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Abstract 
 
The Mediterranean context has a long history of archaeological research and 
management practices. Its different regions inherited diverse legal frames, but similar 
challenges. Today, the management models in place to deal with the daily matters of 
archaeology across the Mediterranean present very different solutions to similar 
realities. From the comparative study, #pubarchMED aims to draw a clearer picture in 
the region, highlighting best practices and possible synergies that can improve the 
protection, research and sharing of archaeology. 
 
Half-way in the project, this paper will present its methodology and prospects, as well 
as some of the preliminary issues arose during the interviews in many of the countries 
already studied; definition of management models, challenges, silver linings and a set of 
problems that expose the precarity of our profession. 
 
Overall, one of the main ideas behind is the entangled relations in the social fabric, 
making general politic, economic and social issues crucial for the development of our 
practice. Are we learning any lesson from it? 
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Introduction 
 
Since its start in fall 2017, #pubarchMED aimed to fill a gap in the research about 
archaeological heritage management, also approaching the issue in line with the 
premises of public archaeology (Almansa, 2018). To do so, the project follows three 
lines of action that try to delve into the different topics that will converge in the answer 
of some general questions like: What are we doing archaeology for? 
 
Of course, the implications of the answer are not intending to challenge the profession, 
but the way we usually practice it in a global perspective. In this sense, each line tries to 
unearth a different reality. First, the review of current bibliography in the matter will 
show a decompensation between the literature produced in the Anglo-Saxon sphere and 
that coming from the periphery. In the specific case of the Mediterranean context, the 
tradition and even the basis of our archaeological heritage management, are in the 
shadow of a very different reality that not always can be well fitted in ours. Second, a 
comparative analysis of the perception of archaeological heritage management from 
professionals across the Mediterranean will try to highlight how some of the solutions 
we found to protect and manage archaeological heritage are not working, offering a 
toolbox of possible solutions for some of the problems addressed. Third, the study of 12 
specific cases in Greece, Morocco and Spain, will delve into what I am already calling 
the ‘fallacy of development’ or those false promises that in most scenarios only enrich a 
minority while could actually be doing actual good for communities. 
 
However, is it possible to do better? In a way, the main gap this project tries to fill is the 
reflection on current practices and the proposal of solutions when possible. All this 
coming from home, with a substantial care about the current models and needs. Mid 
way into the project, this paper does not aim to be a solution for any of the issues raised, 
but mainly a call for attention on the situation and the need to continue extensive work 
in each of our countries. 
 
Literature review 
 
Which are the classics? Whenever we want to read about archaeological heritage 
management or public archaeology we use very similar handbooks and academic 
publications. Indeed, the first part of the project is trying to collect an extensive 
bibliography about archaeological heritage management in the Mediterranean. Upon 
completion of the first draft, it will be available online with the possibility to submit 
new titles to keep it updated. For the moment, all advances in the project are being 
updated at the web page: http://pubarchmed.tdjp.es but soon after completion, all 
materials will be added to the institutional repository of CSIC in open access. 
 
There are hundreds of titles relating public and community archaeology experiences, 
historiography of the discipline, heritage legislation and even best practices, or 
examples and protocols of management from different cases. All together conform a 
corpus of literature of great value for the understanding of the current reality. However, 
most of these works do not have a mirror in the main international literature where, 
either general theoretical works (i.e. Cleere, 1996; Carman, 2015) or those focused on 
controversial issues (i.e. regarding nationalisms, Diaz-Andreu and Champion, 1996; 
Kohl and Fawcett, 1995; Hamilakis, 2007), are extensively quoted and used. 
 



It is a fact that nationalisms have maybe been the main focus for literature about the 
social impact of archaeological heritage management, now followed by community 
archaeology experiences (i.e. Rodríguez and Correa, 2011; Shai and Uziel, 2016) and 
complemented by a good corpus of legal analysis (i.e. Sande, 2006; Elsorady, 2011). In 
the last years, development (i.e. Gould and Burtenshaw, 2014) and climate change (i.e. 
Van de Noort, 2011; Baer and Singer, 2018) are also in the picture due to the general 
interest on the topics. However, if now I ask you, the reader, wherever you come from, 
to tell me a couple of titles where I can clearly understand the way archaeology works 
in your country, what would you recommend me? 
 
