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INTRODUCTION

Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 INTRODUCTION

As a result of both the nature and history of international archaeological efforts, western academic
archaeologists and institutions play a substantial role in the research, management and development of
archaeological heritage around the world. Over the last few decades, this ‘archaeology abroad’! has
increasingly had to abandon its ‘ivory tower’ position in order to investigate, negotiate and develop its
position and role in global society. This has lead to considerable changes and demands to the undertaking
of academic research projects abroad. The way in which the conduct and discourse of research archaeology
abroad relates to the values and interests of others in society, and the processes by which archaeologists
negotiate and construct their role and responsibility within archaeological, heritage and broader social
contexts, are the main issues under investigation in this study. Specific attention will be given to the
relationship between ‘collaborative’ policies and approaches with actual field practice.

This study is contextualized within the ‘Archaeology in Contemporary Europe’ project.? It brings forward
an ethnographic and discursive analysis of two Dutch archaeological research projects abroad undertaken
by the Faculty of Archaeology of Leiden University — notably the Deir Alla Joint Archaeological Project in
the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan and the Santa Barbara Project in Curagao. By focusing on the ways and
extents to which these research projects are influenced by different policy and funding programs for
distinct social contexts abroad, and by investigating the operational systems, social relationships and
dominating values and discourses that determine project practices, this study explores how archaeological
research projects abroad work in their social context. As an ethnography, my interest is therefore not so
much in archaeological research outcomes, but rather in project processes.

As part of the ethnography, I will also reflect upon the role and responsibility of archacologists in relation
to the values and demands of others when working abroad. Taken together, I therefore hope that this
research can contribute to critical debates in archaeology that call for a self-reflexive collaborative
archaeology that actively and ethically engages with community concerns — in the sense of facilitating and
engaging their wishes and values in processes of archaeological research, heritage management and
collaboration.

1 With ‘archaeology abroad’, I refer in this study to archaeological research and heritage management projects undertaken by
European practitioners and institutions that take place in areas that lie outside the geographic metropolitan borders of
European nation states, and outside the direct sphere of enforcement of their national cultural and archaeological policies. For a
detailed discussion on this terminology, please refer to section 3.2.1.

2 Archaeology in Contemporary Europe’ (ACE) is an international research project funded by the Culture 2007 Program of the
European Commission, in which the Faculty of Archaeology of Leiden University is participating. The author was responsible in
this project for the research theme ‘European Archaeology Abroad’, which has lead to an edited volume (Van der Linde et al.
forthcoming) that entails a comparative analysis of the historical and contemporary frameworks of European collaborative
practices in foreign contexts. This study is contextualised in this research framework, particularly in relation to the article
‘Dutch Archaeology Abroad’ (Slappendel et al. forthcoming), which outlines the historical overview of Dutch practices abroad.
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AN ETHNOGRAPHY OF DUTCH ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH PROJECTS ABROAD

1.2 THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF ARCHAEOLOGY

Investigations into the social context of archaeology have changed our discipline considerably — both as a
topic of research, as well as through its influence on the conduct and discourse of the discipline. Although
self-reflexive accounts of archaeology already appeared around the mid 20th century (Trigger 2008, 188),
it was especially during the 1980°s that investigations into the social context of archaeology took flight (see
for example Leone ef al. 1987; Shanks & Tilley 1988; Trigger 1984a; Ucko 1983). Since then, attempts to
incorporate the social context more explicitly into the theory and conduct of archacology — most notably by
taking into account the values and interests of other groups in society — have been met with differing
degrees of acceptance and rejection (Geurds 2007, 45).

The ways in which archaeology has dealt with, or was influenced by its social context has sub-
sequently seen many forms. In line with the research undertaken by Kathryn Lafrenz Samuels (2008) on
the central role of the concept of heritage value within archaeology, heritage management and society, |
distinguish the following three interrelated themes within investigations of the social context of
archaeology; a) multivocality and community collaboration, b) archaeological heritage management, and c)
politics and power in archaeological decision-making.

The first process through which the social context of archaeology came into play, was within discussions
on the interpretation of archaeological materials, most notably by means of the concept of ‘multivocality’.
This concept, which appeared from the 1980°s onwards in post-processual and interpretive archaeology
(see section 2.2), generally refers to the idea that people with different social backgrounds and interests
will construct, or interpret, the meaning of the past differently (Hodder 2005). Questioning the idea that
narratives about the past could be tested against objective data, and coupled with a concern for power
inequalities and social injustice, this contributed to calls within the archaeological discipline in
predominantly ‘Anglo-American’ contexts to better accommodate alternative, subaltern and multivocal
perspectives into archaeological interpretations (Fawcett et al. 2008; Habu et al. 2008). Since then,
archaeologists across the world have increasingly tried to take the values and interests of descendant
peoples, local communities and other members of the general public towards the interpretation and
investigation of the past into account, leading to concepts and methodologies such as ‘public archaeology’,
‘community archaeology’, ‘indigenous archaeology’, and, more recently, ‘collaborative archa-
eology’ (Hollowell & Nicholas 2009, 142).

Another process through which archaeologists have been confronted to deal with the values and interests of
others in society, is that in the field of heritage management. Presently, it is probably safe to assume that
the conduct and discourse of archaeology in western contexts has become increasingly governed and
regulated by policies and theories of archaeological heritage management (Smith 2001; 2004). The
implementation of the Malta Convention (Council of Europe 1992) in Europe, a result of the perceived
need to mitigate the impacts of development on archeological sites and materials, for instance meant that
the undertaking of research-driven excavation projects by academic institutions became less apparent (Van
der Linde et al. forthcoming). Not only did the emphasis on in-situ preservation in these policies mean that
excavation projects guided purely by research questions at unthreatened sites became problematic, but the
call for the inclusion of a developer-funded archaeology in the planning process also meant that
governmental and research institutions in many western countries have had to abandon their monopoly on
archaeological fieldwork. Presently, contract archaeologists in Western Europe are vastly outnumbering
academic archaeologists, and many academic institutions have had to adapt to the demands of
commercialisation, professionalisation, accountability and quality assurance.

12



INTRODUCTION

Now that these ‘western’ theories and practices of archaeological heritage management are slowly being
transferred to the global scale through scholarly debates, overseas policies, and international heritage
agencies (Lafrenz Samuels 2008; and see for example Naffé er al. 2009), research traditions of European
academic institutions are also becoming confronted with the concerns and practicalities of these heritage
management policies when working abroad. The same can be said in relation to international commercial
and extractive industries, which have increasingly started to incorporate heritage management guidelines in
their own development activities — the ‘resource guide for integrating cultural heritage in communities
work’ by the mining corporation Rio Tinto constituting a recent example (Rio Tinto 2011).

The social context of archaeology in the field of heritage management is however not solely
limited to managing the processes by which the archaeological record is investigated and preserved. The
past few decades, organisations such as UNESCO, the Getty Conservation Institute and ICOMOS have
increasingly brought forward the idea that the archaeological process is just one element in an integrated
and holistic approach to managing heritage sites and cultural landscapes in society, and that archaeological
interventions should be intrinsically linked to other heritage management issues such as conservation,
cultural tourism, education, urban planning and community development (Williams & Van der Linde
2006). Underlying most of these approaches and policies is the idea that not only the past, but also the
definition and valorisation of cultural heritage is socially constructed (Smith 2006; Ashworth & Tunbridge
1996; Duineveld 2006; Van Assche 2004),% which has contributed to calls to take the values and interests of
other stakeholders into account as well — an idea perhaps most clearly brought forward by the Australian
ICOMOS ‘Burra Charter’ (1999). In this sense, it should be noted that archaeological research practice and
heritage management are part of the same process in terms of identifying and producing heritage values
(Lafrenz Samuels 2008).* In other words, archaeology is inherently linked to heritage-making and heritage
discourses, which means that archaeological practitioners can no longer hide behind a notion of a value-
free, neutral science.

