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IIpeBeHTHBHA apXxeoJioruja
M 3aIITUTA aPXe0JI0IIKOr Hacjelha

Pey ypeonuxa

VY jyOunapHoj roauHH, y KOjoj oOene:xaBaMo
140 roguna on ocHuBama CPICKOT apXEoNOMIKOT
JpYIITBA, MOYXEMO KOHCTaTOBAaTH Jla C€ 3alliTHTa
apxeostonikor Haciieha y CpOuju Hanasu moj mpu-
THCKOM WHTCH3UBHOT pa3Boja M U3rPadmbe, KOjU Jak
TpeTe Jla y3ApMajy TeMeJbe apXeosoTHje y IeIHHH.
[IpeBeHTHBHA apxeoJorHja TPEACTaBhba H3Y3E€THO
Ba)XHY TeMy, Koja je BehMHHM 3eMajba MOTIHCHHLA
EBporicke KOHBEHIIMje O 3allITUTH apXeOoJOMIKOT
Hacieha, TIoMoria Jia ce apxeojordja cyodeHa ca
M3a30BMMa WHTEH3WBHE W3TPAibe - WHCTUTYIIHO-
HAJIHO TpaHC(HOPMHIIE W METOJOJOIIKA pa3BUje.
Mako Ha nM3BecTaH HAUMH NPEICTaBJbABE OBE TEME
y CpOuju 01a3u ca 3aKallibeheM y OJHOCY Ha Be-
huny cycennux 3emaspa, leHO he (He)npuxBaTame
MIPECYAHO YTUIIATH HA TaJbHF TOK Pa3B0oja apXxeoJioThje
y Cpbuju.

VYV oxBupy XLIV Tomummer ckyna Cprckor
apXEOJIOUIKOT JIPpYIITBa, KOjU je oapkan 2021. ro-
nuHe y [lapahuHy oprann3oBaHa je TeMarcka cecHja
Cekije 3a 3alITHTy apXCOJIOMIKOr Haciieha mon
HacloBoM: [Ipesenmusna apxeonozuja u 3aumuma
apxeonowxoe Hacreha. 1luib cecuje OMO je TOKpe-
Tame MUpe TUCKYCHje Ha TeMy TIPEBEHTUBHE apXeo-
JIOTHje | 3aITUTE apXeoJoIIKOr Hacieha ca uaejom
Jla KOJIeTe M3 EBPOICKUX 3eMasba NpENICTaBe CBOja
HCKYCTBa I10 OBOM NHTamky Ka0 BeoMa BayKaH M3BOP
ca3Hama 3a IITO TPaBUJIHMjE CariieflaBambe CTama
3amITuTe apxeosomkor Hacieha y Cpouju.

Cecuja je umana 15 yyecnHuka u3 14 3emama:
W. Knaju, Uszpaen (Eitan Klein, Israel); . Bapeupo,
lnanuja (David Barreiro, Spain); M. [laBnera,
[Tosbeka (Michal Pawleta, Poland); A. Menep, I11Baj-
mapcka (Andreas Mader, Switzerland); C. Kammana,
Wrammja (Stefano Campana, Italy); [1. HoBakoBuh,
Cnosenuja (Predrag Novakovi¢, Slovenia); A. Anek-
cuh, Cpouja; XK. Tanxocuh, I'puka; M. Bypem, Ye-
mka (Michal Bures, Czech Republic); H. [daBun,
Yemka (Novak David, Czech Republic); A. b. ®ep-
Hanzec, [lopryran (Antonio Batarda Fernandes, Por-
tugal); J. bazenmanc, Xomanmuja (Jos Bazelmans,

Preventive archaeology and the protection
of the archaeological heritage

Preface

In the jubilee year, in which we celebrate the
140th anniversary of the founding of the Serbian
Archaeological Society, we can state that the protec-
tion of the archaeological heritage in Serbia is under
pressure by intensive development and construc-
tion, which even threatens to shake the foundations
of archeology as a whole. Preventive archeology
represents an extremely important topic, which has
helped most of the signatory countries of the Euro-
pean Convention on the Protection of Archaeologi-
cal Heritage to institutionally transform and meth-
odologically develop archaeology faced with the
challenges of intensive construction. Although in a
certain way, the presentation of this topic in Serbia
comes with a delay compared to most of the neigh-
boring countries, its (non)acceptance will decisively
affect the further course of the development of ar-
chaeology in Serbia.

As part of the XLIV Annual Meeting of the Ser-
bian Archaeological Society, which was held in 2021
in Paracin, a thematic session of the Section for the
Protection of the Archaeological Heritage was orga-
nized under the title: Preventive Archaeology and the
Protection of the Archaeological Heritage. The goal
of the session was to start a broader discussion on
the topic of preventive archacology and protection of
archaeological heritage with the idea that colleagues
from European countries present their experiences
on this issue as a very important source of know-
ledge for a more accurate overview of the state of
archaeological heritage protection in Serbia.

The session had 15 participants from 14 coun-
tries: Eitan Klein, Israel; David Barreiro, Spain; Mi-
chal Pawleta, Poland; Andreas Mader, Switzerland;
Stefano Campana, Italy; Predrag Novakovi¢, Slo-
venia; A. Aleksié¢, Serbia; Z. Tankosi¢, Greece; Mi-
chal Bures, Czech Republic; Novak David, Czech
Republic; Antonio Batarda Fernandes, Portugal,
Jos Bazelmans, Netherlands, 1. Panci¢, BiH-RS; D.
Gazivoda, Montenegro and Milena Kamenova, Bul-
garia. The session was held live over the Internet,
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Netherlands), W. [anguh, buX-PC; /1. 'a3uBona,
Lpna ['opa u M. Kamenona, byrapcka (Milena Ka-
menova, Bulgaria). Cecuja je omprkaHa yKHBO TIPEKO
HMHTEPHETa, CHUMJbEHA j€ U jaBHO JIOCTYIHA IIyTeM
muHka: shorturl.at/lwSZ1.

Kao pesynrar pama ycrmemHo oApkaHe cecuje,
CauyMIbEH je 300pHUK PaJioBa HAa OBY TEMY Ca UCTUM
IIJBEM U HJICJOM — TIOKpETame IIHpe JUCKYCHje Ha
TEMy IPEBEHTHBHE apXEOJIOTH]jE U 3aLITUTE apXe0yIo-
LIKOT HacJieha paau jacHor carienaBama (PeHOMEHa 1
neduHrcama KOHKPETHUX MPeyIora pelieha.

300puuk cagpxu 11 pagoBa ykynHo 17 aytopa
n3 12 3eMasba, y KojuMa cy Mpe/ICTaBIbeHn IPUMEpH
3aIlITUTE apXCOJIOLIKOT Hacliela 3acHOBaHU Ha pa3iiu-
YUTHM MCKYCTBUMa IPEBEHTUBHE apXeoJoruje, Kpo3
NPE/ICTaB/babe TEHEPAJIHOr cTama (XomaHxauja,
@pannycka, [lnanuja, 'puka, Cnosenuja, Ilosbceka,
XpBarcka), KOHKPETHUX MPHUCTYTIA HA [10jeINHAYHIM
JokajureTrMa (jesepcka Hastasuinta y llBajiapckoj),
METOOJIOIIKIX TPUCTYTIA (3Ha4a] JaJbHHCKE JTETEK-
nuje y MTamuju) wim crnenyjam3oBaHuX CiIydajeBa
MpeBeHLMje MbavyKamba apXeoomKor Onara (nehun-
cka Hajasumra y U3paeny).

CwMmarpajyhn TeMy NpeBEHTUBHE apXeoJIOTHje
W3Y3ETHO 3HAYajHOM, NOCEOHO y BPEMEHY BEIHMKUX
M3a30Ba 33 [UTamba 3aIUTHTE apXEOoJIOIIKOI Hacieha
y Cpbuju, Temarcku 300pHHK TocBehyjemo oberre-
*aBamy 140 ronuna on1 ocHuBamba CpIICKOT apXeoJ0-
LIKOT IPYILTBA.

Anexcanoap Anexcuh

was recorded and is publicly available via a link:
shorturl.at/qzPSU.

As a result of the work of the successfully held
session, a collection of papers on this topic was cre-
ated with the same goal and idea - starting a wider
discussion on the topic of preventive archaeology
and protection of archaeological heritage in order to
clearly observe the phenomenon and define specific
proposed solutions.

The collection contains 11 papers by a total of
17 authors from 12 countries, in which examples of
archaeological heritage protection based on various
experiences of preventive archaeology are present-
ed, through the presentation of the general situation
(Netherlands, France, Spain, Greece, Slovenia, Po-
land, Croatia), specific approaches on individual lo-
calities (lake sites in Switzerland), methodological
approaches (importance of remote detection in Ita-
ly) or specialized cases of prevention of looting of
archaeological treasures (cave sites in Israel).

Considering the topic of preventive archaeology
extremely important, especially in the time of great
challenges for the protection of archaeological heri-
tage in Serbia, we dedicate the thematic collection to
marking 140 years since the foundation of the Serbi-
an Archaeological Society.

Aleksandar Aleksic¢



UMJESTO UVODA

Preventivna arheologija ili arheologija vodena
razvojem, izrasla je iz dvije zabrinutosti u vezi s
promjenama koje je arheologija prosla kao discipli-
na u posljednjih nekoliko decenija. Koncept preven-
tivne arheologije, kako je definisan Konvencijom
iz La Vallette 1992. godine, arheologiju je ¢vrsto
stavio u sferu prostornog planiranja, javnog ugov-
aranja i odlucivanja. Ovako postavljena, prihvacena
je u vecini europskih zemalja kao — preventivna ar-
heologija.

Prva se promena ogleda u uvodenju novih za-
konskih resenja i politika planiranja, $to je proizvelo
pojavu komercijalne grane arheologije koja je neiz-
bjezno dovela do niza transformacija nacina na koji
se arheologija razmatra iznutra i izvan discipline.
Ovo je istovremeno uslovilo i promjene u njenoj
praksi, metodama i istrazivackom programu. Dru-
gim rije¢ima, ova se velika promjena morala prila-
goditi samoj disciplini i njenoj praksi i obratno.

Druga promjena koja je dosla kao izravni re-
zultat enormno povecanog broja preventivnih is-
trazivanja, pretvorila je arheologiju u disciplinu koja
se temelji na obilju podataka. Danas se, zapravo, rij-
etko moze naéi disciplina u kojoj najveci broj poda-
taka nije rezultat pazljivog planiranja istrazivackih
prioriteta. Obilje podataka stvara se projektima ¢iju
realizaciju generiraju vanjski faktori, u prvom redu
ugrozavanje arheoloskog naslijeda usled prostornog
planiranja i razvoja.

Uvodenje novih zakonskih okvira ukljucuje ar-
heologiju u proces planiranja, gdje se, u principu,
nece dopustiti nikakav razvoj ili izdati dozvola za
planiranje (i izgradnju) prije nego se svi arheoloski
ostaci (tj. arheoloski potencijal) unutar predlozenog
podrucja razvoja ne istraze i ne zabiljeze. Ova nova
arheoloska praksa usmjerena na dokumentiranje
bastine kojoj prijeti uniStavanje pocela se razvijati
usporedo sa tradicionalnom arheoloskom praksom
koja je prvenstveno posvecena akademskim is-
trazivanjima.

U evropskim okvirima, ova istrazivanja obavl-
jaju razlic¢iti profesionalci, koji se financiraju iz ra-
zlicitih izvora, a njihovi se rezultati uglavnom Sire
na dva razli¢ita nacina — akademski i interesi zastite
arheoloskog naslijeda ugrozenog razvojem. Potak-
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INSTEAD OF AN INTRODUCTION

Much of the research on preventive archaeolo-
gy (commercial archaeology) or development-led
archaeology grew out of two concerns regarding
changes archaeology went through as a discipline
over the last three decades. Concept of the preven-
tive archaeology, as defined in the La Valletta Con-
vention in 1992, has fully placed archaeology in the
planning sphere, public law, and decision-making.
As such, it was adopted across most of Europe as
preventive archaeology.

Firstly, the introduction of the new planning
laws and policies, and thus creation of the preven-
tive archaeology gave rise to a commercial ‘branch’
of archaeology which inevitably led to a series of
transformations of how archaeology is considered in
and outside the discipline, and to changes in its prac-
tices, methods and research agenda. In other words,
this major change has to be accommodated within
the discipline itself and the practice.

The second major change came as a direct result
of an increased number of excavations within pre-
ventive archaeology, making archaeology a largely
‘data-driven’ discipline. Today, in fact, one could
rarely find the discipline where the large majority
of data is not the result of careful planning of re-
search priorities and agendas comes from projects
for which the reasons are generated by outside fac-
tors (i.e. threats to sites and archaeological heritage
due to spatial or commercial development in the first
place).

The introduction of new legislative frameworks
and laws incorporates archaeology into the planning
process, where, in principle, no development will be
allowed to proceed or planning (building) permis-
sion granted, unless all archaeological remains (i.e.
archaeological potential) within the proposed devel-
opment area is investigated and recorded. This new
archaeological practice aimed at the documentation
of the heritage threatened by destruction has started
to develop alongside the traditional archaeological
practice devoted primarily to academic research.
The two are evidently undertaken by different pro-
fessionals, funded from different sources and their
results are mostly disseminated in two different
ways. Having prompted numerous debates within
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nuvsi brojne rasprave unutar arheoloske discipline
tokom posljednjih decenija, ovaj kontrast itekako je
u srediStu ovog opazanja.

Uvodenje novih pravila u planiranju razvoja nije
stvorilo samo niz promjena unutar same arheologi-
je, ve¢ 1 brojne varijacije nove prakse arheologije
vodene razvojem izmedu razli¢itih zemalja. Moz-
da nije iznenadenje da je arheologija vodena raz-
vojem poprimila razli¢it oblik u svakoj od zemalja
potpisnica Konvencije iz La Vallette, s obzirom na
jasne razlike u njihovoj arheoloskoj tradiciji i struk-
turi u odgovaraju¢im sektorima bastine.

Posebna karakteristika preventivne arheologi-
je odnosi se na razli¢itu primenu novih politika
planiranja izmedu europskih zemalja, Sto je neho-
tice stvorilo mnoge “nove arheologije”. Zemlje
sjeverozapadne Europe relativno lako su prihvatile
nove zakone o planiranju, dok su mnoge zemlje
izvan “najrazvijenijeg” dijela Europe kasnije usvo-
jile nove politike i u skladu sa njima transformirali
nacin na koji se praktikuje arheologija.