In many occasions we face a lack of resources, or can only access handbooks in local 
languages (for example, Querol 2010 for the case of Spain). They are useful for the 
understanding of current work, but they also reflect an official discourse, sometimes far 
from practice. The definition of the law, the institutions, some basic bureaucracy, etc. 
are essential to understand the general picture, but diving into the detail, one realises 
that there is more to be told and no system is perfect.  
 
This project will try to help shrinking this gap in current literature with a different 
source, which will be exposed later on, but will also raise a critique of current literature, 
as biased by the Anglo-Saxon sphere and offer an alternative to grow on our own basis 
as periphery, but with the heritage of decades of history in the management of 
archaeological resources. 
 
This claim has been contested before. I just invite you to take one of the most quoted 
articles or books in the topic, even when dealing about general or Global issues, and 
check the list of references. Make your numbers and check who, how and where the 
periphery is quoted. Of course, this does not mean that we should stop quoting them, 
but only be more aware about a situation in which we should reinforce our own 
networks and practices in a context where most challenges are shared amongst all of us. 
 
Methodology 
 
Each line has its own methodology, as the goals and subjects change considerably. Even 
within each case study, there is a need for a slight adaptation, taking into account the 
challenges that are in place. However, there is a general design that overall helps to 
understand and compare data in order to make useful calls. I have to state at this point, 
given the general trend of positivism that we are experiencing in the last years, that I do 
not aim to tell the truth, but a series of perceptions and facts that shape our reality. 
Debatable as it is, all data will be made available when completing the project and any 
other researcher will be able to make its own conclusions out of it. The most important 
outcome for me is to be able to open the debate on the need to rethink archaeological 
heritage management and archaeology itself. 
 
This relies on the idea that we generally believe archaeology is practiced for the greater 
good. This good being knowledge, development or inheritance. I will not challenge the 
fact, but the actual practice. 
 
In order to do so, there are two lines of action with their own goals and methods: 
 



The first one is a cross-Mediterranean comparative study of the perception of 
archaeological heritage management. The second one, an approach to the impact of 
archaeological sites of different kinds in their surroundings. 
 

 
 
[Figure 1. Map with the countries subject to study. In green, those with case studies for 
the line on impact. In red, those that are not directly facing the Mediterranean but can be 
considered within the region. In yellow, those others where there will be work 
conducted too and directly face the Mediterranean.] 
 
Line 1: Cross-Mediterranean perception of archaeological heritage 
management 
 
How would you describe the process of doing archaeology in your country? What 
would you change? And keep no matter what? The first line tries to delve into the 
management of archaeological heritage in the Mediterranean, country by country, 
conducting semi structured interviews to professionals. The two main goals of this line 
are to better understand how archaeology happens in each country, and to identify those 
practices that work/not work within the management of archaeological heritage.  
 
Understanding this line of work as an audit of Mediterranean archaeology would be a 
close look to reality. There is a general feeling that things do not work as they should. 
Something is failing in the process of making archaeology happen, and depending on 
the person asked, their background and interests, the aspects to blame change. However, 
there are always some points in common and a multi-perspective approach to the 
problems let us understand better how they are happening and how we deal with them 
(following Perspectivism, as understood by Ortega y Gasset [1914] following Nietzsche 
[Nolte, 1990]). In this sense, the project travels to every country meeting professionals 
with different backgrounds, in order to better understand the general situation. Although 



there is a template with over ten profiles, not all countries can meet it, either because 
some of the profiles do not exist, or due to time-money impediments. 
 
At this stage, the lack of extra funding for the project and other time constraints, make it 
difficult to delve into every country at a level desired. Not all the people of interest are 
available during the visits, some of them refuse to be interviewed and sometimes it is 
impossible to reach them. However, until now, every country visited has offered a good 
range of profiles with very interesting perspectives. 
 
The interview is conducted anonymously and only summaries of the topics treated will 
be shared, always behind a double code system by which there will never be access to 
the names of the people interviewed. However, they can choose to share their names, 
although it only will be done to quote constructive comments that might be of real 
interest for the future of archaeological heritage management. 
 
There is an estimated of 300 interviews to be conducted across the Mediterranean. 
Therefore, time constraints will make it difficult to delve into some secondary aspects 
that might arise from the interview, like correlation between different criteria and the 
answers. It is a line that will stay open for further analysis. 
 