Coupled with the emphasis within critical archaeology on the motivations and power of
archaeological researchers in the interpretive process, this idea of archaeological interpretations as social
constructions in contemporary discourses has strengthened the awareness that claims and narratives of the
past are intrinsically linked to political and ideological influences.’ The third theme in archaeology along
which social context can be approached, is therefore about investigations into the power and politics of the
past. These include for instance those into the ideological, historical and political entanglements of
archaeology with nationalism, colonialism, globalism or capitalism (see for example Diaz-Andreu &
Champion 1996; Garcia Diaz-Andreu 2007; Hamilakis & Duke 2007; Meskell 1998; Kohl 1998; Kohl &
Fawcett 1995; Silberman & Small 1997; Trigger 2006), as well as into the hegemony of western values in
archaeology and heritage management (see for example Byrne 1991; Cleere 1989a; 1989b; Smith 2006;
Ucko 1995; and see Fienieg et al. 2008, 32-36).° More recently, this has also included a focus on existing
(unequal) power relationships in archaeological decision-making. The newly emerging field of
‘postcolonial archaeology’ has thereby actively called for ‘decolonizing’ the discourse and conduct of
archaeology by challenging essentialism and colonial discourses in archaeology (for a recent overview, see
Liebmann & Rizvi 2008), and by trying to break down existing power structures in the management and
investigation of the past through applying community-based, participatory approaches (Greer et al. 2002;

3 See sections 2.4 and 2.5.
4 See section 2.3.
5 After Geurds (2007, 45).

6 These pages refer specifically to the contribution by the author in this book section.
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AN ETHNOGRAPHY OF DUTCH ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH PROJECTS ABROAD

Hollowell & Nicholas 2009; Moser et al. 2002; Marshall 2002), as well as through legislation such as
‘NAGPRA’, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (Liebmann 2008b).”

All of the three above mentioned themes are of course strongly interrelated, and all have played an
important role in developing new archaeological policies, theories and methodologies that aim to better
accommodate the needs and wishes of other demands in society. As I will discuss below, there remains
however a widespread discussion and disagreement over what exactly ‘community-based’ (Moser et al.
2002; Marshall 2002; Geurds 2007), ‘collaborative’ (LaSalle 2010; Geurds 2011), ‘ethical’ (Meskell & Pels
2005a; Scarre & Scarre 2007; Tarlow 2001; Zimmerman et al. 2003), or ‘postcolonial’ archaeology (Pagan
Jiménez & Rodriguez Ramos 2008; Liebmann & Rizvi 2008) entails, and how it relates to actual practice.
Nevertheless, it can be summarised for now that the three themes have illustrated at least that the social
context of our practices matter. The way in which we deal with other peoples views, values and interests in
the interpretation and investigation of archaeological pasts and materials, the way in which we integrate
our archaeological narratives and practices with other demands in the heritage field and with processes of
heritage-making, and the way in which we deal with power differences in both these processes; all remain
as challenging issues when undertaking archaeological projects in society.

1.3 DIGGING HOLES ABROAD

Although most of the above-mentioned critiques and issues have been addressed and developed mostly
within western contexts (and arguably primarily within the ‘Anglo-American’ contexts of Australia, the
UK and the USA), they also form the framework along which the ethics and socio-political and cultural
contexts of European archaeological practice in non-western contexts are currently investigated and
understood. Indeed, challenges deriving from the social context of archaeology arguably become even
more paramount and pressing when western academics are ‘digging holes abroad’. Differences in
legislative frameworks, historical power relationships, education, language, religion, political
infrastructure, living standards and/or cultural identity, especially when coupled with the issue of “who gets
to interpret whose history” (Geurds 2007, 45) are some of the contributing factors to this. Another
complicating issue that many archaeologists are faced with in such contexts, is when less-developed
economies do not have sufficient legislative, financial and professional means to deal with the threats of
looting, illicit trade and the increasing globalisation of development and tourism pressures on
archaeological resources (Lilley 2011, 1; Breen & Rhodes 2010).8 When western academics are confronted
with the legacy of former colonialist institutional frameworks, with newly developing archaeological
infrastructures, and/or with communities in extreme poverty it is therefore also not uncommon for
archaeological projects to become entangled with overseas cultural policies and aid programmes that see
cultural heritage primarily as a path towards progress, applying concepts such as ‘sustainable
development’, ‘poverty reduction’ and ‘capacity building’ (Cernea 2001; Williams & Van der Linde 2006;
see Van der Linde & Van den Dries forthcoming and Fienieg et al. 2008 for examples of such European
international cultural policies). Simultaneously, archaeology in such circumstances is increasingly
confronted with the spread of heritage management concerns in the context of activities by international
development industries and policies of international organisations such as the World Bank (Lilley 2008;
2011; Lafrenz Samuels 2010), which brings with it both dangers and opportunities with regards to ethical

7 See U.S. National Parks Service, National NAGPRA. Available at: www.cr.nps.gov/nagpra [Accessed July 02, 2012].

8 Such contexts - often, but not exclusively situated in postcolonial nations - have brought forward archaeological frameworks
that have by some been described as ‘Third World Archaeologies’ (Chakrabarti 2001, 1191-1193).
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conduct in relation to community involvement, economic development and capacity building (Van der
Linde 2011).

Taken together, the total of demands, interests, needs and responsibilities that the social context asks of
individual archaeologists working abroad is — admittedly — enormous. The need to balance ethical, moral
and responsible behaviour towards other groups in society, towards the archaeological record and towards
science,® whilst simultaneously trying to make a living in a context of decreasing financial opportunities
for purely academic archaeological research,!? can therefore be a challenge, to say the least.

1.4 CURRENT PERSPECTIVES AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP WITH DUTCH PRACTICES

I have already mentioned several policies, methodologies and critiques that have been brought forward in
order to guide the practice of archaeologists in society. Below, I will discuss the relationship of these
policies, methodologies and critiques with actual practice, in particular in relation to my personal
experience as an archaeological and heritage practitioner in the context of Dutch archaeology abroad. In
order to do so, I will continue this introduction by dividing the current critiques, policies and theories not
only along the lines of the three above-mentioned themes, but also on the basis of their (often implicit)
perspective on the relationship between social context and actual archaeological practice.

Critiques in the theme of ‘multivocality and community collaboration’ have traditionally focused on
‘improving’ the theoretical and epistemological frameworks of archaeology in order to better accommodate
for alternative, subaltern and local views in the interpretation and investigation of archaeological pasts and
materials. Together, these have brought forward a range of new archaeological paradigms and
methodologies, such as ‘postcolonial archaeology’, ‘indigenous archaeology’, ‘community archaeology’,
and more recently, ‘collaborative archaeology’. Critiques in the theme of ‘archaeological heritage
management’ traditionally focused on improving and designing new policy guidelines, models and
‘ethical’ guidelines. These have led to a huge array of professional and ethical codes of conduct on how to
interact for example with developers and/or descendant communities (such as those by the World
Archaeological Congress (1990) and the Society for American Archaeologists (1996)), cultural policies
(such as NAGPRA 1990), and charters and conventions (such as the 1999 Australian ICOMOS ‘Burra
Charter’ and the 1990 ICAHM Charter for the Protection and Management of the Archaeological
Heritage). Building loosely upon distinctions made between opposing views on the relationship between
policy and practice in development sociology (cf Mosse 2005, 2-6; Van Gastel & Nuijten 2005, 85-87),!1
label both these types of critiques as instrumental perspectives.

Critiques in the theme of ‘power and politics in archaeology’ are concerned mostly with differences in
decision-making power, political uses of archaeological knowledge and interpretations, and with the
hegemony of western values and perspectives in archaeological heritage practices. Such critiques often
work from the idea that archaeology is ‘western’, ‘imperialist’, ‘nationalist’ or ‘colonial’ by nature,
bringing forward works and critiques that expose the socio-political impact of archaeological research on
local and descendent minority groups. Fundamental critical accounts in these include studies into the

9 As will be discussed in chapter 4, some archaeologists even feel this responsibility towards the people of the past, by trying to
reconstruct the lives of past people as correctly as possible.

10 Decreasing financial opportunities for purely research-led archaeology abroad can be distilled for instance in relation to
European archaeology abroad (see Van der Linde et al. forthcoming), and also in the Netherlands (KNAW 2007).

11 See section 2.5.
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hegemony of western values in heritage management (such as for example Byrne 1991; Cleere 1989a;
1989b, Hamilakis & Duke 2007; Trigger 1984b; Ucko 1995) as well as into ‘authorised’ heritage
discourses that favour professional, governmental, objective and expert approaches to the past over
subaltern and alternative heritage discourses and historical narratives (Smith 2006; Smith & Waterton
2009; Waterton et al. 2006).'2 These I refer to as the critical perspectives.

Many of these theories, policies and critiques that the above-discussed instrumental and critical
perspectives brought forward, I learned about during my MA Managing Archaeological Sites at University
College London (2004). When I returned several years later to the Netherlands, they also gave rise to my
original ambition to undertake a PhD research on the ethics of Dutch archaeological practice in foreign
social contexts. As a country without a specific national government institution that regulates and
prescribes overseas archaeology directly, without specific enforceable codes of conduct in foreign contexts,
without a strong tradition of post-processual archaeology and without a strong — if any — history of local
indigenous resistance to archaeological heritage management (Slappendel et al. forthcoming; Willems
2009), I easily (and perhaps naively I might add with hindsight) convinced myself that Dutch archaeology
abroad must be devoid of a firm awareness of other interests and responsibilities in its social context — and
that illustrating this, and developing a proper ethical policy would be sufficient to change this. However, |
soon realised that the practices and intentions of many Dutch archaeologists working abroad were of
course not devoid of an awareness of their impact upon socio-cultural and economic local contexts. In
addition, I realised that none of the above-discussed codes, theories or critiques could be regarded as
prerequisites for ethical relationships between archaeologists and others in society, and that the labelling of
projects as ‘postcolonial’, ‘ethical’ or ‘successful’ was much more problematic than simply evaluating the
degree to which policies were implemented. In short, the policies, theories and strategies behind
archaeological research projects abroad did not seem to have a simple one-to-one relationship with
practice.

