
archaeologistsmayalsobeprofessionals,butthey
arenotprofessionalssimplybecausetheyareem
ployedbyauniversity,haveeducationalqualifi
cationsinarchaeologyandundertakearchaeolog
icalprojects.Themostbasicquestionthatcanbe
askedis:towhomaretheyaccountablefortheir
actions?Theiremployersandfundersarenotspe
cificallyconcernedwiththestandardsandethics
ofarchaeology;theyareonlyinterestedinteach
ing and research outcomes. Peer review of aca
demicpapersisoneofveryfewmechanismsby
whichthequalityoftheirworkcanbejudged(i.e.

theare someevaluation strategies for teaching),
butthereisnopeerreviewofthedatacollection
stages,norofthewaysinwhichstudentsorother
projectparticipantsweretreated,noranyguaran
tee that thedatagatheredby theprojectwillbe
madeavailabletootherresearchers.

Similar considerations exist around archaeo
logistsinstateheritageagencies.Again,theyare
accountabletotheiremployers–thatistosaythe
state, which, in the context of European demo
craciesmeans (at least in principle) the people.
However, as already discussed, national or re
gional heritage agencies are not directly demo
cratically accountable to the people; rather they
areaccountabletothegovernment,andtherefore
to politicians and their political agendas. Also,
theirabilitytorequire,undertakeandmonitorar
chaeologicalworkwillvarydependingonwhere
thestateheritageagencymightsitinthebroader
administrativestructure.InthecaseoftheCzech
Republic,forexample,thetwoindependentstate
InstitutesofArchaeologyatPragueandBrno,are
responsible in lawboth for issuing licences and
undertaking fieldwork. This is a situation with
thepotential tocreateconflictsof interest;but it
isalsothecasethatbothInstituteshavedifferent
systems for recording archaeological fieldwork
and its results (Mařík, 2016). Put bluntly,many
academics and government agency employees
arenotprofessionalseventhoughtheythinkthey
are(andshouldbe!).

In many countries an archaeological degree
isconsideredthebasisofaperson’sabilitytobe
a ‘professional’archaeologist.This is trueat the
‘nationalpatrimony’endofthespectrum,asfor
exampleinAustria,theCzechRepublicandSlo
vakia,which require aMaster’s degree in addi
tion to passing examinations at theMinistry of
Culture(Horňák & MicHalík,2016;Mařík,2016).
Thesameistruetowardsthe‘sociallicence’end
of the system. InSpain,whichhas amixtureof
privateandstatesectoractors,a‘professionalar
chaeologist’refersto“graduates in history who spe-
cialised in prehistory and archaeology … to count as 
an archaeologist it is necessary to have completed these 
studies” (Parga-Dans,2010,47).Howeverjustbe
causeanarchaeologisthasaqualification,itdoes
notdemonstrateaparticularabilitytoundertake
archaeologicalprojects.APhD inNeolithicpot
tery,forexample,hasinnowaypreparedaper
sontomanageacomplexcommercialexcavation
inadenselypopulatedurbancentre;nordoesit
necessarilyenableaninspectorinastateheritage
agency to make an informed judgement about
thequalityofaparticulararchaeologicalproject.
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Professionalismthenprimarilydependsnotupon
education,andevenlessuponemployment.

Insteadaprofessionalischaracterisedby:

 — Impartiality.Anarchaeologist’sfirstpriorityisto
the publicwith regard to the heritage resource
theyareinvestigatingormanagingandiscapable
todistinguishbetweenhisownagendaandinter
estsandthoseofthearchaeologyandanythird
partieslikelytobeaffectedbyhisactionsandto
sufficientlydistancehimselffromhisownagenda
andintereststofairlyconsidertheinterestsofthe
archaeologyandanythirdpartiesaffected.
 — Competency. Objective accreditation or recog
nition of a practitioner’s competence by one’s
peers:competencybeingcapableofdoingwhat
wedoaccordingtoacceptedprofessionalprac
ticesanddefinedbywideconsultationamong
the body of practitioners, and thereafter re
viewedandrevisedinthesameway.Adherence
toacodeofethicsandtostandardsofethicalbe
haviour.Beingethicallycompetentinconsider
ing the likelyconsequencesof theiractionson
thearchaeology,andanythirdpartiesthatmay
beaffectedbythemwithinaframeworkof‘ethi
cal’valuesandprinciples,whichareuniversal
in their application to a practitioner’s actions.
Continuing Professional Development (CPD).
A commitment to ongoing professional deve
lopmentbycontinuingtrainingandeducation.
 — Accountability.Awillingnesstobeheldaccount
ableforone’sactionsbyone’speers:beingwill
ingtobejudgedbyone’speerswhenallegations
aremadethatapractitionerhasbehavedcon
trary to theCodesandStandards, andvolun
tarily subjects themselves to the judgementof
theirpeers(i.e. joinsaprofessionalassociation
andacceptsitsrulesandregulationsasbinding
where his professional and possibly even his
privateconductisconcerned).