Line 2: A new way to measure the impact of archaeological sites 
 
How can we measure the impact of an archaeological site? Current experiences have 
focused mainly in the economic side (i.e. Gould, 2018), or the cultural-educational one 
(i.e. Kajda et al. 2018). However, the same way evaluation keeps being a need not 
always carried out (Ellenberger and Richardson, 2018), the ways we are approaching 
impact might be misleading. Why? Mainly because without clear social goals for our 
interventions and the current discourse on development, we are missing several issues 
that need to be urgently included in our project design and evaluation processes. 
Amongst them I like to highlight the consequences of our work, that we usually identify 
as positive but not always are so. Current work in the field can however lead to a more 
positive impact as Pastor’s work has showed in the case of Barcelona (Pastor, 2016; 
Pastor and Ruiz, 2018). 
 
For this project, the goal is to understand how the archaeological sites used as case 
studies relate to their surroundings (understood in a fluid way), trying to explain the 
dynamics generated on its social fabric (both local and incoming). Twelve 
archaeological sites from Spain, Morocco and Greece (four per country) have been 
selected attending a different criteria: for example, the level of management (from 
World Heritage to local importance), the location (rural, urban, coastal, etc.) or the 
period (trying to have a representation from different moments in history). 
 
For the moment, the main interest is in testing the methodologies used and being able to 
extract some general ideas from the complete set of data. Nevertheless, each specific 
case can also offer some insights on the local dynamics that can be of use for the 
improvement of its management. Details in everyday management that can be adapted 
easily. 
 
There are two actions within this line: first, a visitor study in the site, focused on visitors 
that are not going in groups. The idea is not only to get a glimpse of their interaction 



and value of the site, but also to better understand how they relate to the broader offer in 
the region. One of the main ideas of the ‘fallacy of development’ is that the site will 
bring money. If tourists do not stay (especially in rural areas), the impact will be 
inexistent, even negative. In line with this idea, the second action conducts an 
ethnographic study to understand the context. Interviewing people living around, 
mapping the area, identifying connections, etc. Even when the general data (for 
example, the number of visitors) is very positive, reality tells a different story. Trying to 
understand how it happens, and most importantly, trying to find corrections to current 
flaws in the model, will be part of this line of work. 
 
Results 
 
This far into the project, there is still a need for more data to complete the general 
picture and the conduction of a proper analysis of this data. It would be reckless to 
advance results when fieldwork hardly reached the 50 per cent of its scheduled 
interventions. However, looking back, there are some general ideas that can offer a 
glimpse on the future results: 
 
1/ We have an extensive bibliography that should be better known and used. The use of 
our local languages might challenge the expansion of our ideas but is still essential to 
support local literature in international publications.  
 
2/ The networks we can build with these projects are fundamental for the development 
of an empowered periphery. We share history and challenges. We now must take charge 
of the future. 
 
3/ Cooperation with local institutions is essential for the growth of capacities and 
mutual learning. We cannot work alone, especially in foreign soil. 
 
4/ We have two main models for management that work with deep differences between 
countries: ‘public’ and ‘outsourced’. Within the Mediterranean they all recognise the 
public control of archaeological goods, but approach the management of rescue 
archaeology in different ways. Until now, no model seems to be perfect. 
 
5/ Furthermore, there are many common problems amongst us: lack of funding, political 
dependence, challenges in the protection of archaeological heritage, difficulties to 
access a non-precarious position, internal conflicts, etc. Is this a structural problem of 
our society? 
 
6/ Only with a continuous work with the different publics, but especially local 
communities, we will be able to reach a better impact of archaeology in daily life. 
 
7/ The ‘fallacy of development’ can only be overcame with a comprehensive approach 
to heritage that mixes top-down policy with bottom-up undertaking. 
 
8/ Tourism is not always the solution to economic problems, at least in a local scale. We 
need to be aware about who benefits from it. 
 



9/ Cooperation between institutions is a must, even when they are not in common 
grounds. National to local, heritage to any other department, Institution to grassroots 
movement. All actors need to be in place. 
 
10/ Furthermore, constant and fluid communication amongst them is essential to sort 
out challenges and conflicts that can make difficult to progress. 
 
This sort of decalogue of somehow obvious ideas is daily neglected in management, so 
maybe cannot be considered that obvious. Some specific examples from the fieldwork 
currently conducted can identify some of the flaws. I will just share two photos from 
two of the case studies in Greece. 
 