As such, I felt that there were several assumptions and preconceptions behind the theories, policies and
critiques that were produced in the current three themes in archaecology that investigated social context, and
that they did not match my experiences and encounters with the actual practice of Dutch archaeology
abroad. I also realised that these assumptions could lead to incomplete and/or incorrect understandings of
the social context of archacology when left unquestioned, and as such, even to difficulties when attempting
to implement these perspectives in daily archaeological practice.

The first of these is the (often implicitly) assumed universal applicability and enforceability of many
contemporary archaeological codes, laws and regulations (Tarlow 2001; Meskell & Pels 2005a).!3 Whilst
my experience of contract archaeology in the UK and in the Netherlands for example leaves me in no
doubt that “codes of practice, however dreary and unreflexive, have helped extend professional
practitioners beyond their comfort zone and denied space to the blatantly unethical”, there are many
problems to be faced in advancing and enforcing such policies and codes beyond the national borders of
their sponsoring organisations (Perring & Van der Linde 2009, 204-205).

Codes of professional conduct such as those by the Society for American Archaeologists (1996),
the UK Institute for Archaeologists (2010 - revised), and the Dutch NVvA (2001), have mostly been
developed to address the conflicts of interest that arise in the conduct of commercially funded

12 1 will look at these issues in more detail in section 2.4

13 In the coming two paragraphs, I draw on previous work by the author, published elsewhere during the course of this study;
see Perring & Van der Linde 2009.
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archaeological work by private and profit-making bodies (cf Lynott & Wylie 2000, 35). However, many of
my Dutch archaeological colleagues working abroad had not (consciously) signed up to such codes,'* not
in the least because they were not enforceable and obligatory outside the Netherlands. International codes
such as the Code of Ethics by the World Archaeology Congress, first adopted in 1990 (World Archaeology
Congress 1990), are also not obligatory for Dutch archaeologists to adhere to when conducting
archaeology anywhere in the world. As Tarlow has pointed out, there are also problems within these codes
when concepts and approaches are translated from one context to another: concepts of indigenousness that
might be progressive in some post-colonial circumstances can become reactionary in others, where they
can be perceived as xenophobic and nationalistic (Tarlow 2001; cf Perring & Van der Linde 2009, 204).
These issues make it not only difficult, and potentially dangerous, to universalise codes of ethics — but also
worthwhile investigating what the impact is of current ethical codes on archaeological practitioners, and
what the underlying values and concepts are behind these. In addition, heritage legislation such as
NAGPRA 1990, and national charters such as the 1999 Australian ICOMOS ‘Burra Charter’, have been
primarily developed in the USA and in Australia respectively, countries where postcolonial and indigenous
issues play a role within the national and legal scope of these countries themselves. The same is true for the
critiques on the entanglement between politics, power and decision-making in critical, interpretive and
social archaeologies, which by and large have been developed under the influence of post-processual,
social and critical archaeological movements in Anglo-American contexts. It is therefore worth exploring
how these relate to archaeological traditions in north-western Europe, such as those by the Netherlands. 16
Here, local indigenous issues do not play a direct role in legislation and theory, and legislation as such has
rather been developed to deal with the relationship between archaeologists and developers, where heritage
preservation is often seen as a responsibility of the state. One can wonder however if these are applicable
guidelines when legislations are confronted with ‘postcolonial’ issues in social contexts abroad, where
ethical considerations are often much more geared towards relationships between archaeologists and
descendant communities, and towards accommodating calls for alternative conceptions and ownership of
heritage as opposed to a ‘stewardship’ by the state.!” Such things matter, especially now that the European
‘Malta Convention’ (Council of Europe 1992) is also being transferred to for instance the African continent
(Naffé et al. 2009), and to overseas territories of European nation states such as in the Caribbean — an issue
that I will look at in much more detail in chapter 5.

A second assumption is the idea that archaeological practice is driven mainly by single heritage policies
and discourses. However, in the case of the Netherlands, there is no specific cultural policy that directs and
oversees archaeological conduct abroad; archaeological projects are often rather the result of a myriad of
funding policies, institutional policies, and governmental policies in the field of culture, science and
foreign affairs (Slappendel et al. forthcoming). In addition, most of the above-mentioned critiques in the
critical perspectives, often work from the basis that archaeology is western, imperialist and colonial by
nature, and that field practice is the logical result of a single hegemonic discursive process. Both these
notions seem to forego the role that individual practitioners play in designing, negotiating and determining
practice; in reality, project outcomes are the result of negotiations between opposing, sometimes
conflicting values, motivations and discourses between archaeologists and other stakeholders, often

14 This view was distilled through informal conversations with Dutch colleagues during the early years of my PhD research
(2008-2010).

15 See U.S. National Parks Service, National NAGPRA. Available at: www.cr.nps.gov/nagpra [Accessed July 02, 2012].

16 For a discussion on ‘European Archaeology’, see Archaeological Dialogues 2008, Special Issue: Archaeology of Europe, the
2007 EAA Archaeological Dialogues Forum. Archaeological Dialogues (15)1.

17 See discussion section 2.4.
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embedded within strict historical institutional and power relationships. Investigating the processes by
which such negotiations and heritage discourses are shaped seems therefore worthwhile.

There is another problem related to the assumption that practice is driven by policy, and that is the idea that
there somehow is a one-to-one relationship between theory and policy on the one hand, with actual practice
on the other. As a result, ‘failures’ of archaeological projects (in terms of unethical behaviour, destruction
of archaeological resources, or low quality science for instance) are often regarded as being the result of
having the wrong theories, policies and regulations. But as any practitioner knows, successful
implementation of a project is dependent on many other issues. From my own experience through working
at archaeological sites in Mali, Palestine and Turkmenistan, I know that the (often rather vague) concepts
such as ‘community archaeology’, ‘capacity building’, ‘sustainability’, ‘quality management’ and ‘joint
partnerships’ are much harder to implement than theory or the best of intentions want us to believe. During
my own fieldwork, I have also experienced how the power base in research, management, decision-making
and benefits often continued to be skewed towards the outside researchers - to us, archaeologists from the
Netherlands and the UK — despite our best of intentions to ‘decolonize’ our practices. Scarcity of available
time, expertise and resources, but especially competing, more powerful demands to the archaeological
process and miscommunication about each others expectations were the most pressing contributing factors
in this. Our ‘failure’ to come to shared benefits and power in decision-making in these instances was
therefore not so much a matter of having the wrong theory or policy, but rather one of implementation and
competing demands and power struggles over the archaeological and heritage process. The way in which
these ‘good intentions’ behind ‘community’ and ‘collaborative’ archaeology relate to actual practice, and
the way in which these outcomes are influenced by the historical, political and funding frameworks of
academic archaeology (La Salle 2010), are therefore topics worthwhile exploring in this study.

We could therefore also ask ourselves if the way in which projects are planned and represented in
literature and project policies and reports, reliably reflect actual practice. In my initial research and
experience, I came across Dutch projects that were actively advocating indigenous archaeologies and
spending time and energy on conservation, training and education — without being driven by dedicated
heritage policies and theories, and without representing their methods and theories as post-processual and
postcolonial archaeology. On the other hand, I encountered an archaeological project that had been
criticised for not giving enough attention to poverty alleviation — even though I knew that it was regarded
and represented as an example of international collaboration and of ethical heritage practice by several
Dutch governmental organisations. As such, it became clear to me that perceptions of success and failure
could be conflicting and change rapidly, often despite a continuation of actual field practices.