Sjeverozapadna Europa nesumnjivo je regija
u kojoj su najpre razvijeni i usvojeni novi princi-
pi i1 prakse (Ujedinjeno Kraljevstvo, Irska, Skan-
dinavske zemlje i zemlje Beneluksa), iako postoje
znacajne razlike izmedu njihovih nacionalnih siste-
ma arheologije vodene razvojem. Ujedinjeno Kral-
jevstvo i Irska bi se mogle staviti na jednu stranu
(donekle i zemlje Beneluksa i Svedska), s obzirom
na nivo ,,slobodnog trzista“, jer se u ovim zemljama
uocava dovoljno sli¢nosti u njihovim tradicijama
arheologije, pristupima i praksama zastite nasljeda
da bi se mogli zajednicki tretirati. Do odredene
mjere slicne, ali dovoljno razliCite predstavljaju
sistemi Njemacke, Austrije i Svicarske, koje imaju
vrlo dugu tradiciju spasilacke arheologije (namjerno
koristimo ovaj izraz) kao drzavne, javne sluzbe, pod
velikim utjecajem akademske arheologije. Dvije
velike drzave juzne Europe, Italija i Spanija, ima-
ju vrlo dugu i snaznu “etatisticku” tradiciju u arhe-
oloskim istrazivanjima u domenu arheologije spasa-
vanja. lako su u nekim aspektima slijedili pristup
Ujedinjenog Kraljevstva (npr. slobodno trziste arhe-
oloskih spasilackih usluga), i dalje su drzali snaznu
kontrolu koju javne institucije vr$e nad subjektima
na trziStu. Medutim, jo$ uvijek je upitno koliki je
dio arheologije zapravo ugraden u proces planiranja
i kako se to primjenjuje u praksi. S druge strane,
Francuska je krenula suprotnim putem. Tamo je
uloga arheologije u procesima planiranja vrlo jasno
definirana i pocetne faze preventivne arheologije su
uglavnom domen javnih institucija (prije svega IN-
RAP-a), dok su iskopavanja koja mogu biti potreb-

the discipline over the last two decades, this contrast
sits very much at the center of this research.

The introduction of new planning laws did not
just generate a series of changes within archaeology
proper, but also a great deal of variations of the new
archaeological development-led practice between
different countries. Perhaps it is no surprise that de-
velopment-led archaeology took a different shape in
each of the countries signatories of the La Valletta
convention, given clear differences in their archae-
ological traditions and structures of their respective
heritage sectors.

Thus, the second original concern motivating
this research is related to different interpretations of
these new planning policies between the European
countries, all of which have inadvertently formed
many ‘new archaeologies’. Here, countries of North-
west Europe have taken the new planning laws with
relative ease, while many countries outside the most
developed part of Europe have either lagged behind
or are yet to adopt the new policies and transform
how archaeology is practiced.

Northwest Europe is undoubtedly the region
where new principles and practices were developed
and adopted first (United Kingdom, Ireland, Scan-
dinavian and Benelux countries). Though there are
some considerable differences between their nation-
al systems of development-led archaeology, one
could put the UK and Ireland on one pole (to some
extent also the Benelux and Sweden) regarding the
level of ‘free market’, as these countries, for the
purpose of this study, still exhibit enough similari-
ties in their traditions of archaeology and heritage
approaches and practices to be treated together. To
a certain extent similar but different enough are
Germany, Austria, and Switzerland. They all have
very long traditions of rescue archaeology (we in-
tentionally use this term) as state/ provincial/public
service, greatly influenced by academic archaeolo-
gy. Two large South European Countries, Italy and
Spain, have very long and strong ‘etatist’ traditions
in archaeological research in the domain of rescue
archaeology. While in some respects following the
UK approach, (e.g. free market of archaeological
rescue services), they still kept strong control that
public institutions exercise over the subjects in the
market. However, it is still questionable how much
of the archaeology is actually incorporated into the
planning process and how this is implemented in
practice. France, on the other hand, took the oppo-
site route. There, the role of archaeology in plan-
ning processes is very clearly defined and the ini-



na kao rezultat pocetne procjene arheoloskih izvora,
donekle dostupnija razli¢itim subjektima (privatne
firme ali i INRAP). Norveska i Danska podijelile
su zadatke upravljanja kulturnom bastinom izmedu
razli¢itih institucija, osiguravajuci posteno pruzanje
usluga. lako geografski ne pripada ovom krugu, u
smislu primene preventivne arheologije, Gréka je po
svojim politikama bliza zapadnom delu Europe no
balkanskim susjedima. Njen sistem karakterise jaka
drzavna kontrola nad sprovodenjem istrazivanja i
zastite arheoloskog naslijeda.

Primer Izraela predstavlja poseban fenomen je-
dinstven po mnogo ¢emu, koji se u potpunosti zas-
niva na specifi¢nosti drustvene i drzavne organizaci-
je, ali 1 na udelu arheoloskog naslijeda u gradenju
drustvenog identiteta. Iako formalno nije ¢lanica
Saveta Europe, zanimljivo je upoznati se sa pojed-
inim primerima prakse u primeni razli¢itih metoda
zastite arheoloskog naslijeda Izraela. Sistem Izraela
razvija se u posebnom okruzenju, stvarajuci ¢ak i
veoma specifi¢an institucionalni nacin borbe protiv
ilegalne trgovine arheoloskim naslijedem (Arhacae-
ological Theft Prevention Unit).

Na jugoisto¢noj strani Europe, bivSe socijalis-
ticke zemlje (ne ukljucujuéi Rusiju) pokazuju mno-
go vece razlike i ne mogu se jednostavno povezati
i bolje ih je tretirati odvojeno (za vise detalja po-
gledati pregled Novakovi¢a i Horiidka 2016 i druge
radove iz iste monografije iz Hrvatske, Rumunjske,
Slovacke, Ceske, Litvanije, Madarske, Poljske).
Medutim, mogle bi se zamisliti dvije ,,regije* unutar
istocne 1 jugoisto¢ne Europe s obzirom na status, or-
ganizaciju i praksu preventivne arheologije:

+ ,srednjoevropska“ (Poljska, Ceska, Slovac-
ka, balticke zemlje, Madarska, Slovenija,
Hrvatska) i

* ,jugoisto¢noeuropska” (Srbija, Bosna i Her-
cegovina, Crna Gora, Sjeverna Makedonija,
Bugarska, Rumunija, Albanija).

Vecina njih dijeli mnogo zajednickih tradicija u
arheologiji, sve su bile socijalisticke zemlje do poc-
etka 1990-ih, ali su razli¢ito usvajale nove principe
1 zakonodavne okvire za usvajanje preventivne ar-
heologije, razlikuju¢i se od prili¢no liberalnog pris-
tupa slobodnog trzista i relativno dobro razvijenih
poduzetnickih struktura do visoko drzavnih monop-
oliziranih sistema sa gotovo nikakvim elementima
privatnih inicijativa. Takoder postoje znacajne raz-
like u pogledu toga koliko je arheologije ugradeno
u postupke planiranja. Sa druge strane, moglo bi se
naéi vrlo “zapadnjacki” modeli i modeli gdje je ar-
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tial stages of preventive archaeology are largely the
domain of public institutions (e.g. INRAP), while
the excavations which may be required as a result
of the initial evaluation are more open to different
subjects (private enterprises as well as INRAP).
Norway and Denmark have divided tasks of cultural
heritage management between different institutions,
ensuring the fair delivery of services and that the de-
veloper only pays for no more than a strict rescue of
archaeological material (Glerstad 2016). Although
geographically not part of Northwest Europe, based
on its policies regarding preventive archaeology,
Greece is closer to the European standards more so
than its Balkan neighbors. Its system is character-
ized by strong state control over research and heri-
tage protection.

Another country worthy of note, Israel represents
a specific phenomenon unique as it is founded on
the intricacies of societal and state organization, but
also on the role that archaeological heritage plays in
creating the social identity. Although formally not
a member of the European Council, it is interesting
to note that their heritage protection develops in the
special environment, by creating a very specific in-
stitutional approach to fight against illegal antiqui-
ties trade (Archaeological Theft Prevention Unit).

On the other side of Europe, former socialist
countries exhibit much larger differences and can-
not be simply lumped together (for more details see
a recent overview of Novakovi¢ and Hornak 2016
and other papers in the same monograph, from Cro-
atia, Romania, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Lithuania,
Hungary, Poland).

However, one could imagine two ‘regions’ with
regard to the status, organization, and practice of
preventive archaeology:

*  ‘Central European’ (Poland, Czech Repub-
lic, Slovakia, Baltic countries, Hungary,
Slovenia, Croatia) and

*  ‘Southeast European’ (countries developed
out of the former Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Ro-
mania, Albania).

Most of them shared a great deal of common tra-
ditions in archaeology, they were all socialist coun-
tries until the early 1990s, but they adopted different
new principles and legislative frameworks for devel-
opment-led archaeology, varying from rather liberal
free-market approach and relatively well-developed
entrepreneurial structures to highly state monop-
olized systems with almost no elements of private
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heologija iz toga prakti¢no iskljucena. Uz to, pravni
okviri u nekim zemljama (npr. Madarska) mogu
biti prilicno nestalni i podlozni brojnim znacajnim
promjenama u posljednje dvije decenije.

Ako bolje pogledamo JI Europu, zapravo bi se
mogle naci sve vrste pristupa i praksi povezane s
preventivnom arheologijom. To se odnosi na Slo-
veniju u prvom redu, a donekle i na Hrvatsku, iako
bi se moglo re¢i da su njihovi sistemi mnogo blizi
razvijenim zapadnim zemljama. Na suprotnu stranu
mogu se staviti Srbija, Bosna i Hercegovina, Crna
Gora, S. Makedonija, a takode i Rumunija, Bugarska
1 Albanija, gdje iz razlicitih razloga usvajanje novih
okvira i praksi predstavlja vrlo spor proces, a oni
i dalje uglavnom odrzavaju i nastavljaju pristup od
pre nekoliko decenija. Svi su usvojili Konvenciju iz
La Vallette, osim Crne Gore, ali njezina je primjena
vrlo slaba.

Opcenito, moglo bi se tvrditi da dok je sjeveroza-
padna i zapadna Europa tokom posljednjih decenija
vidjela ovu “revoluciju” arheologije vodene razvo-
jem, s pripadaju¢im promjenama, veci dio ostatka Eu-
rope jos$ uvijek uci kako se prilagoditi novim pravili-
ma u zastiti naslijeda. Mozda i ne iznenaduje da je
ova “revolucija” neizbjezno potaknula i akademsku
raspravu. Promjene unutar discipline i izazovi usva-
janja novih praksi, metoda i programa istrazivanja
utjecu na to kako arheologija oblikuje naSe razumije-
vanje proslosti. Tezak period tranzicije u onim zem-
ljama u kojima se arheologija vodena razvojem tek
treba uobliciti, takoder ne bi smela ostati bez nadzora
i potpore, jer ¢e Steta na kulturnom nasljedu biti trajna
1 nepovratna. Sve ove brige ¢ine temu atraktivnom.
U skladu s tim, ovaj zbornik ima za cilj predstaviti
razlicite primere, koja bi se mogli ponuditi za trans-
formaciju arheologije kao discipline i kao osnov za
proucavanje okvira i prakse preventivne arheologije
iz cijele sjeverozapadne Europe.

Srbija, kao bivsa republika socijalisticke Jugo-
slavije, u posljednjih je 30-ak godina usla u duboku
politicku i ekonomsku krizu §to je svakako uticalo
1 na razvoj ove vrste arheologije. Mozda je i naji-
zazovniji aspekt ovog zbornika da se, na osnovu ra-
zumijevanja historije i razvoja arheologije u Srbiji,
te savremenih standarda i dobrih praksi Sirom Eu-
rope, postave osnovi za diskusiju o predlogu mod-
ela uvodenja preventivne arheologije. Model bi tre-
bao obuhvatiti opce prijedloge za zakonske okvire
i specificnosti metodoloske prakse, a preporucice
1 odgovarajucée institucije za sve strane ukljucene
u procese u kojima se preventivna, odnosno arhe-
ologija vodena razvojem uspjesno primjenjuje u na-
jvecem delu Europe.

initiatives. There are also significant differences in
terms of how much archaeology is incorporated in
the planning procedures, again, one could find very
much ‘Western’ models and models where archaeol-
ogy is practically excluded from this. In addition to
this, legal frameworks in some countries (e.g. Hun-
gary) can be rather volatile and subject to numerous
substantial changes in the last two decades.

If we look closer at SE Europe, one could ac-
tually find all kinds of approaches and practices
associated with development-led archaeology. For
Slovenia, in the first place, and to a certain extent
also for Croatia, one easily could say that their sys-
tems are much closer to developed Western coun-
tries than to the neighboring ones. On the opposite
side one can put Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro, Macedonia, and also Romania, and
Bulgaria where, for different reasons, the adoption
of new frameworks and practices is a very slow pro-
cess, and they still largely maintain and continue the
approach from decades ago. They all adopted the La
Valletta Convention, but its implementation is very
weak.

In general, one could argue that while Northwest
and Western Europe has over the last two decades
seen this ‘revolution’ of development-led archaeol-
ogy, with the accompanying changes, much of the
remainder of Europe is still learning how to adapt to
the new regulations in heritage protection. Perhaps
unsurprisingly, the so-called ‘revolution’ has inev-
itably prompted an academic debate. The changes
within the discipline and the challenges of adopting
new practices, methods, and research agendas all af-
fect how archaeology is shaping our understanding
of the past. The difficult period of transition in those
countries where development-led archaeology is yet
to take shape should also not go unattended, as the
damage to cultural heritage will be detrimental. All
these concerns make for an attractive topic. To that
end, this volume aims to offer varied examples that
could serve as a model to transform some archaeo-
logical practices, and as a basis for consideration of
frameworks and practices of preventive archaeology
in the country.