 
 
[Figure 2. Rotonda, in Thessaloniki, Greece. The walls full of graffiti are just a glimpse 
of a generally vandalised archaeological heritage. What is one of the archaeological 
icons in the city remains broadly disconnected from its people in a deprived 
neighbourhood only sustained by the university campus.] 
 



 
 
[Figure 3. Road to Ancient Messene, South Peloponnese, Greece. In the middle of the 
mountains within a rural environment, the current design of the roads to get to the 
heritage attractions in the area leave aside several villages. Meanwhile, the closer ones, 
have a very strong relation with the site, favoured by the amazing work of Prof. 
Themelis, the main researcher.] 
 
Discussion and conclusion 
 
Most of the fieldwork is still pending, and it is therefore early to advance proper results, 
but it is a good moment to start the discussion over some of the main lines of the project 
and how they can or cannot affect the way we manage archaeological heritage. 
 
First of all, I would like to point out the issue of the publications. We have some level 
of inferiority complex when it has to do with archaeological practice. The lack of 
resources is evident in most cases when we compare to multimillion projects coming 
from abroad. However, when dealing with archaeological heritage management we do 
have an extensive experience that cannot be shadowed by external trends. I am a 
believer of the power of public archaeology to achieve a better practice, but once again 
we cannot build the house from the roof. Our societies (Mediterranean) developed with 
different legal and educational frameworks, making it difficult to import some of the 
practices proposed, for example, from community archaeology. While including the 
different publics in the management of archaeological heritage is still a goal, we need to 
do it from our basis, finding creative solutions that can be easily adapted to the 
specificities of our realities. In this sense, sharing our current experiences is essential. 
We need to publish more about what we are doing and also do it in both our local 
languages and English, so the international arena realises the diversity of practice and 
reality we live in. 
 



Secondly, the definitions. One of the outcomes of the project is the difference between 
written word (and law), and actual practice. Moreover, the perception of archaeological 
heritage management does not have a unique face, showing how, under similar 
circumstances, we develop different solutions and how these solutions are perceived 
very differently depending on the position we take. We need to delve into the definition 
of our current management models, from a critical approach, in order to better 
understand the grounds of our practice. Furthermore, the identification of those 
solutions that are positively or negatively recognised by most professionals will help to 
develop new ones. The comparative study of the different realities will put in place all 
the different models we have, sometimes similar, but never equal. Black on white, this 
can help to better understand the way we manage archaeological heritage, how this way 
entangles with our political and social traditions and how flexible we can be in the 
innovation towards new models or radical changes on them. We recognise archaeology 
should be practiced for a greater good, and this analysis is one of the few ways to work 
towards this goal with no mistake. 
 
Finally, a reflection about impact measurement. We cannot measure impact by taking 
tourism numbers and expecting them to interact with the local sphere around 
archaeological sites. We cannot even expect them to visit archaeological sites. While 
archaeological heritage is clearly appealing to travel to most Mediterranean 
destinations, it is still only one of the factors to take into account and also related to the 
main flagships of each nation’s archaeology. For example, not all visitors going to Petra 
go to Jerash, not to mention other minor sites. Some of the visitors come directly to 
Petra in organised trips where the phenomenon of the ‘ghost tourist’ (going only to the 
site with no expenditure in local business) applies leaving some revenue in tickets but 
not much more. Indeed, for most cases, the actual impact of an archaeological site when 
there are no other attractions associated (landscape, other sites, etc.) is inexistent. This 
also brings together an issue of local appropriation or rejection of the sites, depending 
on what they represent and their management, as well as secondary consequences that 
might create conflicts in the local sphere, like re-routing of roads, unequal investment or 
failed enterprises. All together paint a totally different picture to the one we usually see 
in tourism advertisement and conferences. It is difficult to articulate a working network 
of archaeological sites within a region and tourism cannot be considered the panacea for 
development, at least alone. 
 
In this point, the final remarks will address the need to revisit archaeological heritage 
management from different perspectives and a critical approach. It is not a matter of 
changing laws but processes, and mostly of being aware about the reality in the field. 
This is something that does not only affect managers, but also archaeologists in general, 
as the management of a site starts in the moment we project to intervene in an 
archaeological site. The way we approach local communities and other stakeholders 
around the site, our research goals, the plans we make for the site after excavation, etc. 
configure a different future for the sites and the people. If we are truly doing 
archaeology for the greater good, this have to be shown since the very beginning. 
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