Finally, I came to realise that binary oppositions and dichotomies such as western versus non-western,
global versus local, processual versus post-processual, coloniser versus colonised, archaeologist versus
developer and policy versus practice were often impractical when faced with the shades of grey of daily
practice (cf Hodder 2008, 197-199). Local archaeologists who want to learn how to do processual and
technical archaeology, instead of having to attend workshops and listening to western academics and
consultants talking about participatory post-modern planning approaches; government representatives who
actively limit our intentions to empower local archaeologists; communities in oppressed regimes who are
not used to being asked anything and instead expect us to act as experts; archaeologists that are faced with
a choice to combat destruction through working together with the military; local communities that expect
us to address poverty issues whilst our funders are only willing to pay for research; or western
archaeologists that are supporting imbalanced power structures in host communities because they are afraid
of being accused of neo-colonialism - these are just a few examples of the complex social situations in
which archaeologists have to negotiate their practices.
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1.5 AN ETHNOGRAPHIC APPROACH TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH PROJECTS
ABROAD

To summarise, I believe that the current perspectives on the social context of archaeology often look either
to the future — by trying to devise better policies, better theories and better ethical codes, trusting that these
are neutral problem-solving mechanisms that will lead to better practice (cf Van Gastel & Nuijten 2005,
86), or critically to the past , through “show-and-tell ethical confessionary books” (Doeser 2008, 131) that
see western archaeological projects and policies in the context of a colonial and hegemonic order that
automatically favours western values over other values.’$

But even though all of these critiques, theories and policies have contributed to awareness, debate and
orientating practice, they pay little attention to the complex relationship between project policy, discourse
and practice.!® As a result, little attention is often being paid to analysing the underlying processes by
which archaeological research projects are developed, negotiated and implemented in social contexts
abroad, and to the impact of the motivations, interests and personal backgrounds of archaeologists and
other actors on project outcomes. In this sense, it is good to remember that “ultimately, archaeology is
practiced by individuals making their own decisions, evaluations and ethical judgements, and expressing
the intentions and motivations for their work through interactions and relationships with other individuals
and communities® (Viner et al. 2008).

The difficulties to implement policies and theories, the huge array of competing demands that practitioners
are facing when undertaking archaeological projects abroad, and a general belief amongst many
archaeologists that too often, critiques constructed from moral theoretical high-grounds by ‘desk-based
academics’ has overshadowed the best of their intentions, are therefore probably some of the reasons why
some of my Dutch archaeological colleagues were initially acting reserved and defensively when I
explained to them that my research dealt with the ethics and social context of archaecological projects.?’
Realising that there was a gap between the current archaeological perspectives on social context and my
encounters with Dutch archaeology abroad, 1 decided that I would not try to develop new ethical
guidelines, management models or new archaeological theory and systems of interpretation, as inherent in
the ‘instrumental’ perspectives a outlined above. Nor would I position myself solely within the ‘critical’
perspective, in the sense of evaluating archaeological project outcomes as being the automatic result of
colonial, hegemonic and western processes of power (cf Mosse 2005, 2). Rather, I use in this study an
ethnographic perspective towards archaeology (cf Castafieda & Matthews 2008; Edgeworth 2006;
Hamilakis & Anagnostopoulis 2009; LaSalle 2010; Meskell 2005a) that investigates what archaeology
does ‘outside academia’ (Smith 2004, 1), and that focuses on the “disjuncture of what we do and what we
say we do” (Witmore 2006, 1). Primarily, this study therefore aims to investigate Aow Dutch
archaeological research projects abroad work in their social context. Secondly, it aims to reflect on the role
and responsibility of Dutch archaeologists in relation to the needs and wishes of others when working
abroad.

18 The line of argumentation in this paragraph and the next was inspired by the work of Mosse (2005, 1-7) and Van Gastel &
Nuijten (2005, 85-90) on the policy-practice nexus in western development aid.

19 With *project policy’ I broadly refer to project proposals and programs as developed by archaeological actors - as a specific
reflection of a myriad of funding programs in the field of culture, research and foreign affairs, institutional policies, cultural and
archaeological policies, ethical codes, management models, archaeological theory, and so on (see section 2.6).

20 During the early phase of my research (2008-2009), I encountered several such cautious and almost defensive critiques
during informal discussions with colleagues from Leiden University.
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I have addressed these two research aims by undertaking an ethnography of Dutch archaeological research
projects abroad. I explored the way in which the values and discourses of archaeological practitioners,
institutions and policies relate to those of others in society, and how archaeological heritage policies,
theories and aspirations relate to actual practice. In addition, I examined the processes by which
archaeologists negotiate and construct their role, place and decision-making power within archaeological,
heritage and broader social contexts, especially with regards to community involvement and
collaboration.?!

In particular, this study analyses and describes two research projects undertaken by the Faculty of
Archaeology of Leiden University — one of them undertaken in the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, and one
of them in Curagao, now an autonomous country within the Kingdom of the Netherlands, but before 10
October 2010 part of the Netherlands Antilles. Both of these projects can be placed within long but
distinctively different geographical research traditions in the Netherlands (notably ‘Near Eastern
Archaeology’ and ‘Caribbean Archaeology’), and both of these projects operate within different political,
legislative and financial frameworks. In addition, the concept of ‘archaeology abroad’ is obviously
different - whilst the project in Jordan could be described as ‘transcultural’ and ‘transnational’, such a
definition is less suitable for Curagao, due to the strong historical and contemporary political and cultural
influence of the Netherlands. However, it is precisely because of these differences and nuances that these
projects were selected as case studies, as I will discuss in more detail in section 3.2.1.

Within this ethnographic study, archaeological research projects abroad*? are considered as networks of
interlinked and sometimes contested interests, values and discourses towards the investigation and
management of archaeological ‘heritage’ sites between archaeologists and other actors in a broad spatial
and temporal scale. By following for example the motivations of those who fund archaeological research in
government offices in the Hague, all the way to the perception of benefits by a local imam in a village in
Jordan, this study focuses on the processes by which different values and discourses are negotiated through
space and time, and how through this, certain discourses are given prevalence over others. A central
argument that will be developed is the idea that these interrelations can be made explicit through applying
an ethnographic approach in which the concepts of value and discourse are brought forward as analytical
tools. The concept of value will be considered as an appropriate analytic because it currently plays a central
role in both the practice and theory of several interconnected fields of the archaeological discipline that are
relevant for understanding the social contexts of archaeological conduct (cf Lafrenz Samuels 2008),23 but
also because a theoretical and conceptual exploration of value in relation to heritage discourses can help us
bring to light the diverse and conflicting beliefs, motivations and perceived responsibilities of actors. It
should be noted that discussions on values within this study do not refer so much to values in the sense of
guiding principles on what is moral, ethical or just, but rather to value in the sense of those qualities that
are ascribed by actors to archaeological materials, sites and projects (Mason & Avrami 2002, 15-16). The
analysis of the way in which projects work in their social context will as such be inspired by looking at
value-based stakeholder models in heritage management literature (see for example Avrami ef al. 2000; De
la Torre 2002; Truscott & Young 2000; Teutonico & Palumbo 2002).

21 For a detailed description of the research aims and questions, please refer to the end of section 2.6

22 For a description of ‘archaeological research projects abroad’, please refer to section 3.2.1. as well as to note 1 in this
chapter.

23 See section 2.3.
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This research has been undertaken from an interpretive perspective, based upon a social constructivist view
towards society, heritage and the past (inspired by for example Ashworth et al. 2007; Duineveld 2006; Van
Assche 2004). It combines ethnographic research with a discursive approach towards heritage policies and
processes, which is inspired by approaches in archaeology, heritage studies, development sociology, the
anthropology of policy and political sciences, drawing notably on the works by Smith (2004; 2006), Mosse
(2004; 2005), Latour (1996; 2005) and Hajer (1995; 2005).

Dutch research archaeology abroad, from the point of view of the Faculty of Archaeology of Leiden
University, has been my point of departure — it can be considered as the ‘culture’ that this ethnography
investigates, focusing in particular on the two case studies as mentioned above. The methodology has been
based upon fieldwork, semi-structured and open interviews, written documents, and participant observation
— which will all be considered as qualitative data in this study.

This ethnography will go further than mere description by building arguments on the basis of discursive
analysis of archaeological project policies and practices and on the basis of an ethnographic analysis that is
informed by sensitising themes and concepts, as inspired by instances of constructivist grounded theory
(see Charmaz 2000; 2006). As such, this ‘reflexive’ account of archaeological practice will include an
analysis of my own positionality in relation to “project members and the social dynamics and processes in
which research is embedded” (Castaneda 2008, 48), as well as of the literature that influenced my
argumentations. The latter will be investigated in chapter 2, bringing forward a range of issues and ideas
that together inform the conceptual framework that will support the analysis throughout this study.

1.6 A CRITICAL AND REFLEXIVE ACCOUNT

I wish to stress that I took this approach not to judge whether the two Dutch research projects are ‘ethical’,
‘successful’, or even ‘(post-)colonial’; rather, I wish to understand izow the project worked within wider
social and political frameworks. It is therefore not my intention to provide an analysis that can be read as a
negative criticism. In line with Mosse’s clarification of his ethnographic analysis of aid policy and practice
(2005, x-xi), I want to clarify here that first of all, as an ethnographic study, my aim was not to provide a
full historical evaluation of the two Dutch projects and their accomplishments, nor do I wish to provide a
judgement of success. It should rather be regarded as a contribution to the understanding of the role of the
personal, historical and institutional frameworks and discourses of academic archaeological projects in
social contexts abroad, contributing to the field of archaeological heritage management and to the emerging
body of work that deal with ethnographies of archaeology in particular.