Serbia, as a former Yugoslav republic, over the
last three decades suffered from a uniquely deep
political and economic crisis which has inevitably
affected the development of preventive archaeolo-
gy. Perhaps the most challenging aim of this vol-
ume is to, based on the historical development of the
discipline in Serbia, and the modern standards and
good practices from Northwest Europe, establish



Smatramo da je posebno neophodno ukazati na
primer Slovenije koja je, pored toga sto je do 1991.
godine dijelila vrlo sli¢ne pravne okvire i tradicije
u arheologiji s drugim zemljama bivse Jugoslavije,
uspjela radikalno promijeniti status i sistem zastite
arheoloskog nasljeda organizovati prema principima
preventivne arheologije, a koji uspesno kombinuje
politiku zastite naslijeda, dostignuca, standarde i
dobre prakse i iskustva zapadnoeuropskih zemalja.'

Trenutni presek stanja u vezi preventivne ar-
heologije u Srbiji ukratko bi se mogao prikazati na
slede¢i nacin: postojeci zakonski okvir ne sprecava
razvoj preventivne arheologije, ali je prije svega
neophodno urediti standardizaciju metoda sa kon-
trolom kvaliteta u svim aspektima arheoloskih is-
trazivanja i zaStite arheolo§kog naslijeda.

Cambridge, UK, Decembar 2022.
Tonko Rajkovaca
Nis, Srbija, Decembar 2022.
Aleksandar Aleksic¢

! Doista, moglo bi se tvrditi da je hrvatska arheologija u
mnogim aspektima slijedila neka od glavnih dostignuca sloven-
ske preventivne arheologije i smjestala je u svoj nacionalni su-
stav. Znacajna zasluga za to odnosi se na intenzivnu suradnju
arheologa iz Hrvatske u velikim projektima vodenim razvojnim
u Sloveniji, gdje su stjekli vazna iskustva o uspjehu novih
politika. Pored toga, stru¢njaci iz Slovenije takoder su Cesto
konzultirani u sli¢nim projektima u Hrvatskoj.
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the foundation for the discussion on the model for
the adoption of preventive archaeology. The mod-
el must include the general proposals for legislative
frameworks and the specific methodological stan-
dards for best practice, while also nominating the
institutions for each stage of archaeological work
within the sector. This is, of course, all carried out
under the auspices of preventive archaeology which
is led by developments, as implemented across most
of Europe.

It is necessary to refer here to Slovenia which,
despite having shared very similar legal frameworks
and traditions in archaeology (and preventive ar-
chaeology in particular) with other countries of
former Yugoslavia until 1991, was able to radically
change the status and system of development-lead
archaeology combining the heritage protection poli-
cy, achievements, standards and good practices and
experiences of Western European countries'.

Ultimately, the state of preventive archaeology
in Serbia is probably best summarized as follows:
the existing legislative frameworks does not prevent
the development of preventive archaeology, yet,
principally, is necessary to introduce standardized
methodology and best practice with quality control
in all areas of archaeological work and heritage pro-
tection.

Cambridge, UK, Decembar 2022.
Tonko Rajkovaca
Nis, Srbija, Decembar 2022.
Aleksandar Aleksic¢

! Indeed, it could be argued that Croatian archeology
in many aspects followed some of the main achievements of
Slovenian preventive archeology and placed it in its national
system. Significant credit for this goes to the intensive
cooperation of archaeologists from Croatia in large development
projects in Slovenia, where they gained important experience on
the success of new policies. In addition, experts from Slovenia
are also often consulted in similar projects in Croatia.
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TPEHYTHOT TPABHOT W HAYYHOT OKBHpA, KOjH MOTY OMOTYNHTH MpEBa3sHIaXKEHC HCKUX O30MJPHHUX OTpaHHUYCHA Y
TpPEeHYTHOj Tpakcu. Mnak, yak ¥ HajHaNpeHUje JUjarHOCTHYKE CTPaTeTHje 3aXTeBajy Jajba Mo00Jbllama Koja ce MOTY
JICCHTH CaMo Kp03 KOHKPETHY HayuHy MOCBeNeHOCT, capaimby nu3Mel)y HCTpaKHBAYKUX U KOH3EPBATOPCKUX HHCTUTYIIH]a
U 3ayBEK HaMyllITame OECKOPUCHUX UJICOJIONIKUX TTO3UIINja U 3acTapeiuX MPHUCTYyIA.
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WHY DO ARCHAEOLOGICAL DISCOVERIES
ON DEVELOPMENT SITES SO OFTEN SEEM FORTUITOUS
OR ENTIRELY UNEXPECTED?
WHAT IS WRONG WITH PLANNING-LED ARCHAEOLOGY
IN ITALY?

Abstract — The paper discusses both theory and practice in the application of the Italian domestic law, which has applied
since 2006 to any kind of public new construction or to the modification of existing structures. The author argues, based
on two of his own projects, BREBEMI and EMPTYSCAPES, that there are both shortcomings and new opportunities
within Planning Led Archaeology. Projects from the last decade, in Italy and elsewhere, have demonstrated the poten-
tial effectiveness of new approaches to pre-development evaluation in the operation of the current legal and scientific
framework that may make it possible to overcome some severe limitations in current practice. That said, even the most
advanced diagnostic strategies need further improvements that can only occur through a concrete scientific commitment,
the collaboration between research and conservation institutions and forever abandoning useless ideological positions
and out of date approaches.
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‘HUuje ce MHO2O MO2ad NPOMEHUNO V MEPEHCKO]
apxeonoacuju moxkom nocieorsux 20 eoouna ... Pa-
3102 ce naxko objawrvasa. Kaxo ce ¢popmupana
KomepyujaiHa npogpecuja, MmMepeHcKu Memoo
je nocmao cmanOapou308an u, YeiasHom 3002
HAYUOHATHUX EeKOHOMCKUX U NOTUMUYKUX NpU-
mucaxa, ouo je nocolen na ceoje nayune. Cman-
dapousosana npaxca je ouia mamo 2oe je o6uo
Hosay’

(Carver et al. 2015: vii)

‘Anu memoo ce mMopa npoyeHUmU no Fe2080M
NOMEHYUjany, npe He2o C80juM PAHUM U eKCHepu-
Menmannum oocmuenyhuma’

(Bintliff & Snodgrass 1988: 69)

YBoa

Jomr 2006. romunae y UTanuju cy CTynuiv Ha CHa-
Ty CTPOTH 3aKOHH Y BE3H Ca apXEOJIOIIKOM MPOIICHOM
yTHIIaja Ha TIPE/ITIOKEHE JIOKAIH]je 3a Pa3Boj. Y TO/Iu-
HaMaKoje cy yciueauie Ouo je OpojHUX HHTEPBEHLIH]a
KOje Ccy OApeauia KOH3epBaTopcKa Tella U CIIPOBeE-
Jla KOMEpIMjaJiHa apxeoJiomika mpeayseha. Ymp-
KOC H3y3€eTHOj MOCcBeNeHOCTH M EKOHOMCKHM pe-
cypcuMa Koje Cy WHBECTHTOPH U TpaljeBHHCKe
KOMITaHHj€ CTaBWJIM Ha paclojiarame, MU M Jlajbe
CKOpO CBakor' JlaHa Ca3HajeMO O ‘U3BAHPEAHUM U
‘HEOUCKMBAHUM  apXEOJIONIKUM OTKpulinma Koja
ce JelllaBajy Ha JIOKalMjama 3a pa3Boj, YecTO ca
MTOCIICANYHUM 00YCTaBOM pajsioBa. Y medath o mpe-
Pa3BOjHO] eBaTyaIlljH, JIeNTyje Iy/JHO IITO jOII HHIKO
HHjE UMA0 JJOBOJHHO JIPCKOCTH Jia BUYE HArjac, Kao
nedak u3 Oajke, 1a ,,kpasb Hema onehy*. Bpeme je na
MOCTAaHEMO CBECHHM HENPHXBAT/BHBE YUYECTAIOCTH
KOJOM MOpPaMoO J1a pearyjeMo Ha Ham3Tjen CIydajHa
i ‘HeripenBulena’ oTkpuha kamga cy rpaheBUHCKH
panoBu Beh y Toky. OHO IITO BUAMMO Ipes coOoM
je CHT'ypHO jacaH J0Ka3 ‘HAaroctu’, Kako y HHUBOY
HAIlIeT JIOKAJTHOT apXEeOJIOMIKOT 3Hamba, TaKO U Y Me-
ToJaMa TIpe-pa3BOjHE eBalyalje Koje TPEHYTHO
JOMHUHHPAjy OBOM BaXHOM c(epom HTannjaHcKe
apxeojoruje. MelyTum, xajae n1a ce BpaTHMO KOpak
yHazan. Uranmjancku tepmun ‘Archeologia Preven-
tiva’ Mo>ke OMTH ITpeBeIeH ApXeoJioryja npeaBoheHa
ranupameM (PLA). Mtanujancku 3aK0H 0 0BOj TeMU
npBu yT je gorer 2006. romuae. Moxaa 6u 6mio
KOPHCHO 3aIlO¥eTH JCKYCHjy OBIE pPa3MaTpameM
CBpXE 3aKOHA WM H3jaBOM O TOMeE ITa ApXeoJorHja
npenBohena mnanupameM (PLA) nmje. Tlomazehn
0J1 KOHLIETITA /12 Cy apXEOJIOIIKH OCTalll KOHA4YaH U
HE3aMEHJBUB PECYpPC, HBHXOBO IPUCYCTBO TPeOajio

‘not much has changed in field archaeology over
the last 20 years...The reason is easily explained.
As the commercial profession was formed, field
method become standardised and, due largely
to national economic and political pressures, it
got struck in its ways. Standardised practice was
where the money was’

(Carver et al. 2015: vii)

‘But the method must be judged by its potential,
rather than by its early and experimental attain-
ments’

(Bintliff & Snodgrass 1988: 69)

Introduction

As long ago as 2006 strict laws came into force in
Italy regarding archaeological impact assessments on
proposed development sites. In the years since then
there have been innumerable interventions specified
by conservation bodies and carried out by commercial
archaeological companies. Despite the extraordinary
commitment and economic resources made available
by developers and construction companies we still
learn, almost every day, of ‘remarkable’ and ‘unex-
pected’ archaeological discoveries made on develop-
ment sites, often with consequent work-stoppages. In
the debate on pre-development evaluation, it seems
weird that nobody has yet had the temerity shout out
loud, like the little boy in the fairy story, that “the
king has no clothes”. It is time to recognise the un-
acceptable frequency with which we have to respond
to seemingly fortuitous or ‘unpredicted’ discoveries
made when construction work is already in progress.
What we see before us is surely clear evidence of ‘na-
kedness’, both in the level of our local archaeolog-
ical knowledge and in the methods of pre-develop-
ment evaluation currently dominating this important
sphere of Italian archaeology. However, let us take a
step back. The Italian term ‘Archeologia Preventiva’
can be translated into English as Planning Led Ar-
chaeology (PLA). The Italian law on this subject was
first promulgated in 2006. It may be useful to begin
discussion here with a consideration of the purpose
behind the law and a statement of what PLA is not.
Starting from the concept that archaeological remains
are a finite and irreplaceable resource, their presence
should be a material consideration in all applications
for new development, as is the established practice
in many other European countries. It is widely ac-

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Ou na Oyne MarepujajHO pa3MaTpame Yy CBUM IpHU-
MEHamMa 3a HOBH pa3B0j, Kao IITO je YCTaJbeHa
mpakca y MHOTHM JIPYTHM €BPOIICKMM 3€MJbaMa.
Onmre je mpuxBaheHo ma he MHOTH TpemIo3n
pa3Boja yTHLATH Ha apXeoJIOLIKEe Hacjare W jJa ce
LITETHU €EeKTH CTOra MOpajy yOIakuTH KaJ ToJ je
To Moryhe. IllTaBuiie, HOBH 3aKOH UMa 3a IHJb A2
pa3Buje mpoliece MIaHnpama Koju he MUHIMH3NpaTH
HenpenBuleHe mpodiieMe TOKOM pa3Boja U CMabUTH
WM eTMMHUHUCATU TO3UBE 32 XUTHE TocioBe. OBrie
je kibyuHo pasymeru na PLA Huje ‘3amruTHa’ WMin
‘criacuiiayka’ apxeoJiorrja: leH LUJb je 1a 3aJpKu 1
MUHHAMH3HPA TOTPeOy 32 OBUM OATOBOpPHMA. 3aKCTa,
IeJIa CBpXa 3aKOHA C€ BPTH OKO BaKHOCTH IPOLICHE
HEKOT TOJ[pydja WIIM Tpeiesia y TOTJIey HeroBor
apXeoJIOIIKOT MOTeHIHjalIa 1pe paseojd, Kako Ou ce
NPUKYIUIE Moy3AaHe WHQopManuje 3a IOHOIICHE
OJUTyKa O IJIaHUPamy U yIPaBJbamby.

Ominre je npuxBalieHO Ja ce T3B. 3alITUTHA
apxeoJIoTHja CacTOjH W3: apXCOJIOIIKOT IIperiiena
TepeHa, JOKyMCHTOBama M HCKOIaBama Koja ce
BpILIE y MOAPYYjUMa YTPOKEHHM ypOaHUM WIH Y-
MM pa3BojeM. JaBHHM pa3BOj MOXeE YKJbyYHBAaTH,
alll HHje OrpaHUYCH HA: ayTOMYT, JKEJIEC3HUIly U Be-
ke Tpah)eBUHCKE TIPOjeKTe 3a Beluke rpaheBune,
CTIIOPTCKE 00jeKTe, TPIKHE IIEHTPEe UT/. 3a Pa3IUKy OIl
UCTPaKMBabha M MCKOIaBama y aKaIeMcKoj cdepy,
3alITUTHA apXEOJIOTH]ja CE YECTO U3BO/IH IO TELIKUM
MPUTHCKOM BpeMmeHa. [Ipeay3uma ce MpBEHCTBEHO
Ha JIOKATUTETHMA KOjH CYy TIpell YHHIITCHEM HIIH,
MOBPEMEHO, Kao 3alITHTHA Mepa 3a OYyBame apxe-
OJIOMIKHMX 00erexja uIeHTH(PUKOBAHNX, Ka/ia Cy Tpa-
heBuHCKHM pafoBU Beh y TOKY, MCTOZ YpOaHHUX WITH
PYpaHUX MOApYYja.