Professional associations
A profession is an occupation in which skilled
practitionersundertaketheirdutiesimpartially,ac
cordingtoacodeofethics,andaresubject tothe
oversightoftheirfellowpractitionersbybeingac
creditedbyanorganisationthatisindependentof
bothgovernmentandprivatepractice.Character
isticsofprofessionalorganisations includeacode
ofprofessionalconduct,entryconditionsformem
bership, including subscription to the codeanda
requirementtodemonstratecompetence,requiring
continuing education toqualifiedmembers (pub
lications, conferences, courses and selfdirected

professional development), promoting the devel
opmentofthedisciplineandrepresentingthepro
fession,andequalconcern forpractitioners,prac
tice,andclients.Individualsmayactprofessionally,
buttheymaynotreallybedescribedasprofession
alsunlessthereexists,andtheybelongto,aprofes
sionalorganisation.Thesedefinitions,withminor
variations,arerecognisedbymostgovernments.

It isusefultoelaborateuponprofessionalasso
ciations, as these have an essential role to play in
professionalisingarchaeologyandculturalheritage
disciplines. Archaeology and cultural heritage are
not trivial, and the need for professionals, profes
sional organisations, and for transparently profes
sionalactionunderliesmuchthatwedebateinthe
heritage disciplines. Therefore, because authori
tativeprofessionalvoicesevenindevelopedcoun
triesmaybeovershadowedbyaccusationsofbias,
reviewmechanismsmustbeshiftedoutsideofgov
ernmenttofindasolution.Thiseasesconcernsthat
mightbeexpressedaboutthetechnicalqualityand
impartialityofinvestigationscarriedoutonbehalfof
projectproponents,thatarerequiredandmonitored
bystateagencieswhichmayalsohaveconflictsof
interest,byprovidingthenecessarypeerreviewof
bothtechnicalcompetenceandethicalperformance.

Atpresent,fewofthecriteriadefiningprofes
sionalassociationsarepresentintheinternational
archaeologicalandculturalheritagearena.Thisis
nottosaythatprofessionalassociationsdon’tex
ist;what ismissing isamoreexplicit and trans
parent extension of existing organizations into
internationalapplicability.Codesofethicsareby
definition universal, governing a professional’s
workwherever thatwork takes place. Thus, for
example,theEuropeanAssociationofArchaeolo
gist(EAA)hasa“Code of Practice” (eAA,1997)that
takesasitsstartingpointtheValettaConvention,
andstatesthat“archaeological heritage … is the herit-
age of all humankind. Archaeology is the study and in-
terpretation of that heritage for the benefit of society as 
a whole”.OthernationalsocietiesinEuropehave
similar“codes of conduct”whicharesignedbytheir
membersbutwithoutanyeffectiveevaluationof
their implementation intopractice. Italsomakes
referencetoICOMOSandUNESCOchartersand
conventions; the implication is that the Code is
universal,butthis isnotmadeexplicit.Similarly
theChartered Institute forArchaeologists (CIfA)
“Code of Conduct”,althoughoriginatingintheUK,
talksabouthow“archaeology is part of society’s com-
mon heritage”andCIfAmembersareexpectedto
adheretotheCodewherevertheyareworking.