This interpretive research is influenced by my personal perspectives and background. I accept that I might
have influenced the activities, events and views of those actors that I worked with and interviewed as part
of my research. I also want to stress, again in agreement with Mosse (2005, xi), that I do not question the
sincere commitment, hopes and desires of the actors involved. Just as I, the actors in relation to the Deir
Alla Joint Archaeological Project and the Santa Barbara Project might have made mistakes. Some of the
actors have admitted such perceived mistakes as personal failures, but more importantly, I think most
‘mistakes’ could be regarded mostly in light of the discursive conditions and value-networks of Dutch
archaeological heritage and research policies, and in light of the historical developments of the
archaeological discipline and the institutional relationships that shaped the projects. I will delve in more
detail into my ‘research-positioning’ in section 3.3.
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1.7 RELEVANCE

Ultimately, this research seeks to inform critical debates in archaeology that call for a self-reflexive
archaeological practice that actively and ethically engages with community concerns. As such, this study is
relevant to the intersection of the emerging field of archaeological ethnographies with other areas of
research that seek to understand the social context of archaeology, such as social archaeology, critical
archaeology, interpretive archaeology, postcolonial archaeology and archaeological heritage management —
most notably by focusing explicitly on the motivations, discursive practices and relationships of
archaeological operators and other actors in society. In addition, it seeks to bring several disciplines
together by borrowing insights from the fields of heritage studies, social anthropology, the anthropology of
policy and development sociology, and applying these explicitly into an ethnographic and discursive
analysis of archaeological practice.

As discussed above, it can also be noted that most ethnographic approaches towards understanding
the socio-political contexts of archaeology and heritage management are at present mostly originating from
Australia and the USA, with important, although still too few, contributions by non-western and/or
indigenous scholars on the more local ramifications of western archaeologies. I hope that this research can
contribute to this body of work by providing a view from the Netherlands against the background of
continental European archaeology.

Another relevance of this study lies in the potential implications for the institutional and political
ramifications of Dutch academic archaeology, and the subsequent impact this might have towards the
scope, development and funding of archaeological research projects abroad. Although the translation of
this ethnography into specific policy goals lies outside the scope of this study (see section 3.2.1), I will
touch upon some of these issues as part of my conclusion in chapter 6.

1.8 STRUCTURE

What remains in this introduction, is to provide an overview of the general structure of this study. Detailed
descriptions of the specific structure of the argument will be provided at the start of each individual
chapter.

Chapter 2 will deal with the conceptual framework of this study. The first part of the chapter will
examine how recent work under the header of ‘ethnographies of archaeology’ can contribute to an
understanding of how archaeological research projects abroad work in their social context. The second part
of this chapter will discuss the value of combining discursive analysis with ethnographic research, as a way
to examine the delicate nexus between policy, discourse, practice and the agency of actors. The end of
chapter 2 will tie the conceptual framework together, through describing the analytical tools and sensitising
concepts that form the basis of an ethnographic practice approach towards investigating archaeological
research projects abroad. This will also bring forward the specific research questions that will be addressed
in the two case studies.

Chapter 3 sets out the methodological framework of this study by describing the research
approach, methods and modes of analysis. This chapter will also deal with the scope and research design of
the two case studies, describing in detail how they were approached, investigated and analysed ‘in the
field’, and how they relate to the general research aims and specific research questions. The chapter ends
with an investigation into the ’positionality‘ of the researcher. Chapter 4 and 5 will investigate how the
Deir Alla Joint Archaeological Project and the Santa Barbara Project respectively worked in their social
contexts, the description of which will follow the order of the research questions as outlined at the end of
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chapter 2. As such, they will identify the values and discourses of actors in archaeological project policies
with respect to research, heritage management and collaboration, investigate how archaeological actors
negotiate these values and discourses in relation to those of others, and explore the influence of this process
of policy negotiation upon project outcomes.

The conclusion in chapter 6 will return to the general research aims. A such, it will summarise and
discuss the research questions and findings as to be able to understand how Dutch archaeological research
projects abroad work in their social context. The study will end with a reflection upon the role and
responsibility of archaeologists in relation to the needs and wishes of others in society, which will include a
discussion on the value of ethnographies for future practices of archaeological research abroad.
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Chapter Two: An Ethnographic Approach to
Archaeological Research Projects Abroad

2.1 ETHNOGRAPHIES OF ARCHAEOLOGY

‘Ethnographies of archaeology’ constitute a relatively new phenomenon. It arguably is best understood as a
reflexive method of investigating what archaeology does in society (cf Smith 2004, 1), rather than
conceiving of it as a specific field within the archaeological discipline (Castafieda & Matthews 2008). As a
reflexive method, it has its roots mostly within the interpretive postprocessual archaeologies of the 80°s
and 90°‘s and in the idea that interpretations of the past are socially constructed, multivocal and politically
influenced**. The last decade in particular has seen the emergence of several studies that placed the
ethnographic method within archaeology in a historical perspective (Castafieda & Matthews 2008;
Edgeworth 2006; Hamilakis & Anagnostopoulis 2009; Hollowell & Nicholas 2008; Pyburn 2008; 2009).

In an extensive categorisation of the intersections between ethnography and archaeology,
Castafieda (2008) made an important distinction between ‘ethno-archacology’ and ‘ethnographies of
archaeology’.?> Ethno-archacology in this respect can be summarised as the use by archaeologists of
ethnographic methods “for the sake of archaeology”, where “the use of ethnography is limited as a method
aimed primarily to produce knowledge that will contribute to understanding the past as a given, material
reality that is epistemologically, but not ontologically, separate from the present” (Castafieda 2008, 28).
These studies by and large had their origin in processual/new archaeology of the 70’ (see e.g. Binford
1978; Gould 1974), whereby ethnography was used as a method to focus on the “behavioural patterns in
association to material culture” of contemporary communities, as to inform the interpretation of
archeological records and site formation processes (Castafieda 2008, 28).

The other intersection of archaeology and ethnography can be labelled as ‘ethnographies of
archaeology’. These studies by and large applied ethnography and socio-cultural anthropology to
understand the political, historical and discursive working of archaeology in contemporary social contexts
— that is, rather as a way to explain the present. Although some of the more socio-political and critical
historic studies under this category were done without using a clear ethnographic method at all, Castafieda
considers them as part of ‘ethnographies of archaeology’ because of their distinct reflexive critiques on the
social and political nature of archaeology (ibid., 33). These studies include for instance socio-political
histories of archaeological knowledge in relation to nationalism and colonialism (e.g. Trigger 1984a;
1984b; Diaz-Andreu & Champion 1996; Garcia Diaz-Andreu 2007; Kohl 1998; Kohl & Fawcett 1995), as
well as more ‘inward looking’ investigations into the political nature of archaeology and knowledge
production in relation to for example indigenous and gender issues (Shanks & Tilley 1988; Meskell 1998;
2002; 2005b; Leone et al. 1987). More recently, this category also includes studies that draw explicitly on
ethnographic methods, such as those that investigate the epistemological nature of archaeological
methodology, practice and knowledge production (Edgeworth 2006; Van Reybrouck & Jacobs 2006;
Holtorf 2006; Goodwin 2006). In contrast to the categorisation by Castafieda (2008), I also place the well-

24 See section 2.2

25 Castafieda (2008) also brought forward the notion of ‘ethnographic archaeology’, to refer to an archaeological practice that
continuously and reflexively uses ethnographic methods as to enhance stakeholder participation during fieldwork. I will come

back to this issue in chapter 6.
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known reflexive and interpretive methods of Ian Hodder and his colleagues at Catalhdyiik (Hodder 2000;
Bartu 2000) under this heading. Even though they arguably sought to primarily serve the archaeological
agenda by trying to increase the understanding of the archaeological past (Castafieda 2008, 29), I suggest
that their focus on the epistemological nature of understanding the past by investigating how contemporary
communities give different meanings toward archaeological materials, merits this categorisation (see
section 2.2.1. for a more detailed description of this issue). Other ‘ethnographies of practice’ that used
ethnographic methods specifically, and that looked over the boundaries of archaeological sites and projects
into the broader social-political context of archaeology, include those studies that investigated the
discursive practices of archaeology, and in particular the impact of western heritage discourses and policies
on descendant and stakeholder communities (see especially Smith 2004; 2006; Waterton et al. 2006).