TepMuyH 3alITUTHA apXeoJiorvja U mbeHa MpaKca
cy yrmaBHoM orpanumdeHu Ha EBpomy, CeBepHy
Awmepuky, Jyxxny Amepuky u Hcrouny Asmjy. Y
Wrtamujn je TepMHUH NMPaKTUYHO CHHOHMM 3a 3alll-
TUTHO HCKONAaBame, y 0OJIMKY BEIUKOT Opoja Maux
‘TecT’ MCKOIaBamba WM MPOOHUX HCKOIaBama OBE
Wi oHe Bpcre. TpeHyTHO, ogHOC u3Mely 3aiTuTHe
apxeoJIoTHje W apXeoJIoTHje BoleHEe IUIaHHparheM
MpeJcTaB/ba HEeITO IOMyT apxeosiomkor ‘Bpyher
KpoMIipa’, TpoOJeM KOju je TEeMIKO PEeIINTH Y
Utanuju, ka0 ¥ y MHOTUM JApyruMm 3emsbama. llo
MUIUBbEHY ayTopa, OMI0 OM MOTPEIIHO OBO MHTAaHE
MOCMAaTpaTH caMO Kao TEXHUYKO ¥ TPOIETyPaHO.
OHO mpexcTaB/ba MHOTO BHIIE OJf TOTa: 3amCTa,
MIpeJICTaBJba MPaBH KyJITypHH H3a30B KOjU OF MOTa0
JIOBECTH, Kao WITO je CyrepucaHo y OBOM pajiy, IO
HOBHUX IIpaBalla Pa3MUILJbamka y O0JAaCTH apXeolo-
rvje, KOH3epBallyje U yrnpaBibama Haciehem, kao u

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

cepted that many development proposals will affect
archaeological deposits and that harmful effects must
be therefore mitigated whenever possible. Moreover,
the new law aims to develop planning processes that
will minimize unforeseen problems during develop-
ment and reduce or eliminate calls for emergency
work. Here, it is crucial to understand that PLA is not
‘rescue’ or ‘salvage’ archaeology: its aim is to contain
and minimize the need for these responses. Indeed,
the whole purpose of the law revolves around the im-
portance of evaluating an area or a landscape for its
archaeological potential in advance of development,
in order to inform subsequent planning and manage-
ment decisions.

So-called Rescue Archaeology has been widely
understood to consist of archaeological survey, re-
cording and excavation carried out in areas threat-
ened by urban or other developments. The public
development may include, but is not limited to, mo-
torway, railway, and major construction projects for
major buildings, sport facilities, shopping malls and
so forth. Unlike survey and excavation work within
the academic sphere, Rescue Archaeology is often
carried out under severe pressure of time. It is under-
taken primarily on sites that are about to be destroyed
or, occasionally, as a protective measure to preserve
archaeological features identified when construction
work is already in progress beneath urban or rural ar-
eas.

The term Rescue Archaeology, and its practice,
are largely restricted to Europe, North America,
South America and East Asia. In Italy the term is
virtually synonymous with rescue excavation, in the
form of a vast number of small-scale ‘test’ excava-
tions or trial trenching of one kind or another. Cur-
rently, the relationship between Rescue Archaeology
and Planning Led Archaeology constitutes something
of an archaeological ‘hot potato’, a problem difficult
to deal with in Italy as well in many other countries.
In the author’s view it would be a mistake to consid-
er this issue just as a technical and procedural one.
It represents much more than that: indeed, it poses a
real cultural challenge which might lead, as suggested
in this paper, to new lines of thought in the field of
archaeology, conservation and heritage management,
as well as in the detection of what might be called
the ‘archaeological continuum’ in both rural and for-
merly urban landscapes. Moreover, bearing in mind
the systematic and on-going reduction of funding
for archaeological research within the institutional
framework, it is easy to predict — on the principle that
‘the polluter pays’, now currently followed in Italy as
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y OTKpHBamy OHOTa IITO OW MOTJIO Ha3BaTH ‘apxe-
OJIOIIKMM continuum-oM’ Kako y pypaJlHUM Tako U Yy
HEKaTalmsuM ypoanuM niej3axnma. [lTapumre, mva-
jyhu y BUIy CHCTEMaTCKO U KOHTUHYHPAHO CMAbCHHE
(uHaHCHpaba apXEOTOLIKUX HCTPAXKUBAHA Y OKBUDY
WHCTUTYLIMOHAJIHUX OKBHPA, JIAKO j& MPEABUACTH —
o mpuHIMIy Aa ‘3arahuBau muaha’, koju ce cana
npuMemyje y WUtanmju kao m y MHOTHM JApPYTHM
EBPOIICKAM 3eMJbamMa — Ja he BehmHa cpemcraBa
HAMEHEHUX 32 KOpHIIhemhe y OKBHPY UTAHjaHCKE
apxeoJsoruje y OynyhHocTH OUTH CKOPO MCKIBYYHBO
noceehena apxeonoruju BoheHOj mIaHupameM. To
he HajBepoBaTHUje JTOBECTH A0 (DMHAHCH]CKHX IIITIC-
KyJamuja of cTpaHe MOhHWX J00HMja W BEIHKHX
MHBECTHTOPA.

MebhyTum, ako je 3amTHTHA apXeoJorHja Mpo-
u3allUIa U3 MHTEpeca CMambeHha YHUIITaBamba ap-
XEO0JIOTHje OTKPHBEHE TOKOM ypOaHOT pa3Boja Win
MOHOBHOT pa3Boja Koju je Beh y TOKy, OYeTHA Tauka
Apxeornoruje npeaBol)eHe TUTAHUPAKBEM j€ TIOTITYHO
Apyrauvja: OHa C€ CHTYpHO HAlla3H y IIPOILECY
IUTaHUpamka Ipe CTBApHOT pa3Boja. ¥ OBOj HOBOj
MEPCTIEKTHBY, apXxeoyiornjy Oum Tpebano cmartpaTu
KJbYYHUM (PaKTOPOM y YPOAHHUCTHYKOM U TI€j3a)KHOM
TUTaHUPAbY, TOPEJI TE0JIOTHje, XHIIPOJIOTH]E U IPYTUX
(hakTopa xuBOTHE cpeaune. Tpedaro 6u OUTH jacHO
71a Cy apXeoJIorHja BoeHa IITaHPabeM U Criachilauka
apXeoJI0THja MOTIYHO Pa3InINTH MPUCTYITH — OHHU CY
MOTIYHO CYNPOTHE PEaKIrje U y TEOPHjU U Y TIPAKCH.
VY cymrTuHy, b apXeoJioryje BoheHe TaHupambeM
j€ J1a 3aMCHHM CITaCHIIaYKy apXEoJIOTH]y IIITO j¢ BHIIS
Moryhe, unHehy UHTEpBEHIM]Ee KPO3 ‘3alITUTY WM
‘criacaBame’ M3Y3eTHHM, HEONXOJHUM CaMO Kaja
JMjaTHOCTHYKA M TPEJUKTHBHA apXxeojoruja He
ycIiejy.

W3 oBux xomeHTapa Tpebano O0u ga Oyjae ouu-
TJITHO Ja je 3a MPHUMEHy OWIo KOT e(eKTUBHOT
MPHCTYTIA TUIAHAPAhy HEOMXOAHO TOCeOHO M J00po
neuHMCaHO 3aKOHONABCTBO. Bpeme je oBae oxn
CYLITHHCKOT 3Hauaja: fa ou Ousie 3ancra e)eKTUBHE,
CYIITHHCKE apXeoJiolike nHdopMmariuje rpeda 1a oyay
JIOCTYTIHE OJ CAMOT [TOYETKA CTY/THja W3BOJbUBOCTH,
Kaza ce MpBH IyT pa3MaTpajy BEJTUKU Tpal)eBUHCKH
NPOjeKTH. APXEOJOMKY MpOIEHY, M OATOBOp Ha
ICHE 3aKJbyUKe, Tpebano OM Mpeay3eTH Mpe Hero
TO ce 0JJ00pu OWIIO KaKBa IUIAHCKA JI03BOJA. AKO
OBaj yCJIOB HHjE 3a/I0BOJbCH, PABHOTEKA HYKHOCTHU
Ce Ha OBaj WJIM OHAj HAUWH Bpaha ca apxeoJioruje Bo-
heHe mumaHMpameM Ha OYMIJIEIHE HEaJeKBAaTHOCTH
CcrlacuIIauKe apXeoJoruje.

in many other European countries — that most of the
funding destined for use within Italian archaeology
will in future be devoted almost exclusively to Plan-
ning Led Archaeology. This will most likely lead to
financial speculation on the part of powerful lobbies
and large investors.

However, if Rescue Archaeology arose from the
interest of reducing the destruction of archaeology
uncovered during urban development or re-devel-
opment already in progress, Planning Led Archae-
ology’s starting point is completely different: it rests
securely within the planning process in advance of
actual development. In this new perspective archae-
ology should be considered a key consideration in ur-
ban and landscape planning, alongside geology, hy-
drology and other environmental factors. It should be
clear that Planning Led Archaeology and Rescue Ar-
chaeology are completely different approaches — they
are entirely opposite reactions both in theory and in
practice. Essentially, the aim of Planning Led Archae-
ology is to replace Rescue Archaeology as much as
ever possible, making interventions through ‘rescue’
or ‘salvage’ work exceptional, necessary only when
diagnostic and predictive archaeology have failed.

It should be obvious from these comments that,
to apply any effective planning approach, specific
and well-defined legislation is necessary. Timing is
of the essence here: to be really effective, substantive
archaeological information should be available from
the very start of feasibility studies when major con-
struction projects are first contemplated. Archaeolog-
ical evaluation, and the response to its conclusions,
should be undertaken before any planning permission
is granted. If this condition is not satisfied the balance
of necessity reverts in one way or another away from
Planning Led Archaeology to the manifest inadequa-
cies of Rescue Archaeology.

Current ‘rules of the game’

Since the introduction of the new law in 2006 it
has been a compulsory requirement that an archae-
ological impact assessment, with related report,
should be completed at the beginning of any public
development project which raises public concern,
such as new urban, industrial or infrastructure de-
velopment projects or the modification of existing
structure. In the winter 2016 the Public Procurement
Code underwent a reform, affecting future procedures
within Planning Led Archaeology by underlying that
the archaeological assessment should be over within
the framework of the feasibility study.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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TpenyTHa ‘npaBuia urpe’

Opn yBohema HOBOTr 3akoHa 2006. Tomune, OHO
je obaBe3aH ycCJOB Ja CE MPOLEHA apXeoJOIIKOT
yTHIIaja, ca TOBE3aHWM HW3BEIITajeM, 3aBpIIU Ha
MOYETKY CBakor' TPOjeKTa jaBHOT pa3Boja Koju
M3a3WBa jaBHY 3a0pHHYTOCT, Kao INTO Cy HOBH
ypOaHH, WHIYCTPUjCKH WM WHPPACTPYKTYpHU
pa3Boj mpojekata win Moauukanuja mocrojehe
cTpyktype. Y 3umy 2016. rogune, 3aKOH O jaBHUM
Ha0aBKaMa je mporao peopmy, MTO je YTHIIATIO0 Ha
Oyayhe nporeaype y okBupy apxeojioruje BoleHe
IUIaHUparkeM, HariamaBajyhu ma Ou apXxeoJiomrka
nporeHa Tpedaio aa ce 3aBpIIN Y OKBUPY CTYy.IHje
W3BOJJbUBOCTH.

3akoH 0 jaBHUM HabaBKama (KOjU CE BPEMEHOM
no0oJbIlIaBa) HABOJM HEKE TJIaBHE KOpaKe, OJ] KOjUX
CBaKH YKJbyUyje pasIiuuTe Mpolece JIOHOIICHA 01
nyka u ucxozne (Boschi 2016).

daza 1 ce gemaBa y mpeauMHHApHOj (azu
MpojeKTa Mpe JOHOUICHha OWI0 KakBe OJIyKe Y
wianupamy'. IHBeCcTUTOp pacmucyje TeHaep 3a pa-
JIOBE Koju Tpeba Jia ce u3Bely U Oupa apXeoJIolKy
opranuzanyjy (komeprujaiHo npenysehe u yHu-
BEP3UTET) WU apXEOJIOMIKOT KOHCYJTaHTa Kor he
3aapxkatu. HaydHo pykoBoheme pamoMm je y Haj-
JI©KHOCTH JIOKAJTHOT HA30pHUKA.

®da3a 1 ce oaBHja y mpenMMHUHAPHO] (a3u, mpe
JIOHOIIICHha OWJIO KakBe OJUTyKe O IUIAHHPAbY- .
WuBecturop (WM jaBHO TeNO) Npeiake Jia ce
npemy3My Tpal)eBHHCKH PagoBH M 3aayXKyje apxe-
OJIOMIKY OpTaHW3aIl]y — KOMEPIHjaTHy KOMITaHH]Y,
YHUBEP3UTET WM TPUBATHOI apXEOJOMIKOT KOH-
CyJITaHTa — Jia CaCTaBH M3BELITA]j O IIPOLIEHH YTULIAja.
CBeoOyxBaTaH Haj30p MpoIieca je Y HaJUIeHKHOCTU
JIOKaJIHE HaJ30pHE yIpaBe. Y OBOj (a3 H3BEIITaj
0 eBalyallMju C€ 3aCHUBA HA NPHKYIJbAy OCHOB-
HUX TI0/IaTaKa U3 MOoCcTojehrx apXeoNOmKNX MyOITH-
Kaluja, MICTOPHjCKe KapTorpaduje, perucrapa UMeHa
MecTa, TEPEHCKHX MCTpaKHBamba M I'e0apXxeoiio-
HIKKX CTyAMja UTA. Y 3aKOHYy ce, Takohe, moMume
MOTYhHOCT nma ce y3Mmy y 003up mokaszu ca ¢o-
Torpaduja w3 Bazmyxa. HakoH TomHOIIEHma 3aIo-
BoJbaBajyher u3BelTaja o IpoLEeHH, HAI30PHUK UMa
Tpu n360pa. [IpBu je na 06aBecT HHBECTUTOPA A2 pajl
Ha JIOKAIMjU MOJKE Jla ToYHe 0e3 Jajber NCTPaKuBa-

' D.Lgs. 163/2006, 4n.95; D.Lgs.50/2016, un.25; D.Lgs.
56/2017, 4n.15; cmepuune 3a mpumeHy aomaher mpasa (D.
Lgs.50/2016, art.25) o6jaBbeHe cy Ha, GU Serie Generale
n.88 del 14-04-2022 (https://www.gazzettaufficiale.it/eli/gu/
2022/04/14/88/sg/pdf)

2D.Lgs. 163/2006, w1.95 n D.Lgs.50/2016, un.25.
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The Public Procurement Code (as improved from
time to time) quotes some main steps, each involving
different decision-making processes and outcomes
(Boschi 2016).