Ithasbeensuggestedthatacodeofethics isa
“noble notion that may be relevant or applicable in some 
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(possibly Protestant) countries of Western Europe” 
buthas limitedwiderapplicability; thisargument
isbasedonaviewthat there isnot“a shared com-
mitment to strong scientific control” among archaeo
logists (Demoule, 2010,15). In fact, there is sucha
sharedcommitment;moreover,thekeypointisthat
whilesuchethicalcodescan,andshould,haveuni
versalapplicability,thedetail–whichsetsoutthe
professional’scommitmentsto“strong scientific con-
trol”–isinthestandardsthatsitbelowthem.These
elaborateonhowcodesmaybebestputintoaction,
andmayalsobenearlyasuniversal;however,guid
ance about the detailed implementation of stand
ardsarelikelytobecountryspecificastheymustbe
morecloselytiedtolegalstructures,planningand
controlsystemsandsocialcustom.Thus,theethical
conductand technicalworkofaprofessionalasa
memberofaprofessionalassociationshouldbere
liedupon,orquasilegalredresssought,nomatter
wheretheirworkwasundertaken.

Somereadersmayperceiveanapparentcontra
dictioninwhathasbeenwrittenabove.Itisempha
sisedthatCodesareuniversal,andindeed‘Stand
ards’(suchasthosedefinedbyCIfA)mayalsobe
internationallyacceptedandadheredto,butthede
tailed‘guidance’onhowanyspecific‘standard’is
tobeachievedmaybespecifictovariouscountries.
Professionals within a country may use interna
tionalstandardsasafoundationforwhatisdefined,
used and done through a professional organisa
tionspecifictothatcountry.Givenpoliticaltrends
aroundtheworld,acceptanceofinternationalcodes
and standardsmay have awkward local political
ramifications,butcan(andare)achievedbyguid
ancenotesmodifiedtofitlocalcircumstances.

It is importanttodistinguishbetweenan‘ar
chaeologicalassociation’anda‘professionalasso
ciation’.Theprincipaldistinctionisintheaccredi
tationofmembers,aformofpeerreview,which
is a featureof the latterbutnot the former. For
example, the EAA is an ‘archaeological associa
tion’:membershipisopentoanyonewhofillsin
aformandpaysthefee.Althoughmemberssign
uptothe“Code of Practice”thereisnomechanism
toensurethatEAAmembersadheretothiscode.
IndeedoneoftheEAAobjectivesistoachievea
broad membership, extending beyond profes
sionals, and so entry requirements are necessa
rilywidelydefined. In theory amember canbe
expelled forbreachof this code, but there isno
structureinplacetomonitorsuchbreaches.

Amore closed route to entry is provided by
theRegisterofProfessionalArchaeologists(RPA),
whichisbasedintheUnitedStatesofAmerica.The
RPA,whichisaboutthesamesizeastheChartered

InstituteforArchaeologists(CIfA)currentlyjudges
professionalismonthepossessionofaMAdegree.
Howeveritdoesnotundertakeadetailedreview
ofanapplicant’sportfolioofexpertisebyacom
mitteeofpeers.TheRPAdoesnotaccreditorgani
sations(CIfAaccreditsindividualsand‘registers’
commercialandcharitableorganisations);neither
doesitpromotedetailedStandardsandGuidance.

Incontrast,CIfAisa‘professionalassociation’:
membershipissubjecttoaprocessof“validation”,
inwhichamember’srecordofarchaeologicalen
deavourisscrutinisedbyapanelwhichalsocon
siders examples of published and unpublished
work.Continuedmembership requiresanongo
ingcommitmenttocontinuedtrainingandprofes
sionaldevelopment,whichisrecorded.Abreach
of the “Code of Conduct”,orofthenumeroustech
nical “Standards and Guidance”whichsupportthe
Code, issubject toaseriesofdisciplinaryproce
dureswhichmayimposesanctionsonthemem
ber (up to and including expulsion from CIfA).
Validation,accreditationanddisciplinarymatters
areundertakenbyaseriesofstandingcommittees.
These are populated by volunteers drawn from
themembership,andsitoutsidetheexecutiveand
governance structures, so they provide a strong
andindependentmechanismforpeerreview.

CIfAhasitsoriginsintheearly1980s,atatime
when rescue archaeologywas beginning to de
veloponamorecommercialfooting.Itbeganas
the “Institute of Field Archaeologists”(IFA),aname
whichreflectedthatearlyfocusonarchaeologists
undertakingfieldworkandinvestigation.In2008
itchangeditsnametothe“Institute for Archaeolo-
gists”toreflectthemuchbroaderrangeofspecial
istsubdisciplinesthatwerebecomingmembers–
suchasbuildingsarchaeologists,illustratorsand
surveyors,laboratorybasedscientistsandindeed
academicsandbureaucrats.