As an ethnographic and discursive analysis of Dutch research projects and practices abroad, this study can
be placed firmly in the second category, that of ‘ethnographies of archaeology’. I will therefore not focus
on those ethno-archaeologies that seek to inform archaeological interpretations of past materials. Rather,
the first part of this chapter will examine the way in which recent work under the header of ‘ethnographies
of archaeology’ can contribute to an understanding of how archaeological research projects abroad work in
their social context, by delving deeper into the three interrelated themes as outlined in the introduction
(section 1.2).26 Section 2.2 ‘multivocality and community collaboration’ will examine how the ‘reflexive’
and ‘interpretive’ methods of post-processual archaeology have informed our understanding of the past as
being socially constructed, and how different groups of people give different meanings towards
archaeological sites and materials . This section will end with a discussion on the difficulty of
implementing concepts such as ‘multivocality’, ‘community archaeology’ and ‘decolonisation’ in practice,
focusing on the need for critically engaging with the social position of stakeholder groups. In particular, I
will argue how an ethnographic analysis of archaeological projects could achieve this by moving away
from simple dichotomies such as ‘global’ versus ‘local’, and by bringing forward a conception of
archaeological projects as multi-spatial, multi-temporal, multi-vocal and contested sites of knowledge,
practice and power. In section 2.3 ‘values and archaeological heritage management’, I will hold this
‘multivocal’ and ‘multi-sited’ approach to the past against the idea of a constructivist notion of heritage,
after which its implications in relation to current ‘value-based’ heritage management models will be
discussed. A fundamental notion in this is that archaeological research practice and heritage management
should be considered as part of the same process in terms of identifying and producing heritage values.
Section 2.4 ‘politics and power in archaeology’, subsequently investigates how certain western heritage
values became dominant within the socio-political and historical frameworks of archaeology. In particular,
it will draw attention to the utility of discourse analysis for examining the social context of archaeological
projects abroad, by highlighting studies that identified the socio-political impact of official, modernist and
authorising heritage discourses on descendant and local communities.

The second part of this chapter will discuss the value of combining discursive analysis with
ethnographic research (section 2.5), as a way to examine the delicate nexus between policy, discourse and
practice. As we will see, such a method can draw attention to the agency of actors, by investigating how
they negotiate their values and discourses in archaeological practices. Section 2.6 will tie the conceptual
framework together, which, through providing analytical tools and sensitising concepts, will inform my
methodology and analysis in this study (see chapter 3). I will end this chapter by formulating the specific

26 Although this study will not ignore ethnographies that look into the epistemological nature of archaeological knowledge
production (see chapter 4), it will underplay such elements as their primary strength lies not in increasing the understanding of
how archaeological projects work in their social context in relation to others in society - for an overview, see e.g. Edgeworth
(2006).
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research questions that can inform an ethnographic investigation into the role of Dutch research projects
and practitioners in social contexts abroad.

2.2 MULTIVOCALITY AND COMMUNITY COLLABORATION

2.2.1 MULTIVOCALITY AND THE DECOLONISATION OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRACTICE

An important recent volume that investigates the complex relationship between archaeological practice and
contemporary society, is ‘Evaluating Multiple Narratives’ (Habu et a/. 2008). Drawing in particular on the
work by Trigger (1984a; 1984b) and Hodder (1999; 2000), it provides a global evaluation of the concept of
‘multivocality’.?’ Calling for the adoption of this notion in relation to ‘community collaboration” and the
general ‘decolonisation’ of the archaeological discipline, the authors generally approach archaeological
multivocality as a concept that “gives voice to underrepresented groups and individuals by providing
alternative interpretations of the past” (Habu et al. 2008, 222).

Following closely the historic overview of the origins of the concept of ‘multivocality’ within this volume
(Fawcett et al. 2008, 1-5), the work by Trigger (1984a; 1984b) can indeed be regarded as a very influential
writing that investigated the socio-political and historical context of archaeology. Trigger argued that the
nature of archaeological research is dependent on the economic, cultural and historic role that specific
nation-states play in the world, and that three alternative ‘archaeologies’ could be distinguished;
‘nationalist’, ‘colonialist’, and ‘imperialist’. Nationalist archaeologies were in his view those
archaeological practices that were carried out and supported by nation states as to enhance their national
identity and self-esteem, with compelling case studies around the world including Germany, China and
Israel (Fawcett et al. 2008, 1). Since then, such nationalist archaeologies have continuously been identified
in for example the Middle East (Meskell 1998) and the Americas (Zimmerman et al. 2003). Colonialist
archaeologies were, according to Trigger (1984a; 1984b), those archaeological practices carried out by
archaeologists working on behalf of the state in colonised areas, such as historically in the USA and by
European nation states in Sub-Saharan Africa (cf Fawcett et al. 2008, 1-2; Thiaw forthcoming). Such
archaeological practices often worked, either explicitly or unconsciously, to justify colonisation and
discrimination by emphasising ‘primitiveness‘ and they can often be connected to a colonial project that
sought to explain global western dominance in terms of an ongoing process of ‘cultural evolution’;

In these models Europe was commonly depicted as being at the ‘civilised’ pinnacle, whereas
the ‘savage’ or ‘barbarian’ colonised peoples were usually seen through a culture-historical lens
which interpreted their cultural innovations as a result of external diffusion rather than the
product of indigenous development and initiation (Fienieg et al. 2008, 33).

Imperialist archaeologies, then, refer to the archaeological traditions of countries such as the UK, USA and
the former Soviet Union, which brought forward an often inherently perceived superiority and universal
applicability of its theoretical models and theories. Of course, these categories often overlap, as the work
on the imperialist influences of archaeological traditions by European nation states in former colonies
illustrates (Ucko 1995; Gnecco forthcoming).

27 See also Meskell (2005).
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In general, the work by Trigger has inspired a body of literature within the archaeological discipline that
worked from the basis that archaeological interpretations are never objective, and that they are dependent
on their social-political and historical context. Such a view was enhanced from the mid-1980’s onwards
under the influence of postmodernism and post-structuralism — for instance through the work of
anthropologists such as Bourdieu (1977) and Sahlins (1976) —, leading to the advent of post-processual
archaeology (see for example Hodder 1985; Shanks & Tilley 1987). By and large, such bodies of work
applied concepts such as meaning, agency and symbolism, and argued for a notion that material culture
was active — that it was used and manipulated by people to achieve social ends (Hodder 2005, 211). In
addition, post-processualism sought to criticise the positivism and scientific objectivism of processual
archaeology, and as such put increasing attention to the relationship between the archaeologist and the
research process, by focusing upon the subjective nature of their interpretations.

Coupled with predominantly Anglo-American critiques from ‘social archaeology’ (which sought attention
for the social responsibilities and impacts of archaeological practice on contemporary communities, see
e.g. Meskell 2005b; 2002), and ‘critical archaeology’ (which effectively turned the influence of social
contexts and research interests upon archaeological practice into its focus of analysis; cf Geurds 2007, 45;
Leone et al. 1987) this contributed to a realisation that interpretations of material cultures of the past can’t,
and shouldn’t be excluded from contemporary values and social contexts. Underlying this, was the growth
of global social movements supporting the rights of previously underrepresented and marginalised groups,
such as Afro-Americans, Native Americans and women, as well as global processes of decolonisation that
saw the rise of alternative voices and claims to archaeological heritage (Fawcett et al. 2008, 3). Ultimately,
these critiques led to critical awareness amongst predominantly historical archaeologists in the USA and
Australia that the histories and values of indigenous communities should actively be heard in the
archaeological process, to changing legislation such as the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act?® (see section 1.2) and to the rise of ethical codes such as those by the Society for
American Archaeology (1996) or the Australian Archaeological Association (1991).2°

All of these insights and critiques then influenced the development of ‘interpretive’ archaeological methods
and theories from the 90’s onwards, which argued that “different people with different social interests will
construct the past differently” (Hodder 2005, 209). The work by Hodder (1999; 2000) and his colleagues at
Catalhdyiik is one of the most clear examples of this, where the concept of ‘multivocality’ was brought
forwards as a central argument that stated that archaeologists had the ethical responsibility to acknowledge
the ‘voices’ of underrepresented groups, by facilitating and empowering them to create their own,
alternative interpretations of the past. The translation of this concept into practice through ‘community’
and ‘collaborative’ methodological approaches has however been far more complex than its ideals in
theory suggested. This will be investigated in the next section.