Phase 1 happened at preliminary project stage in
advance of any planning decision being made'. A de-
veloper tenders for the work to be done and chooses
an archaeological organization (commercial compa-
ny and University) or an archaeological consultant to
retain. The scientific direction of the work is under
the responsibility of local superintendence.

Phase 1 takes place at the preliminary stage, in
advance of any planning decision being made’. A de-
veloper (or a public body) proposes that construction
work should be undertaken and retains an archaeo-
logical organization — a commercial company, a Uni-
versity or a private archaeological consultant — to
compile an impact assessment report. The overall su-
pervision of the process lies under the responsibility
of the local Superintendence. In this phase the evalu-
ation report is based on the collection of background
data from existing archaeological publications, his-
torical cartography, place-name registers, field-walk-
ing survey and geo-archaeological studies etc. Men-
tion is also made in the law of the opportunity to take
account of evidence from air photographs. Following
the submission of a satisfactory evaluation report the
Superintendence has three choices. The first is to ad-
vise the developer that work on site can start without
further investigation, but though compulsory imple-
mentation of systematic archaeological watching
brief’. The second consists in the improvement of
the first phase of evaluation by undertaking further
investigations based on borehole survey, geophysical
or geochemical prospection, and/or trial trenching.
The third option, based on the results of an original
or improved evaluation report attesting the presence
of anthropic/archaeological features (structures, cul-
tural material or any other evidence) involves an ap-
praisal of the balance between the need or nature of
the intended development and the importance of the

' D.Lgs. 163/2006, art.95; D.Lgs.50/2016, art.25; D.Lgs.
56/2017, art.15; guidelines for the application of the domestic
law (D.Lgs.50/2016, art.25) has been published on, GU Serie
Generale n.88 del 14-04-2022 (https://www.gazzettaufficiale.it/
eli/gu/2022/04/14/88/sg/pdf).

2D.Lgs. 163/20006, art.95 and D.Lgs.50/2016, art.25.

* A Watching Brief involves the presence of one or more
archaeologists on site to monitor ground-works in progress, to
record any finds or features revealed, and in the event of major
discoveries to negotiate for a pause in the construction work
while emergency excavations can be carried out (Greene &
Moore 2010).
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a, K Y3 00aBe3HY UMITJIEMEHTAIIN]Y CHCTEMATCKOT
apxeojiomkor npahema’. Jlpyru ce cacrtoju y To-
OoJpImaby TIpBE (hase eBaTyaryje IMpemay3uMarmeM
JaJbUX HMCTPaKUBamba HA OCHOBY HMCTPAXHHUX Oy-
LIOTHHA, TeO(QHU3UUYKE WM T€OXEMHjCKEe MPOCIEK-
Mje W/uiaM uckoma mpoOHMX poBoBa. Tpeha om-
[Mja, 3acHOBaHA Ha pe3yJlTaTuMa OPHUTHHAIHOT
WM TOOOJBITAHOT M3BEIITaja O MPOICHH KOjU TI0-
TBphyje MPUCYCTBO aHTPOIICKUX/apXEOJIOMIKUX 00e-
nexja (CTpyKType, KyJITYpHH Marepujai Wi OWIio
KOjU APYTU J0Ka3) YKJbydyje MpOLEHY PaBHOTEXKE
n3mely morpede Wi npupojie HamepaBaHor pa3Boja
W 3Ha4aj yrpokeHor apxeonomkor Hacneha. Teopert-
CKH, pa3Boj OM Morao OWTH 3ayCTaBJBCH y OBOj
(ha3m axko mocroju jacaH Hecknan m3mely motpebe
32 pa3BOjeM M HHTEpeca 3aIlTHTE apXCOJIOLIKOT
Hacneha.

da3a 2, 10/ NPETHOCTABKOM JIa Cy HEOIXOJIHa,
BEJIMKA apXEOJIONIKa HCTPAKUBAKA Y MTPOIUIOCTH 01
Ce O/IBHMjajla y OKBUPY OIITET MPOjEKTHOT OKBHpa
y dasum perasbHOr NPOjeKTOBama U IUIAHUpAHbA
paga.t Y amangmany u3 2016. je jacHO HaBeIeHO
Jla 1ajba apXeoJIolIKa UCTpaKuBama (HCTpakHe Oy-
HIOTHHE, TeO(U3MUYKEe MPOCIEKIHje, apXeOoJIOIIKa
HCKOIaBama) Tpebda Jla ce 0CTBape Kao MHTErpaluja
CTyAWje N3BOAJBUBOCTH. MIHBEeCTHTOP OM MOTA0 /1a ce
MIPEIOMICITH U/WTH 00y CTaBH IMPOjeKaT WA pa3MOTPH
OIMj€ Ca HIKUM TPOLIKOBUMA J]a OJI'OBOPH HA MO-
Tpebe ouyBama Hacieha. OBakBa OIJTyKa, HApaBHO,
MoOXe OUTH BeoMma 00JHa, CTaBJbajyhiu HHBECTHTOPE,
Kao ¥ MHCTHUTYIHjE, Y KPajibe HEyrOJHY CHTYAIH]y.
OBO jeTHOCTaBHO HAarjalraBa BaKHOCT pajia yKIbY-
yeHor y ®a3y 1 nporeca.

AKTYeJIHH NPUCTYIH Y MPAKCH

HoBu 3aKkoH naje apxeoJjo3uma, apXeoJIONIKHM
KOHCYNTaHTUMA U WHCTHUTYIHjaMa IIaHCY Ja TOYHY
U3 MOYETKa, Ca HOBUM IPHCTYIIOM METOOJIOTHjaMa
pa3BHjeHHM Yy O00JacTH Nej3aKHE apXeoyIoTHje Y
MOCJIEAbUX YeTP/ECeTaK TOJMHA, HAa MPUMEpP, MO-
ryhlHOCT — KaKo je jaCHO JI03BOJbEHO Y (hOopMyJIaliiju
3aKOHA — Jla MPEeAy3UMajy HeIeCTPYKTHBHA HCTpa-

* Apxeonomiko npaheme yKkibydyje IPUCYCTBO jeIHOT WIN
BHIIIE apXeojiora Ha MECTy pajia ca 3aJlaTKOM Jia Hajarjienajy
n3Bolheme 3eMJbaHUX PazoBa, Ja 3a0eneke CBe OTKPUBEHE Ha-
Jla3e WIM KapaKTePUCTHKE, a Y CIy4Yajy BEIUKUX OTKpuha aa
nperosapajy o Haysu y rpal)eBUHCKMM paJoBHMa JJOK CE MOTY
M3BPIIUTH XWTHa HckomaBama (Greene & Moore 2010). ¥V
nomahnM OKBHpHMA ITOCTOjU AebaTa O MPaBHIHOM KOpHIThemhy
TEpMHHA AapXCOJIOIIKK HAA30p WIM apXeosiowko mpaheme
3eMJbaHHX PaJIOBa — IPHM.ypEAHHKA.

*D.Lgs. 163/2006, 41.96 u D.Lgs.50/2016, un.25.

threatened archaeological heritage. Theoretically, the
development could be stopped at this stage if there is
a clear mismatch between the need for development
and the interests of archaeological conservation.

Phase 2, assuming that major archaeological in-
vestigation is necessary, in the past would take place
within the general project framework at the stage of
detailed design and work-planning*. The amendment
of 2016 stated clearly that further archaeological in-
vestigations (core sampling, geophysical prospec-
tions, archaeological excavation) ought to accom-
plish as an integration of the feasibility study. The
developer could have a change of mind and either
suspend the project or look into lower-cost options
for responding to the needs of heritage conservation.
This kind of decision, of course, can be very painful,
putting developers as well as institutions in an ex-
tremely uncomfortable situation. This simply empha-
sises the importance of the work involved in Phase 1
of the process.

Current approaches in practice

The new law gives archaeologists, archaeological
consultants and institutions the chance to start afresh
with a new approach to methodologies developed in
the field of landscape archaeology over the past forty
years or so, for instance, the opportunity, as clearly
permitted within the wording of the law, to under-
take non-destructive investigations within Phase 1 of
the evaluation process. This might entail, as happens
in the field of medical diagnostics or also on crime
scenes, investigations to acquire detailed evidence
that might otherwise remain undiscovered or invisi-
ble. The result would hopefully help to ensure a more
effective and well-focused information base so as to
inform and improve the planning process. At the same
time, especially for major infrastructure projects in
rural contexts, such as motorway developments, this
prior investigation could involve the adoption of new
approaches in place of the kind of topographical re-
search that results in the depiction of ‘sites’ repre-
sented by dots on distribution maps, surrounded by a
sea of ‘emptiness’ (Powlesland 2009). Indeed, within
that kind of approach, however carefully undertak-
en, a massive amount of potentially recoverable in-
formation necessarily remains undetected between
the so-called ‘sites’. To give us an understanding
of past landscapes in such a context, and therefore
a reliable evaluation of the archaeological potential
as a trustworthy support for the planning process, it

*D.Lgs. 163/2006, art.96 and D.Lgs.50/2016, art.25.
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xKuBama y okBupy Paze 1 mporieca eBanyarje. OBo
Ou MOrJIo Ja Mmojpa3yMeBa, Kao IITO Ce JielaBa y
00JIaCTH MEJIMIIMHCKE JIMjarHOCTHKE WU, Takohe,
Ha MECTUMa 3JI0YMHA, MCTpary paad MpudaBibama
JIeTAJbHUX JIOKa3a KOju OM HMHAaue MOIJIH OCTaTh
HEOTKPUBEHH WM HeBUIUbMBH. Hamamo ce ma Om
pe3yarar moMorao na ce o0e30enu epukacHUja U
noopo Qokycupana 6aza WHPOpMaIHMja Kako Ou
ce mpolec IUIaHUpamba 00oraTHo HWHQopManujaMa
u yHampeauo. McrtoBpemeHo, moceOHO 3a BehuHy
MHPPACTPYKTYpPHHX TpOjeKaTa y pypaTHIM OKBHPH-
Ma, Kao IITO je Pa3BOj ayTOIyTEBa, OBO MPETXOIHO
UCTPaKMBakbe MOIVIO OM Ja YK/bYYH YCBajame
HOBUX IIPUCTYNa YMECTO BpCTE ToHorpadckux
UCTpaXXHBamba Koja pE3yNTHPajy IMPUKA30M ‘JIOKa-
nuTeta’  TPEACTaB/bEHWX TaykamMa Ha Marama
TUCTPUOYTIMje, OKPY)KEHHX MOpeM ‘TIpa3HHHE’
(Powlesland 2009). 3ancra, y okBHpY Te BpCTE TPH-
CTymna, KOJIMKO TOJ NMaKJBHBO TIPEIy3eT, OrpoMHa
KOJIMYMHA MOTEHLU]aJHO MOBPAaTHUX HH(pOpMAaIHja
HYKHO OCTaje HEOTKpPHUBEHA u3Mel)y TaKO3BaHUX
‘nokanutera’. Jla OMCMO CTEKIIN pa3yMeBabe Iej3aKa
U3 TIPOIUIOCTH Y TAKBOM KOHTEKCTY, & CAMUM THUM U
MOY3/IaHy TIPOIIEHY apXEOJIOMIKOT MOTEHIMjana Kao
CUT'YPHOT' OCJIOHIIA 32 TPOLEC IUIAHWPaba, CBAKAKO
Ou Tpebano na mocraHe 00aBe3HO (Ka0 CTUYKU U
MPaKTHYHA HMMIICPaTUB) MalUpPamke apXeoJOMIKOT
Tej3aXka Kao CBEOOYXBATHH ‘continuum’ Kpo3 BpeMe,
KopucTehr cBa TeXHHMUYKA CPEICTBA U METOJMOJIOTH]E
Koje cy cana gocrynHe. [IpomycTy, Hen3BeCHOCTH U
HeJoCTaly J0Ka3a Mopajy ce NpeaylpeinuTy U cMa-
BUTH LITO je Bulle Moryhe.

HaskanocT, TpeHyTHO TyMadyewme ¥ UMILIeMEHTa-
[Mja 3aKOHAa MaJI0 WM HUMAJIO HE y3uMa y 003up
OBy NoTpeOy WIIM TPWINKY, U JJaJbe Ce OCllama Ha
OHO IITO Ce Haj00Jbe MOXKE OIMHCATH KaO0 <3aIITUTHA
WCKOIaBamay, y OOJHMKY MAIIMHCKOI HCKOMNa Be-
JMUKHX pa3Mepa mpaheHor TeK HEWTO BHILE HEro
MaJlUM TMPOOHMM HCKOTABabMMa y OKBUPY <(Tpa-
JWIMOHATHUX)> WM YaK MOTITYHO 3aCTapeNux apxe-
OJIOIIKHX METO/IA.

[Ipema uckycTBy aytopa, oBaj mpeosnalyjyhn
NPUCTYI Aaje Maly TeXKWUHY NpBOj ¢asu mporeca.
Kako ce TpeHyTHO mpumemyje, oBa ¢asa ce y
Mpakcu TpEeTUpa Kao HEWTO BHIIE O] ,,JIECKTOMN"
Be)KOe, INPBEHCTBEHO 3aCHOBAHE Ha IPUKYIUbAbY
o0jaBibeHMX WH(pOpMaIrHja (apXeoyioTHja, Ha3UBU
MecTa ¥ Gusznorpaduja nejzaxa uTi.), a IOBPeMEHO
W TPETMMHHAPHOM BH3YEITHOM MHCIEKIHjOM JIO-
karuje. OBO je TPHCTYN, 3a KOjU Cy akKaJeMcKe
cryauje ox 1990-ux roauHa mokasaie Aa je MOTITy-
HO HEpenpe3eHTaTUBaH 3a PEaJHOCT, a CAMHM THM
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should surely become mandatory (as an ethical and
practical imperative) to map the archaeological land-
scape as an all-embracing ‘continuum’ across time,
using whatever technical means and methodologies
are now available. Gaps, uncertainties and absences
of evidence must be confronted and reduced as much
as ever possible.

Sadly, current interpretation and implementation
of the law takes little or no account of this need or
opportunity, still placing reliance on what can best be
described as ‘rescue excavation’ in the form of large-
scale mechanical stripping followed by little more
than small-scale test excavations within ‘traditional’
or even entirely outmoded archaeological methods.