In 2014 IFA became CIfA by becoming a
“Chartered Institute”:thatistosayitisconstituted
underaRoyalCharterwhichmeansthattheUK
state(andnotjustthegovernmentoftheday)rec
ognisesthattheInstituterequiresitsmembersto
complywith technical and ethical codes and to
work impartially in the interest of “the public”.
ThisplacesCIfA–andbyextension theprofes
sion – on the same basis as other professions,
suchasarchitecture (represented internationally
bytheRoyalInstituteofBritishArchitects,RIBA).
AlthoughbasedintheUK,CIfAexplicitlystates
thatitisnotaUKinstituteandtellsitsmembers
thattheymustcomplywithitscodeofethicsand
professional standards wherever they practice.
Membershipcurrentlystandsataround3,000,in
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cludingcolleagues fromtheNetherlands,Spain,
GermanyandtheUnitedStates.

There is a way to reduce and maybe even
eliminate the conflict in roles and responsibili
ties mentioned above. The standards and code
of a professional organisation, like CIfA,which
havebeenwidelyconsulteduponbyalargepeer
group,serveasamechanismforanarchaeologist
tobeatrue, independentprofessional.Theonly
otheroptionwouldforanarchaeologisttocome
upwithhisorherownstandardsofconductand
havingtodecidehowtodealwiththeconflicting
priorities noted above.An archaeologistwho is
accreditedbyaprofessionalorganisationcanrely
on,andusetheindependentstandardsandcode
ofconductof, thatorganisation.Moreover, ifan
archaeologist is questioned or challenged about
hisorheractionsbyadeveloperoragovernment
officialorthepublic,sheorhereferstothestand
ardsandcodethatsheorhemustabidebyasa
memberofthatprofessionalorganisation.

The ‘package’ that is professionalism allows
other concerns within archaeology to be ad
dressed,albeitsometimeslessdirectlythanmany
archaeologistsmightwish, but effectivelynone
theless. The first is the ongoing substandard
workingconditions thataffectasubstantialpart
of the archaeology sector, including shortterm
anduncertaincontracts,lowsalaries,pooraccess
to pensions and insurance, etc. All these issues
areaddresses(butperhapsnotyetsolved)bythe
increasingprofessionalismofarchaeologistsand
archaeological companies and organisations. A
secondissueisaperceivedneedtodiversityand
widen the professional horizons of archaeology
(asasector)andofarchaeologists.Thiscouldbe
promoted through increasing professionalism
todevelopnewbusinessmodelsandnewareas
ofbusiness activity,with thekeybeing that the
arguments here apply across a“historic environ-
ment” sector andbusiness spectrumand should
notbenarrowlydefinedaspointingat“field ar-
chaeology” (note the breadth of the definition of
archaeologyadoptedbyCIfA).Athirdissuethat
shouldbebrieflymentionedistheroleofvolun
teers.Usually,anyprotectionofprofessionalism
either disregards volunteerwork from archaeo
logyorisperceivedtodoso.However,all indi
cations are that the role for volunteers tomake
archaeologypublicagainisofcrucialimportance.
CIfA,unlikemanyprofessionalassociations,con
tinues to place great emphasis upon the role of
volunteers and explicitly welcomes individuals
notemployedasarchaeologistsasmembersofthe
Instituteatallmembershipgrades.

Conclusion

Thebenefitsofinternationallyacceptedprofession
alcodesandstandards,andhenceofan interna
tionalprofessionalassociation,enableallarchaeo
logists–wherevertheymightsitonthespectrum
of archaeological and cultural heritage practice
– to submit themselves to rigorous independent
peer review.The application of such an external
audittotheindividualsandorganisations(usually
commercialandcharitable)involveddemonstrates
impartialityandacommitmenttoqualitytoava
rietyofnonarchaeologicalpartners,stakeholders
andfunders,andsoenhancestheprocessesofim
pact assessment and conservation management.
Professionalismbecomesameansofensuringan
ethicalapproach to technically competent cultur
al heritagemanagementwork— anywhere.We
as archaeological and heritage professionals, our
project proponent clients, and the wider public,
mayallreasonablyexpectdevelopmentprojectsto
bringnotonlysustainableeconomicdevelopment
butgreaterknowledge,understandingandappre
ciationofourarchaeologicalheritage.
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