2.2.2 COMMUNITY AND COLLABORATIVE ARCHAEOLOGY

The concept of multivocality has perhaps most clearly contributed to a call for ‘community archaeology’
and ‘collaborative archaeology’, which together could be conceived as a means “to bring archaeology
closer to those people who actually live near to and/or relate in some way to the site” (Geurds 2007, 46).
Since its appearance in the early 90’s, such concepts have become an important part of the archaeological
discipline, appearing not only in the UK, USA and Australia, but all over the world (Marshall 2002). But

28 See U.S. National Parks Service, National NAGPRA. Available at: www.cr.nps.gov/nagpra [Accessed July 02, 2012].
2% See sections 1.4 and 2.4.
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despite its wide appearance in archaeological literature, there still are remarkably few works that
methodologically outline exactly Aow community collaboration can be achieved in practice. The well-
known work at Quseir in Egypt constitutes one of a few rare exceptions in the field of community
archaeology (Moser et al. 2002), which generally emphasises the importance of oral history, outreach,
communication, training and employment. The same can be said with regards to ‘collaboration’, where the
work by Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson (2008) remains an important example of how such a
concept might be implemented in practice. As a result, there seems to be little consensus on what
community collaboration actually means or how its aspirations can be accomplished in practice, leading to
a continuum of work under this header which ranges from ‘informing people’ or ‘working together’ with
local community members as labourers on the one hand (cf La Salle 2010, 406), to collaborative work that
actively seeks to relinquish control to indigenous people on the other hand (Nicholas & Hollowell 2009,
Colwell-Chanthaphonh & Ferguson 2008).30

Most notably, this latter understanding has formed the basis of collaborative approaches as
advanced under the umbrella of the ‘decolonisation’ of archaeology (for a concise overview, see Liebmann
& Rizvi 2008) which entails not only the deconstruction of systems of power in archaeological history and
theory through highlighting colonial discourses and essentialism, but also “possibly most importantly, a
willingness among archaeologists to fundamentally relinquish power in the field” (Liebmann 2008a, 17).

In this respect, it is worth exploring if there are perhaps “discrepancies between how researchers ‘sell’ the
collaborative endeavour in theory and how it is actually practised” (LaSalle 2010, 401). Indeed,
implementing such collaborative projects in practice is often far more difficult than the ideals of its theory
would suggest. Apart from the practical challenges such as limited resources, available funds, and
communication (see section 1.3 and 1.4), there are perhaps more fundamental issues at play.

In this sense, it is important to realise that most writings on community archaeology have often
focused on the ‘decolonisation of archaeology’ through the calling for greater equity and participation of
descendant communities in those countries traditionally defined as postcolonial — the indigenous issue
thereby often colouring the debate on the value of community-based archaeology (cf Smith 2006, 36).
Whilst I endorse the value of such ‘indigenous archaeology’ — because it has the potential to break down
discriminating and/or oppressing power structures in archaeology and heritage management, and because it
can challenge the authority of western, colonial and essentialist ways of knowing the past (cf Hamilakis &
Anagnostopoulis 2009, 81), it is important to realise that not all communities are made up (entirely or at
all) of descendant groups, and that collaborative approaches also have their value in relation to ‘local
communities’. In addition, it should be kept in mind that the practical claims that local communities bring
to the archaeological process are not necessarily different from those of descendant and indigenous
communities (Geurds 2007), and, in turning to the scope of this study, that definitely not all Dutch research
projects abroad are faced per se with the need to incorporate ‘indigenous issues’ and challenging
essentialism (cf Willems 2009, 653). In this sense, it has been argued that “in principle, all contemporary
inhabitants close to an archaeological site, qualify in this set of practices as a community that can interact
with the archaeological investigation” (Geurds 2007, 48; and see Marshall 2002 and Moser et al. 2002).
For the purpose of this study, I therefore define ‘local community’ on the basis of the work by Gould,;
meaning simply “all of the residents of a heritage asset locale <who are affected by the archaeological
project>, whether or not they are a culturally homogenous group and whether or not individuals have
competing traditional, economic or political claims to the site” (cf Gould 2009, 4). With such an
understanding in place, it becomes clear that communities are not made up of homogeneous groups with

30 After Geurds (2011).
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single agendas, motivations and identity — indeed, archaeological projects can get caught up in local
politics, and the question of who represents the community remains a crucial challenge.

Another issue is that collaborative archaeological projects not only have to deal with local communities,
but also with a wider range of regional, national and global stakeholders, each with their distinct views and
wishes towards the archaeological process. This issue becomes for example clear when collaborative
approaches are intersecting with national heritage management initiatives and discourses. Recently, Geurds
(2011) has for instance illustrated how a Dutch collaborative project in Nicaragua got caught up in
competing claims over stewardship between national archaeological authorities and local groups, where
fundamentally different ideas towards ‘heritage’ existed at the core of the friction. I will look at the
political and social impact of such ‘authorised heritage discourses’ later on in much more detail (Smith
2006; see section 2.4), but is important here to stress that national management authorities the world over
have often prioritised the material remains of heritage locales as to advance ideas of national identity in
opposition to more alternative heritage discourses that prioritised alternative, more ‘intangible’ ways of
seeing the past.

On the other hand, it has been noted that ‘indigenous’ and ‘community’ claims should not be taken at face
value by archaeologists in their desire to ‘do good’, since promoting such ‘alternative archaeology’ without
caution has lead in several instances to opposite effects (Hamilakis & Anagnostopoulis 2009). Case studies
from Korea for example have illustrated how the empowerment of previously marginalised groups under
colonisation have led to national archaeologies that in turn marginalised other groups in society, as well as
expressions of “superiority of previously oppressed groups in relation to foreigners” (Kim 2008, 118).
Indeed, “the ‘local’ is not necessarily right” (Hodder 2008, 199), and indigenous groups are as capable of
essentialist and nationalist claims as any other (Fawcett et al. 2008; Colwell-Chanthphonh 2006).

Collaborative approaches and ‘multivocality’ therefore entails much more than simply “providing people
with a stage on which they can speak”, but should rather ask questions such as ‘whose values and interests
are prioritised?’, and most importantly, ‘who decides?’ (Hodder 2008, 196-199). In order to be able to
address such reflexive issues, I believe it useful to return to the above mentioned work at Catalhdyiik,
which advanced a conception of the archaeological site as being a socially constructed entity consisting of
a multitude of spatial and temporal scales, where different groups and interrelations of groups bring
different meanings, interpretations and agendas to processes of archaeological knowledge production and
consumption (Bartu 2000; Shankland 2005); but see also Yarrow 2006; Witmore 2006). A fundamental
issue in this, was the idea that these different groups and individuals (including for instance local
inhabitants, tourists, archaeologists, national heritage officials, and even international fashion designers)
influenced the archaeological process itself (Bartu 2000). In this sense, I believe that if we wish to
approach ‘community collaboration’ reflexively, we should move away from a single focus on ‘local
communities’. Rather, I propose to build upon a notion of ‘communities’, referring to all those stakeholder
or groups that affect, or are affected by the archaeological project, independent of their residency or locale,
and independent of their background, claims and demands. Here, I built explicitly on the idea that
communities can be geographically dispersed (Smith & Waterton 2009, 19), and on the idea that a ‘site’ is
not a culturally or spatially bound entity (Gupta & Ferguson 1997).

In addition to such a notion of the multi-locality of archaeological sites, we can also conceive of
them as multi-temporal. Material artefacts and/or archaeological sites can play different roles in socio-
political contexts over time, attracting different meanings and interpretations by people throughout history
— an understanding that lies at the core of the work by for example Appadurai (1986). Such interpretations
in relation to different timescales however come together in the present when archaeological projects are
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dealing with the issue of community collaboration, because archaeological sites can be conceived of as
having “multiple, coexisting times enacted by the presence of materiality”, evoking “often conflicting
social practices and political strategies” in contemporary settings (Hamilakis & Anagnostopoulis 2009,
78-79).

Project

’Heritage’
Sites

Figure 01. Visual conceptualisation of the multi-vocal, multi-spatial and multi-temporal character of
archaeological projects and sites (see also figures 02 and 03).

When approaching archaeological sites and projects in such a way (see Figure 01), it is then also needed to
focus on the ways in which archaeological research and heritage discourses can lead to an “asymmetrical
impact of the archaeological project upon different social and economic groups” (Hamilakis &
Anagnostopoulis 2009, 70) — illustrated for example by the discursive use of dichotomies such as
‘alternative’ or ‘local’ interpretations versus ‘professional’ interpretations. Indeed, sites and projects are not
only ‘multiple’ (Hodder 2000; 2008; Bartu 2000) in the sense of having a multivocal, multi-temporal, and
multi-spatial character, but also in the sense of a socially constructed and dispersed “field of power,
practice and knowledge” (Hamilakis & Anagnostopoulis 2009, 70), potentially being “fraught with
contending claims of ownership, identity and use rights” (Castafieda 2008, 37).3!