In the author’s experience, this prevailing ap-
proach gives little weight to Phase 1 of the process.
As currently applied, this stage is treated in practice
as little more than a ‘desktop’ exercise, primarily
based on the collection of published information (ar-
chaeology, place-names and landscape physiography
etc) and occasionally by a preliminary site visual in-
spection. This is an approach, which has been shown
by academic studies from the 1990s onwards to be to-
tally unrepresentative of reality, and therefore equally
inadequate as support for a satisfactory analysis of the
archaeological potential of the landscape within the
development area. Within this antiquated approach
air-photo interpretation is sometimes taken into ac-
count but active field survey is undertaken only rarely
and LiDAR data is almost never brought into consid-
eration.

This kind of preparatory work, based for the most
part on existing knowledge rather than the outcome
of systematic field-walking survey (not considering
the contribution of other kind of surveys), has long
ago been shown to reveal, in the Italian context, no
more than 5-10% of the potentially available infor-
mation about the existence or character of archaeo-
logical features, especially within the open country-
side (Guaitoli 1997; Francovich et al. 2000).

As a logical consequence, a ‘negative’ or incon-
clusive/poor assessment made under this interpre-
tation of Phase 1 would lead the superintendence in
most cases to advise the developer that construction
work can start without further investigation. In prac-
tice, however, this rarely happens since the staffs in
the superintendence are fully aware of the uncertain-
ties involved in this kind of Phase 1 report. They,
therefore, prudently, and wisely, suggest further in-
vestigation, generally based on trial trenching. Or
alternatively, and more likely, they move directly to
Phase 2. This has its drawbacks, of course. Indeed,
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U jeJHAKO HeaJeKBaTaH Kao IOJPINKA 33 3aJ0BO-
JpaBajyhy aHanM3y apXeoJIONIKOT MOTEHIHjaia I1ej-
3a)ka y OKBUPY Pa3BOjHOT NOAPYYja. Y OKBHPY OBOT
3acTapelsior MpHCTyIa, Tymauewme (ororpaduja u3
Bazjayxa ce MOHEeKa]| y3uMa y 003up, i aKTHBHA
TEPEHCKA UCTPaKUBakba Ce IPEeLy3uMajy caMo PETKO
n LiDAR momanm ce ckopo HHKana HE Y3UMajy y
003up.

OBa BpcTa MPUIPEMHOT pajia, 3aCHOBaHA yTJIaB-
HOM Ha roctojeheM 3Hamy, a He Ha pe3yJITaTy CHCTe-
MaTCKOT' TEPEHCKOT HCTpakuBama (He y3umajyhu y
0031p AONPHUHOC IPYTHX BPCTAa aHKETa), OJaBHO CE
MOKA3aJI0 J1a OTKPUBA, Y UTAIMjaHCKOM KOHTEKCTY,
na Hema Buie o1 5-10% MOTeHIMjaTHO TOCTYITHUX
nH(opMalja 0 MOCTOjaby WK KapaKkTepy apXeoo-
IKUX O00elexja, MOCeOHO Ha OTBOPEHOM, Ha CeIly
(Guaitoli 1997; Francovich et al. 2000).

Kao normuma mocienwia, a ‘HeraTWBHA WA
HEYyBEepJbHMBA/JIOIAa TIPOLIEHA HampaBJbeHa IpeMa
oBoM Tymauewy Paze | HaBema Ou Ham30p y Be-
huam ciydajeBa na o00aBecTH WHBECTHTOpa Ja
rpal)eBUHCKH paJIoBH MOTY Ja MOYHy 0e3 Jajbux
(apXeoNomKNX — TPHUM. Ypem.) UCTpakuBama. Y
mpakcu, MelyThM, OBO ce pEeTKO JeliaBa jep je
0c00Jbe y HAJ[30PHO] CIY»OHW IMOTITYHO CBECHO He-
W3BECHOCTH YKJbYYEHHX Y OBY BPCTY H3BEILTaja
¢asze 1. OHu, gakie, pa3dOPUTO U MYAPO MPEIIIAKY
JlaJbe UCTPaKUBAE, YITIABHOM 3aCHOBAHO Ha MCKO-
naBamwy IpoOHMX coHau. Mmm anrtepHatuBHO, U
BEpOBaTHUj€, OHU Mpelia3e AUPEKTHO y ¢azy 2. OBo
UMa CBOje HEeJOCTaTKe, HapaBHO. 3auCTa, Kao IITO
je Beh momenyTo, ¢asa 2 ce 3acHHBa CKOPO CaMo Ha
ApXEOJIOIIKUM HCKONABalkbUMa BEIMKUX pa3Mepa.
Jlakye, y mpakcH, YMECTO Jla CTEKHEMO OHJIO KakKBY
CTBapHy IPEIHOCT INPHUMEHOM HOBOI' 3aKOHA, MU C€
CYLITHHCKH BpahamMo Ha ‘Cracuiauky’ apXeoJorujy,
LITO 3HAYM: CIIy4YajHM PE3yNTaTH Ca BEIUKOM Be-
poBatHohoM HenpenBuleHUX oTkpuha TokoM rpale-
BUHCKUX PaJiOBa, BEIUKHU MPHUTHCAK MOIUTHYApA W/
WIN aKIHOHapa UHBECTUTOPA U HEAJeKBAaTHO BpeMe
3a 00aBJbamke OMII0 KAaKBOT apXEOJIOMIKOT TEPEHCKOT
pama xoju mocrtaHe morpebaH. OBa ciaba uMILIe-
MeHTanuja Paze 1, ca HCTpaKMBamEM y OKBHPY
daze 2, 3acHOBaHa TPBEHCTBEHO Ha MEXaHHMYKOM
VKJIamhalkby W HCKOMAaBalky Yy XUTHUM CITydajeBUMa
— Ka0 OJroBOp Ha CHCTEMATCKO IIOCMAaTpame, I0
MHUIUBCHY ayTopa j€é OIacHa M IOTEHIWjaJHO
BEOMa ILUTETHA 3a apXCOJIOLIKO M TIEj3a)KHO Hac-
nehe zemsbe. Y OKBHUpPY OBE BpPCTE IOCTYNKa Ye-
CTO je TeIIKO, M HHTENeKTyaJHO W (PU3HYKH,
WICHTU(HUKOBATH  apXEOJIOIKE KapaKTEePUCTHKE,
LITO pPEe3yiaTHpa THUME Ja C€ BelUKa KOJMYMHA

as aforementioned, phase 2, is based almost only on
large-scale archaeological excavation. So, in prac-
tice, instead of gaining any real advantage from ap-
plication of the new law we are substantially back to
‘rescue’ archaeology, meaning a random results with
a high probability of unforeseen discoveries during
construction works, high pressure from politicians
and/or the developer’s shareholders, and inadequate
time to carry out whatever archaeological fieldwork
becomes necessary. This feeble implementation of
Phase 1, with investigation under Phase 2 grounded
primarily in mechanical stripping and emergency ex-
cavation in response to a systematic watching brief,
is in the author’s view dangerous and potentially very
damaging to the country’s archaeological and land-
scape heritage. Within this kind of procedure it is
often difficult, both intellectually and physically, to
identify archaeological features, with the result that
a large amount of ‘perishable’ evidence or ephemeral
cultural information may inevitably be lost. More-
over, it must never be forgotten that any archaeo-
logical excavation is an inherently destructive and
irreversible process; large-scale mechanical stripping
by caterpillar merely exacerbates this problem, often
dramatically so. There should surely be no argument
about these conclusions — they are clearly consistent
with longstanding international recommendation on
the protection of the archaeological heritage, as set
out for instance in the Valletta Convention of 1992,
only recently — and very belatedly — incorporated into
domestic law by the Italian government or in the Faro
Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for So-
ciety (2005).

Past and on-going experience
The BREBEMI project

In 2009 the author was serving a double role as a
faculty member of the University of Siena but also, in
collaboration with a number of colleagues, acting as
executive president of a newly formed spin-off com-
pany aimed at transferring to the marketplace some of
the expertise developed within the University’s Lab-
oratory of Landscape Archaeology and Remote Sens-
ing. Early that year he received a call from a group
of contractors who had underestimated the possible
archaeological implications of a project to which they
were already committed, the construction in north-
ern Italy of a 100 km motorway linking the cities of
BREscia, BErgamo and Mllan (hence the project’s
acronym BREBEMI). The project had been initiat-
ed before the new law came into effect so any kind

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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‘mponasHuX’ J0Ka3a WM MPOJa3HUX KYyJITYpHUX
nHpopMalja Hen30exxHO Moxke m3ryoutn. LllTta-
BUILIE, HUKaJa Ce HE cMe 3a00paBUTH Ja cy OHIIO
KakBa  apXeoJolllKa HWCKOMaBamba HWHXEPEHTHO
JICCTPYKTUBAH W HEMOBpaTaH IPOIEC; OICEKHO
HCKOTaBame Tpal)eBUHCKOM MEXaHM3aIFjoM CaMoO
roropiiaBa oBaj MmpodieM, decTo apaMaTudHo. O
OBUM 3aKJby4llUMa CBAaKako He Ou Tpebano OuTH
HUKaKBUX KOHTpa-apryMeHata — OHHM Cy jaCHO Y
CKJIQJIy ca QYrOrOJHIIKBOM MelyHapoIHOM Mpero-
PYKOM O 3allITUTH apXeoJoIKor Hacnieha, kao mro
je, Ha mpumep, HaBeneHo y Konsenmuju n3 Barere
n3 1992. roamHe, KOja je TEeK HEJAaBHO — M BeOMa
3akacHeno — yrpaheHa y nomahe mpaBo on ctpane
WTalMjaHCcKe Biajne win y Dapo KOHBEHIHU]Yy O
BPEIHOCTH KyJITYpHOT Hacieha 3a mpymto (2005).

IIpouwio u cagaume HCKYCTBO
Ilpojekam BPEBEMH

VY 2009. roguHu ayTop je 00aBjbao ABOCTPYKY
yIiory —kao uiaH ¢akynrera Y HuBep3ureray CujeHu,
amu Takohe, y capaamH ca OpojHMM KoJerama,
W Kao W3BPIIHK MPEACETHUK HOBOGOpPMHUpaHE
,CIIMH-0()* KOMIIaHWje ca IUJbEM Ja IpeHece Ha
TPIKHILITE HEKE Of] EKCIIePTU3a Pa3BHjEHUX Y OKBHPY
YHuBep3UTEeTCKE Tab0opaTopHje 3a Iej3aKHy apxe-
OJIOTHjy W HJaJbuHCKO nerekroBame (University’s
Laboratory of Landscape Archaeology and Remote
Sensing). [loueTkoM Te TOIMHE MPUMHO je TIO3UB O
rpyTie u3Bohada pajioBa KOjH Cy MOTHEHWIN Moryhe
apXeoJIoLIKe MMILIMKAIHje TpojeKTa kojeM cy Beh
Oomwmn mocBehenun, m3rpangme y ceBepHOj Mtammju
100 xm ayTomyra Koju mose3yje rpagoBe bPEmia,
BEpramo m MMWnaHo (makie akpOHHM IPOjeKTa
BPEBEMU [BREBEMI]). Ilpojekar je TOKpeHYT
Ipe HEero IITO je HOBH 3aKOH CTYIHO HA CHATry, TaKO
na Owiio kakBa mpolieHa y okBupy Daze 1 Beh Huje
noiazuia y oo3up. Hamzopuuk y JlomOapauju 3axre-
Bao je ox u3Bohaya pagoBa Ha ayTOINyTy Jia U3BpIIC
‘UCKOTIaBambe TIOBPIIMHCKAM YKIIAhakheM  Ha [EJIOM
MoJipydjy TmoroheHoM wu3rpaamoM ayTomyTa. [lo
MUIUBbEHY N3Bohayua, Taj 3aXTeB je OO 1 JOTUCTUYKU
1 QuHAHCHjCKU OecMuciieH, jep Ou rmoehao LeHy u
Tpajambe MpojeKTa O HEeM3ApXuBOr creneHa. Kao
pe3yJTar Tora, i3Bohauu Cy TPaKHIH aJITEPHATHBHO
apXEOoJIONIKO pelIeHke, Koje OM ce MOTJIO MOKa3aTH
MPUXBATJbUBUM 32 HAJJ30PHUKA.

Cnyuajao — wim Hecpehowm, y 3aBHCHOCTH Of He-
9gHje TauKe IJICTUINTA — OBO j€ JaJIO TIOBOAA 3a TIPBY
npwInKy y Mtanuju na ce Tectupa paj HOBOT 3aKOHA,
Mpe/y3uMambeM CHCTeMaTCKe M MTHOBAaTUBHE yIIoTpede

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

of assessment under Phase 1 was already out of the
question. The superintendence in Lombardy required
the motorway contractors to carry out ‘excavation by
surface stripping’ over the whole of the area affected
by the motorway construction. In the view of the con-
tractors that request was both logistically and finan-
cially nonsensical since it would have increased the
cost and time-span of the project to an unmanageable
degree. As a result, the contractors were looking for
an alternative archaeological solution, which might
prove acceptable to the superintendence.

By chance — or misfortune depending from one’s
point of view — this gave rise to the first opportunity
in Italy to test the operation of the new law by under-
taking the systematic and innovative use of a range
of non-invasive techniques to minimise the risk of
archaeological discovery that would inevitably be
caused by a large infrastructure project of this kind.
The archaeological strategy devised for the resulting
assessment (Figure 1, left) envisaged the systematic
collection of historical and geographical data, the in-
terpretation of documentary sources, geomorphologi-
cal studies, the analysis of existing vertical air-photo-
graphs and the initiation of oblique aerial photography
and LiDAR survey along the whole of the motorway
corridor, in some cases including a substantial buffer
zone on either side.

A crucial innovation in the strategy, however,
was the decision to collect large-scale contiguous
geophysical data, both magnetic and geo-electrical,
along the course of the motorway corridor, building
on an approach successfully applied in a variety of
contexts in Italy, France and above all the UK (Cam-
pana & Piro 2009). Systematic test excavations were
also planned to explore or verify anomalies identified
by any or all of these techniques. Independently, the
regional superintendence designed a pattern of ran-
dom test trenches amounting to a 5% sample of the
motorway corridor (Campana & Dabas 2011).

Within the BREBEMI company a GIS was de-
signed to integrate, manage and share (in real time
with the contractors as well the Superintendence of
Lombard Region) the collected data at all stages from
data acquisition to interpretation and field checking,
so as to assess any significant findings and to develop
‘predictive’ archaeological models. The aim was to
reduce the degree of uncertainty about the possible
presence of archaeological remains by producing a
detailed and continuous map based on a holistic and
essentially non-destructive approach to landscape
archaeology, allowing the superintendence and con-
tractors to plan their activities in the best manner pos-
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HHU3a HEWHBA3MBHHUX TEXHMKA, KaKOo OW ce CMamHO
PU3HK O]T apXEOJIONIKOT OTKprha Koju O HEMHUHOBHO
0o M3a3BaH BENMKUM HH(PPACTPYKTYPHUM TIPO-
JEKTOM OBe BpcTe. ApXeoJoliKa CTpaTerdja oc-
MHUIIUbEHa 3a pe3ynryjyhy mpomeny (Cmuka 1,
JIeBO) mpeaBUbasia je CHCTEMATCKO NPHKYIUbambe
HCTOPHJCKUX U TreorpacKuX ToJaraka, TyMaueme
JTOKYMEHTapHHX H3BOpa, TeOMOPQOIIONIKE CTyauje,
aHanu3y nocrojehux BeprukamHux acpodororpaduja
U TIOKpeTame Kocux aepodororpaduja u LiDAR-a.
HcrpaskuBame Ty LEeNor KOpUIopa ayToIyTa, y He-
KM Clly4yajeBUMa yKJbydyjyhu ¥ 3Ha4ajHy TamIloH
30HY ca 00e cTpaHe.

Kibyuna wHOBammja y crpareruju, mehyrum,
Owna je oJuTyKa Ja ce IPUKYIUbajy CyCeTHH reoH3u-
YK{ TO/Ially BEJIMKUX pa3Mepa, KaKO MarHeTHH TaKo
U TCOCTEeKTPUYHHU, Iy’X KOpHAOpa ayTolyTa, Ha
OCHOBY TPHUCTYIa KOjH CE€ YCIEIIHO NpUMEYje Y
pa3IMUUTHM KOHTeKcTMa y Utammju, DpaHIrycKoj
u, npe cBera, Bemukoj bpuranuju (Campana &
Piro 2009). [Inanupana cy U cucremarcka NpoOHa
HCKOTIaBama Kako OW ce MCTpakwie Wiu Bepudu-
KOBaJie aHOMaJIMje HICHTHU(PHUKOBaHEe OMIIO KOjOM MIIH
CBMM OBHMM TeXHHMKama. He3aBHCHO o]l Tora, peru-
OHAJTHA yTIpaBa N3ajHApaJia je y30paKk HaCyMHUYHUX
MpoOHKUX POBOBA, KOjH U3HOCE 5% y30pKa Kopuaopa
ayrtomyta (Campana & Dabas 2011).
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sible. The archaeological assessment started in May
2009 and over no more than four months of multi-
faceted investigation it proved possible to collect and
interpret a vast amount of data, greatly enriching the
archaeological and environmental understanding of
this particular stretch of landscape. The collection
and interpretation of this data also helped the motor-
way contractors to plan in advance for archaeolog-
ical work, which might otherwise have necessitated
delays and extra expenditure during the construction
work. Moreover, an outstandingly rich, continuous
and detailed body of archaeological documentation
was created for the whole of the area affected by the
motorway, providing at the very worst a degree of
‘preservation by record’.

This experience also represented an invaluable
opportunity for sharpening and deepening ideas about
Planning Led Archaeology in the Italian context, es-
pecially as regards the advantages and disadvantages
of the range of techniques and working methods ap-
plied for the first time to such a large extent within
the BREBEMI project. Naturally, there are no an easy
answers to the complex questions raised by the intro-
duction of Planning Led Archaeology. The BREBEMI
project, however, made it possible for a consortium of
archaeologists and others to collect a huge amount of
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Cnuxa 1. ne6o: kanan ungopmayuja u akmuernocmu y okeupy npojekma BREBEMI.
Hecno: ucmpasicusauxu oxksup npojekma Emptyscapes.

Figure 1. Left: the pipeline of information and activities within the BREBEMI project.
Right: the research framework of the Emptyscapes project.

VYayrap xommanuje BREBEMI mm3ajuupan je
I'NC na unTerpuie, ynpasjba U Aend (y peanHoM
BpEMEHyY ca M3BOhaunmMa pagoBa, Kao ¥ ca HaJ30pHOM
ynpaBoM peruje Jlombapamja) npuKyIybeHe moaaTke
y cBuUM (azama — OJ NPHUKyIUbama IOAATaKa 10

potentially informative data in a very short time: 438
ha of geophysical measurements (both magnetic and
geo-electrical), informative oblique air-photography,
150 km? of high-resolution LiDAR data, hundreds of
specifically-targeted test excavations, evidence for
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WHTEpIpeTalyje U IpoBepe Ha TepeHy, Kako O ce
MIPOIICHNO CBAKH 3HAYajaH Hajla3 ¥ Kako Ou ce pa3Bu-
U ‘mipeaBuhenn’ apxeonomku Moaeu. Llwb je 6uo
Jla c€ CMambU CTENEH HEH3BECHOCTU Y MOIVIENY MO-
ryher mpucycTBa apXeoJOLMIKUX OCTaTaKa, U3pajioM
JieTaJbHE U KOHTHHYHpaHEe Mare 3aCHOBaHE Ha XOJIH-
CTUYKOM U CYIITUHCKU HEJACCTPYKTHBHOM MPUCTYITY
Tej3aKH0j apXeosIoTHju, oMoryhasajyhn HaI30pHUKY
1 m3BohaunMa ma TUTAaHWPAjy CBOjE€ aKTHBHOCTH Ha
HajOoospbu Moryhw HaunmH. ApXEoNomIka IpoleHa
3amovera je y Majy 2009. ronuHe ¥ TOKOM HE BHIIE
0] YETHPH Mecella BUIIECTPYKOT HCTPaKMBamba Mo-
Kazayo ce MOryhiM NPUKYIATH ¥ IPOTYMAaYUTH OTPO-
MHY KOJIMIHMHY TToJIaTaka, yBeauKko ooorahyjyhmapxe-
OJIOILKO M E€KOJIOIIKO Pa3yMeBame OBOI' IIOCEOHOT
nena nejzaxa. [Ipukynspame 1 TyMademne OBHX I10-
nataka je, Takole, IOMOIJIO M3BOhaunMMa pasoBa Ha
ayTONyTy Jia yHampel IUIaHUpajy apXeoJIolIKe pa-
JIOBE, KOji OW WHa4Ye MOTJIM JIa 3aXTEBajy KalllbCha
1 JOJaTHE TPOILKOBE TOKOM Ipal)eBUHCKUX PasoBa.
[TaBuie, CTBOPEH je U3y3e€THO OOraT, KOHTUHYHPaH
U JACTaJbHU KOPIYC apXeoJOLIKEe IOKyMEHTaIHje
3a YyuTaBy OOJIaCT MOTOhEHy M3TPaaoM ayTOoIyTa,
npyxajyhu, y Hajropem citydajy, CTENeH ‘OdyBama
peructpoBameM’ (Kpo3 MOKYMEHTAIMjy — TMIPUM.
ypen.).

OBO HCKYCTBO je, Takohe, NMpeacTaBibajio He-
NPOLECHUBY TPWIMKY 32 HM30IITPABABE M IPOIY-
OJbMBame H7Cja O apXeoJoruju BOhEHOj TuIa-
HUpameM Y HWTAJIMjaHCKOM KOHTEKCTY, MOCeOHO
y HOrjaeqy HpeAHOCTH M MaHa CHEeKTpa TEXHHKa
¥ MEeTOJa paja Koje Cy MPBH MYT y TOJHMKO] MEpH
npuMemeHe y okBupy mpojekta bBPEBEMMU. Ha-
PaBHO, He MOCTOj€ JIAKK OJIrOBOPH Ha CJIOKEHA MHUTa-
Ba KOja CE IOCTaB/bajy YBOHCHEM apXeoJioTH]je
Bohene mnanupameM. IIpojekar BPEBEMU je,
MehyTuM, oMoryhro KOH30pIHjyMy apxeoyiora u
JPYTHX Ja MPUKYNH OTPOMHY KOJIMYMHY MOTEHIH-
janmHO MH(pOPMATHBHHUX IOJaTaka 3a BeoMa Kpa-
TKO BpeMe: 438 xa reou3nuKux Mepema (M mar-
HETHUX M TEOCICKTPUYHHX), MHPOPMATHBHE KOCE
aepogororpaduje, 150 xm?> LiDAR momaraka Bu-
COKE pe30JIylidje, CTOTHHE CHEHU(PUYHO IMJbAHUX
NpOOHHUX HCKOIaBarma, JIOKa3W 32 XHJbaJle apxe-
OJIOITKUX KapaKTePUCTHKA, Ka0 W 3a TOoIorpadujy,
reoMopdonorujy u apyre hakTope >KUBOTHE CPEIUHE
(Campana & Dabas 2011).

Pan Ha npolieHr HUje ycIieo 1a OTKpHje HAaKHAIHO
OTKPUBEHE apXeOJIONIKe KapPAKTEPUCTHKE CaMo y
JEITHOM CITy4ajy, BeoMa paHO y TPOIIeCy eBaTyarmje,
KaJa je OMo JOCTyIaH caMo OTpaHMYeH OIICET JToKa3a
(Campana & Dabas 2011). MexaHUYKO UCKOTIaBambe
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thousands of archaeological features as well as for
topography, geomorphology and other environmental
factors (Campana & Dabas 2011).

The assessment work failed to detect subsequent-
ly discovered archaeological features in only one
instance, very early in the evaluation process when
only a limited range of evidence was available (Cam-
pana & Dabas 2011). The mechanical excavation and
trial trenching specified by the superintendence also
failed, showing some worryingly serious limitations.
However, the point here is not to argue about which
approach is the better. In the right circumstances, and
deployed in the right way, both can be useful and in
some instances mutually complementary. The key is-
sue is that while non-destructive methods, and skilled
interpretation of the resulting data, can be expected to
improve in reliability over time, the same can not be
said for the investigation based on ‘in the field’ reac-
tion to mechanical stripping rather than on prior sur-
vey and targeted on-site recording and stratigraphical
excavation. Another key point is that it is not possible
to validate the results of this ‘reactive’ kind of excava-
tion work. Every archaeologist knows that excavation
destroys the evidence upon which it relies, especially
if it is not carried out within a suitable methodologi-
cal framework and timescale. By contrast it is entirely
possible — and desirable — to use stratigraphical exca-
vation to verify and interpret potential archaeologi-
cal features recorded initially through geophysical or
other forms of non-invasive prospection.

The Emptyscapes project

In recent years there has been a revolution in the
archaeological methodologies used for study of the
ancient landscape. A wide variety of ‘new’ remote
sensing methods are now increasingly widely de-
ployed for archaeological exploration and mapping.
In addition to the improvement in technical capabili-
ties we have also seen the beginnings of a conceptual
change. Archaeology has traditionally been focused
upon individual locations — ‘sites’ — which we have
sought to identify and then explore through exca-
vation and the analysis of the finds from them. Al-
though pragmatically understandable, the division of
the world into a series of isolated sites is conceptually
problematic since human beings do not just exist at
particular points in the landscape but rather utilise the
whole of their surroundings in a wide variety of dif-
ferent ways. Given that the same was true in the past,
and that we increasingly have technologies to explore
whole tracts of landscape, archaeology is moving to-
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Y MPOOHO COHIAXKHO HCKOIIABAKE KOje je OAPEIHO
HAJ30pHUK Takol)e HUCY yCIIeNH, MoKa3yjyhn Heka
3a0pumaBajyha 030MJbHA orpaHmdcma. MehytnM,
MOCHTA OBJIC HHjE /Ia Ce pacIpaBiba O TOME KOjH je
npucTyrn 00sbH. Y MpPaBUM OKOJHOCTHMA, U Pacrio-
pehenn Ha mpaBW HauMH, 00a MOTy OWUTH KOpH-
CHa, Yy HEKHM CIy4YajeBUMa M KOMIUIEMEHTApHA.
Kipyano je cienehe: mox ce ol HEIECTPYKTHBHUX
METOZa M BELITOI TyMauewma AOOMjeHHX I[oJaTaka
MOX€ O4YEKHMBAaTH ja he BpeMeHOM MOoOOJBbIIATH T10-
y3IaHOCT, HE MOXKe ce pelin UCTO 3a UCTpaKUBambe
3aCHOBAHO HA PeaklWju ‘Ha TepeHy Ha MAallMHCKO
HCKOIIaBakhe, YMECTO Ha MPETXOJHOM UCTPAKUBALY
U LWJbAHOM CHUMamy Ha JIMIy MecCTa M CTpaTH-
rpad)cKOM HCKOTIaBamy. Joml jemHa KJbydHa CTBap
je na Huje moryhe MOTBPIUTH pe3ynTare oBe ‘pe-
aKTHBHE  BpcTe MCKomnaBama. CBaKM apXeoyior 3Ha
Jla UCKOTIaBamhe YHUINTaBa JIOKa3e Ha KOje ce ocla-
WBa, moceOHO ako ce He M3BOIM Yy ojrosapajyhem
METOJIOJIOIIKOM M BpEeMEHCKOM OkBupy. Hacympor
TOME, TOTIIYHO je Moryhe — 1 0>KeJbHO — KOPUCTUTH
crparturpadcka HCKONaBama 3a BepupUKaLujy Hu
TyMaueme MOTESHINjalTHAX apXeoJIOIKuX obenexja,
PETHCTPOBaHHX Y MOYETKY, TeO(GU3UUKUM WU JIPY-
I'MM OOJIMITIMa HEHBA3UBHE MPOCTICKITH]E.