Ethnographies of archaeological projects should therefore bring forward a reflexive and nuanced
understanding of concepts such as ‘multivocality’, ‘decolonisation’ and ‘community collaboration’, by
looking into the social position of stakeholder groups (Hodder 2008; Castafieda 2008; Geurds 2007; 2011;
Pyburn 2009). The postcolonial notion of ‘hybridity’ can perhaps play an important role here (Atalay 2008;
Rizvi 2008; Liebman 2008b; and see Bhabha 1994), since it allows for a nuanced understanding of the
complex alliances between stakeholders, discourses and practices at multiple levels (Fawcett er al. 2008,

31 Indeed, the ethnographic focus on ‘sites’ should also include the “discourses associated with the archaeological project or
with the archaeological heritage of the region/nation, whether these are produced by archaeologists or other social
agents” (Castafieda 2008, 38) . This will be investigated in sections 2.3 and 2.4.
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6), and for the ‘blurring’ of archaeological practices (Silliman 2009) by opposing simple dichotomies such
as ‘local’ versus ‘global’, ‘good’ versus ‘right” and “professional’ versus ‘alternative’ interpretations.

To summarise, this section has argued how ‘multivocality’, ‘decolonisation’ and ‘community
collaboration’ are complex notions that are crucial factors in understanding the social context of
transnational and/or transcultural archeological projects. In addition, this section has illustrated that the
translation of such concepts into practice is not without difficulties, and that its analysis can benefit from a
reflexive, ethnographic approach that looks at the social position of stakeholders, and that allows for a
more ‘hybrid’ and nuanced understanding of project processes and their actors. Such an ethnographic
approach should then build upon a broad definition of the concept of ‘site’ and ‘community’, as to allow
for the multi-sited, multi-vocal, multi-temporal relationships and alliances of different groups and
individuals in society that are affected by — and affect — archaeological projects. We have also seen how the
relationship between ‘collaborative’ archaeological projects and wider global and national heritage
management policies and discourses seems crucial for an understanding of how archaeological projects
work in their social context. This will be investigated in the following two sections.

2.3 VALUES AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT

In this section, I will argue how the concept of value can be a brought forward as a central element for
investigating the motivations, needs and perspectives of social actors towards collaborative archaeological
projects as well as heritage management issues more broadly. Central to this argument is the idea that
archaeological research practice and heritage management are part of the same process in terms of their
interaction with archaeological resources, and that they are both intertwined with processes in which actors
identify and produce value (Lafrenz Samuels (2008); on whose work I will draw repeatedly in this section).

In the last two decades, increasing attention has been given to the central role that the concept of value can
play in understanding processes of archaeological research, heritage management and self-reflexive
investigations on the social context of archaeology (see for example Lafrenz Samuels 2008; Mathers et al.
2005; Smith et al. 2010b; Lilley 2005; Avrami et al. 2000; De la Torre 2002; Truscott & Young 2000). In
relation to the theme of ‘multivocality and community collaboration’ as discussed above, the concept of
value has illustrated how different people with different backgrounds and agendas interpret the past
differently — in other words, that reconstructions of the past are not free from value-judgements of the
researcher (Lafrenz Samuels 2008, 80). We have also seen how archaeological interpretations are linked to
the agendas and motivations of actors, and how it can be inherently linked to political frameworks and
motivations that prioritise certain narratives and histories over others.

What this means, is that the underlying assignment of values in archaeological interpretations and research
can not be seen separately from political issues of identity and property, and with wider processes of
‘heritage’ identification and construction (see below). The way in which certain places have been identified
to national and religious histories on the expense of other narratives, has for instance clearly been argued
by research into Israeli archaeology in its relation to Palestine (see e.g. EI-Haj 2001; Greenberg 2009). The
process of archaeological research and interpretation of past materials can as such be considered as being
part of the same process as heritage management and ‘heritage-making’;

All archaeological practices, whether managerial or interpretative, should be understood as
producing value. Moreover, the practices in one arena of archacology — whether academic,
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heritage management or sub-disciplinary — affect the way that value is produced in other arenas
of archaeology and how the discipline of archaeology is perceived, therefore influencing our
dialogical modes of engagement with the world (Lafrenz Samuels 2008, 91).

Indeed, values in archaeological heritage management can presently be seen as a fundamental concern in
the investigation and management of archaeological materials, since they shape almost every decision in
the field:

The assignment of value to material heritage is, in the end, seen at all stages of a project: value
prefigures the kinds of research questions being asked, the choices made in what is conserved
and what is destroyed (whether for development or research programmes), how we categorise
the heritage, how we manage it and mitigate impacts, and whether the material is deemed
heritage at all. However, while the assignment of significance is a singular step within the
process of determining how to manage a specific material heritage, it nevertheless affects and
dominates the whole process (ibid., 72-73).

Over the last few decades, the concept of value has therefore become a fundamental concern in the practice
and theory of archaeological heritage management in terms of assessing the °‘significance’ of
archaeological and cultural resources, most notably in the USA, Australia and the European continent.
Value-based significance assessment in this sense determines what should be investigated, excavated,
developed, preserved or restored. The concept of ‘significance’ in archaeological heritage management is
important in this sense, since the related value assessments often preclude ethical issues such as who has
the right to decide whose values are to be upheld in the archaeological process.

Lafrenz Samuels has subsequently given a concise and sharp overview of the ‘genealogy’ of this
significance concept, illustrating how its meaning and use has changed over the last few decades, and how
it subsequently has moved to the global scale through translation into international heritage policies and
through scholarly debates. In North America and Australia, the meaning and use of ‘value’ has changed in
broad terms from meaning ‘uniqueness’ in terms of the potential contribution of archaeological materials to
archaeological research design and data production in the 60°s and 70’s, through to considering the wider
meaning and value of archaeological materials in social contexts as being important to significance (ibid.,
90; but see for example Darvill 1994 and Cleere 1989a; 1989b). At present, significance assessments in
Anglo-American contexts increasingly take spiritual and social values within the social context into
account. In continental Europe, where contract archaeology is a comparative recent introduction with the
Malta Convention in 1992 (Council of Europe 1992), significance assessments are mostly based upon
assigning values of the archaeological record as functions of potential contributions towards archaeological
research, with discussions mostly centring upon how best to assess values scientifically and objectively in
order to mitigate the impacts of development and destruction. Value assessment in the Netherlands for
instance, still centres around the ‘uniqueness’ of archaeological material resources and their potential to
inform interpretations of the past as ‘scientific data’ (Groenewoudt & Bloemers 1997; Deeben et al. 1999).

In addition, the epistemological understanding of the concept of value has changed, from an
inherent characteristic of material heritage that could be objectively assessed, through to an understanding
of values as being subjective, dynamic and related to the aims and goals of actors in the wider social
context. In this sense, it has been increasingly argued that apart from the scientific, architectural and
aesthetic values that archaeologists and heritage professionals often prioritise in the assessment of
significance (see section 2.4), other stakeholder’s values, such as educational, religious, natural or
economic values, should also be taken into account when assessing significance. Calls to take the broader
context of such material heritage into account have appeared from the 80’s onwards in the USA and the UK
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(Lafrenz Samuels 2008, 74-75; see e.g. Mathers et al. 2005; Clark 2005), although this has not always been
covered very explicitly in regulations and policies.

This has happened perhaps most clearly in for instance the Australian ICOMOS ‘Burra
Charter’ (1999), and in the ‘Faro’ Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society, in Europe
(Council of Europe, 2005). Especially the first has since acquired wide currency internationally, mainly for
its approach to the issue of community participation and the ideological concept of valuing the resource
(see Truscott & Young 2000). This model does not see the preservation of the material remains of a
heritage site as the fundamental objective, nor does it regard archaeological material as having intrinsic
qualities that can be assessed objectively (although the discursive construction of this charter has been
critiqued for undermining its own intentions (Waterton et al. 2006; see for a discussion below). Rather, it
argues for managing its ‘cultural significance’, which is seen as the multitude of sometimes conflicting
values (including aesthetic, social, religious and historical values) that are ascribed to the site by a range of
stakeholders.

It should however be noted, that the Burra Charter distances itself from an incorporation of economic
values in significance assessment, since it sees this as non-compatible with the cultural and social values
of heritage. Such a general reticence to engage in discussions about the economic value of heritage is not
an exception to the field of heritage management models (Lafrenz Samuels 2008, 76-78), as it can also,
perhaps more fiercely, be recognised in archaeological academia:

contentious issues of commodification, ownership and responsibility are intrinsic components
of this reticence, with the archaeological community largely seeing themselves in a guardianship
and interpretive role rather than an exploitative and commercial one. Even when archaeologists
are engaged in the commercial development process there is still a tendency to paint this
activity as environmental protection and as an investigative research process rather than as a
business enterprise (Breen & Rhodes 2010, 115).

The economic value of archaeological and cultural heritage has however a large impact upon the
management of archaeological resources. The economic impact of globalising trends such as cultural
tourism on the management, preservation and interpretation of archaeological resources can be seen as one
of the most pressing examples of this (for an overview, see