IIpojekam Emptyscapes (,,IIpazan nejzasnc®)

[ocnenwux roauMHa JOULIO je OO PEBOIYLHjE
y apXeoJNOWIKUM METOAOJIOTHjaMa KOpUITheHrM
3a TpoyyaBame JPEeBHOT Nej3axa. Bemwku u3dop
(HOBMX> METOJ/Ia JIAJBMHCKOT JICTEKTOBama Cala ce
CBE BHIIEC KOPUCTU 3a apXeoJIOUIKa HCTPAKUBAMA
u manmpame. [lopen mobosbliama TEXHUYKHX MO-
I'thOCTI/I, BUACIN CMO W ITIOYCTKE KOHICHTYAJIHE
IIpoOMEHe. ApPXEOoJIoTHja je TpaauIMOHAIHO Omiia
(hoxycupaHa Ha TMOjeIMHAYHA MECTa — ‘JIOKaJIUTeTe’
— KOje CMO HaCTOjajii Aa HIEHTU(UKYjEMO 1 TTOTOM
HCTPAXXMMO KpO3 HCKOMaBama W aHajIu3y Haiasa
ca wux. Mako je mparMaTuyHo pa3zyMJBHBO, MOJIENA
CBETa HA HH3 W30JIOBAHMX MECTa j€ KOHIICTITYaTHO
npoOneMarnyHa, jep Jbyrncka 6uha He mocroje camo
Ha ozipel)eHnM Taukama y 1ej3axy, Beh kopucre unta-
BO CBOj€ OKpPY’KEH-€ Ha IIHPOK CHEKTap PasIHuUTHX
HaunHa. C 003UPOM Ha TO Jia j& MCTO BAKWIO U Y
MMpouuIoCTH, U Ja CBE€ BHIIC HMaMO TCXHOHOFI/IjC
3a MCTPOKUBAKE YMTABHUX Mpelelia Iej3axa, apxe-
ojiorvja ce kpehe ka mpomMeHama y MPUCTYIY Koje
HACTOje Jla HCTPaXKe U pa3yMejy CTBAPHOCT YKYITHUX
nporumx mnejzaxa. [Ipojexkat Emptyscapes (,,[Ipazan
ej3aXx‘‘) je Ae0 OBOT HOBOT TPHUCTYIIA TIPOYIABAKY
Tiej3aXka M Perpe3eHTyje MPBO UCKYCTBO OBE BPCTE Y
MeUTEPAHCKOj 00JIacTH.

wards changes in approach that seek to explore and
understand the reality of total past landscapes. The
Emptyscapes project is part of this new approach to
the study of landscapes and represents the first expe-
rience of this type in the Mediterranean area.

The archaeological questions, methodological is-
sues and research activities at the core of this project
have been deeply rooted in work carried out by the
writer and his research team over the previous two
decades at the University of Siena, along with further
influences from wide-ranging international and aca-
demic partnerships (Campana & Forte 2001; Campa-
na & Piro 2009; Musson et al. 2013). In the context of
archaeological assessments in rural areas this project
could perhaps be seen as an ‘outrider’ for what could
be achieved in the Italian countryside by drawing
upon approaches most extensively used up to now
in the UK and in some parts of continental Europe
(particularly Austria, Belgium, France and Germa-
ny). The aim is to encourage more sophisticated ap-
proaches to landscape archaeology in Italy and other
parts of the Mediterranean world, replacing an essen-
tially site-based approach by a more comprehensive
‘landscape’ perspective. The resultant picture would
be less about ‘sites’ than about a populous landscape
in the social, economic and environmental context,
with field systems, communication routes, trade net-
works and industrial and agricultural foci in addition
to domestic settlements — all seen as a developing
process in the longue durée, the long-sought ‘archae-
ological continuum’ (Powlesland 2009; Gaftney et al.
2012; Keay et al. 2013).

A key aim within the Emptyscapes project is to
strike a more sophisticated balance between ‘site’ and
‘off-site” archaeology, bridging the two or expanding
the concept of ‘site’ to include what might be called
a ‘catchment area’, a block of landscape the size and
position of which might change across time or in re-
sponse to differing theoretical approaches or specif-
ic and archaeo-historical questions (see Powlesland
2009). However, within the present context the
project’s research strategy falls into four interlinked
‘traditional’ and ‘innovative’ categories that are sum-
marised on the right-hand side of Figure 1, right.

Geographically, the project focuses on two sam-
ple areas in Central Italy: the lowland rural landscape
around the hilltop Etruscan and Roman town of Rusel-
lae, in South Tuscany near Grosseto (to be discussed
here); and the now-rural but once-urban landscape of
the ancient city of Veii in Central Latium, near Rome
(Campana 2018). The Rusellae sample area can serve
as a useful example the potential contribution of this
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ApXeoJonika MUTama, METOJOJIOIIKA Mpoodie-
MaTHKa ¥ MCTPOKUBAYKE aKTUBHOCTH Y CP)KH OBOT
MpojeKkTa AyOOKO Cy YKOpEHmEHE y paay KOju Cy
ayTop ¥ HErOB HCTPOKHMBAYKK TUM 0OaBIballd
TOKOM TPETXOJHE ABE JICLECHHUjEe HAa YHUBEP3UTETY
y CujeHn, 3ajelHO ca JajbUM YTUIajUMa IIHPOKUX
MehyHapoaHux u akageMckux maptHepcrasa (Cam-
pana & Forte 2001; Campana & Piro 2009; Musson
et al. 2013). Y KOHTEKCTy apXeOoJIOMIKHUX IPOIeHa Y
pypaiHEM 00JacTHMa, OBaj MpojeKaTr OM ce MOXKIa
MOrao mocMarpatd kao ‘mparwiain’(‘outrider’) 3a
OHO 1ITO O Ce MOTJIO MOCTHNH Y UTAIHjaHCKOM Celty,
ociamajyhu ce Ha IPUCTYIEe KOjU CY JI0 Cajla HajBU-
e koputthenun y Bennkoj bputanwju u HEKUM €710~
BUMa KoHTHHeHTaHe EBporne (mocebHo y Ayctpuju,
benruju, ®paniyckoj n Hemaukoj). Lluse je na ce
MOJCTaKHy COQHUCTHLUPAHU]H MPHUCTYIH I1€j3a5KHO]
apxeoJioruju y Mtanuju u IpyruM J1enoBUMa Meau-
TEPAHCKOT CBETa, 3aMembYjyhu, y CYyHITHHH, TPUCTYIIT
0a3upaH Ha JIOKAIUTETHMAa CBEOOYXBATHHjOM TIEp-
CIEeKTHBOM ‘Tiej3aka’. Pesynmrtupajyha cimka ©Oum
Onia Mame 0 ‘TOKAIUTETHMA a BHUILE O HACEJbEHOM
Tej3axy y APYIITBEHOM, EKOHOMCKOM H €KOJIOIIKOM
KOHTEKCTY, Ca TEPECHCKHM CHCTEMHUMa, KOMYHH-
Kal[MIOHUM IyTeBUMa, TPrOBaYKHUM MpeXama U WH-
TYCTPHjCKUM ¥ TOJFONPHBPEIHUM SKapHIITHMA I10-
pen nomahux Hacesba — CBE Ce MOCMaTpa Kao Mporec
pasBoja y T3B. IyTrOM Tpajamy, Iyro TPaKEHOM <ap-
xeosomikoM continuum-y’ (Powlesland 2009; Gaft-
ney et al. 2012; Keay et al. 2013).

Kibyann b y okBupy mpojekta Empty-
scapes je Ja ce yCIIOCTaBH CO(HCTUIMPaHUja paB-
HOTeXXa m3Mely apxeosiorvje Ha ‘JOKaIUTETy |
‘U3BaH JIOKaJUTETa , MpeMolhnBame TO ABOje WIN
MPOIIMPE-E KOHIENTA ‘JIOKaIuTeTa’ Kako Ou yKIbY-
YO OHO IITO OM Ce MOIVIO Ha3BaTh ‘TIOJIPy4je CIuBa’,
a OJOK Tej3aka YMja BEJIMYMHA M II0JIOKA] MOTY
Ja ce MEemajy TOKOM BpeMEeHa HJIM Kao OJroBOp Ha
pazIMYUTe TEOPHjCKE MPUCTYIEC WK CHeu(pHIHA U
apxeoucropujcka nutama (Buau Powlesland 2009).
Melhytum, y camamimeM KOHTEKCTY, UCTpaKHBauka
cTpaTervja mpojeKkra crmajga y d4eTtupu MelycoOHo
MTOBE3aHe ‘TpaauITHOHATHE W ‘MHOBATHBHE KaTero-
pHje, Koje ¢y pesuMHUpaHe Ha JIeCHOj CTpaHH Civke 1.

I'eorpadcku, mpojekatr ce Qoxycupa Ha mBa
y30pKa ToApydYja y UeHTpanHoj Mrtamuju: paBHH-
YapcKy PypajiHU T1ej3a)K OKO €TPYpPCKOT' U PUMCKOT
rpaga Pocene (Rusellae) na Bpxy Opna, y jy»XHOj
Tockanm, y 6mmsuan ['pocera (Grosseto) (o gemy
he ce oBae pacnpaBibaTH); U caga pypaliHu, alu He-
Kaga ypOaHu mej3axk ApeBHoOr rpaga Beja (Veii) y
uentpaiHoM Jlauujymy, y 6mm3uan Puma (Campana
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approach to landscape studies within the needs and
perspective of Planning Led Archaeology”.

Over the past decade a research team led by the
author has been working on these and other sample
areas, using a thoroughgoing ‘landscape’ approach
based on systematic prospection aimed at locating,
identifying and documenting the archaeological re-
source in the chosen study areas. These two landscapes
have been partially documented by multi-stage ar-
chaeological research involving an assessment of ex-
isting knowledge, field-walking survey and airborne
remote sensing (satellite, air-photography and LIDAR
prospection) plus — of particular relevance to the pres-
ent discussion — large-scale contiguous magnetic ex-
ploration so far covering 1100 ha in all. Among other
results, achieving ‘archaeological continuum’ is ex-
pected to push archaeological research activity from
a predominantly reactive to a fundamentally proac-
tive approach, introducing a new analytical level that
could be defined ‘mid-scale analysis’ — representing
a bridge between the more traditional ‘micro-scale’
of archaeological excavation and the ‘large-scale’
of regional survey, both of which inevitably fail to
detect important evidence and relationships. Micro-,
mid- and macro-scale studies are obviously comple-
mentarily, all three being necessary for a comprehen-
sive interpretation. As has already been noted in this
respect the University of Siena has from the 1970s
onwards been carrying out a systematic programme
of landscape and archaeological investigation within
the Maremma area of southern Tuscany.

As a result, by the beginning of the present de-
cade this area had a substantial database and GIS, de-
veloped mainly through the examination and analysis
of ‘traditional” analytical methods, including system-
atic field-walking survey and a significant number of
open-area excavations (Francovich et al. 2000). After
about 35 years of rigorous research work it seems rea-
sonable to argue that this is among the most inten-
sively studied areas within the Mediterranean world.
However, despite the large amount of information as-
sembled and examined over the years, it was obvious
that the accumulated archaeological record shows
some very clear gaps, both in space and time. It has
been pointed out elsewhere (Campana 2009) that in
this area, as in the rest of Tuscany and in other inten-
sively studied parts of Italy such as Puglia and Lazio,
90% or even more of the collected evidence relates

* For further information on the archaeological objectives
leading the research in this area, the historical background and
new answers and questions provided by this research: Campana
2018.
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2018). [Noapyuyje y3opka Rusellae Mmosxe nocityxutu
Kao KOPHCTaH TpPUMEpP IMOTEHIIUjaHOT JOTPHHOCA
OBOT MPHUCTYTIA CTYAMjaMa Ti¢j3axka y OKBUPY TOTpeda
Y NIEPCIIEKTHBE apXeoJIorHje BoheHe ITaHuPambeM °.

Tokom npoTekiie IeleHuje, NCTPAKUBAYKU THM
Ha Yely ca ayTopoM paJMo je Ha OBUM H JIPYTHM
oOyacTMa y30pKka, Kopuctehu TemesbaH MPHCTYID
‘Tiej3axxy’ 3aCHOBAH HAa CHCTEMATCKO]j IPOCTIEKITH] U ca
IIMJBEM JIONMpaka, NICHTH(UKOBAmbA U JOKYMEHTO-
Bamba apXeoJIOIIKOT pecypca y onadpaHuM 00J1acTH-
Ma ucTpakuBama. OBa JBa Tej3axka Cy JCTUMUYHO
JOKyMEHTOBaHa  BHIICCTEIICHUM  apXCOJIOLIKHM
HCTPaKMBamhEeM, KOje YKIbYUyje IpoIleHy mocTojeher
3HaWka, TEPEHCKO WCTPAKUBAKBE W JIAJBHHCKO
JETeKTOBAale Yy Ba3ayXy (carenur, Ba3mylIHa
¢ororpadmja m LiDAR mpocnekmnumja), miyc —
LITO je Of MoceOHOr 3Hayaja 3a OBY AUCKYCHjy —
Oo0MMHa KOHTHHYyalHa MarHeTHa HCTPaXHBamba,
Koja cy 10 cana mokpuBana ykymHo 1100 xa. Mely
OCTaJIMM pe3yJITaTHMa, O4eKyje ce ma he mocTu3ame
<QpXEOJIOMIKOT continuum-a’ TOTUCHYTH apXeoJo-
IIKy HCTPAKUBAYKy AKTHBHOCT Ca MPETEIKHO pe-
aKTUBHOT Ha ()yHIaMEHTAJIHO NPOAKTUBAH MPUCTYII,
yBoOJichn HOBU aHAIMTHYKH HHUBO, KOjU OM ce MOrao
neuHUCaTH Kao <aHaliM3a Cpeler HUBOA» — KOjU
MpencTaB/ba MOCT W3Mel)y  TpaJauInoHaTHHjHX
apXEOoJIOIIKUX MCKOIIaBabha ‘MUKPO pa3Mepa> M Peru-
OHAJHUX MCTPAKUBAKA ‘BEIMKHX pa3Mepa’, TpH
yemy 00a HeM30€IKHO HE YCIICBa]y Jla OTKPH]Y BaXKHE
nokaze 1 ogHoce. CTy/Hje MUKPO, CPEIbUX H MaKpO
pa3Mepa Cy OUYMIJIEHO KOMIUIEMEHTApHE, CBE TpU
BPCTE Cy HEOIXOIHE 3a CBEOOYXBAaTHO TyMademe.
Kao mro je Beh HarmomeHyTO y TOM moriexay, YHH-
Bep3uteT y Cujenn je ox 1970-ux ma Hanmambe
CTIPOBOJMO CHUCTEMAaTCKH MpOrpaM Tej3aXKHUX U
apXEeoJIOIIKNX HCTpaXkuBama y obmacth Mapema
(Maremma) y jyxHo0j Tockanu.

Kao pesyntar Tora, 10 modeTka oBe JCILCHU]jE
OBO MOJpYYje je MMaJo 3HauyajHy Oa3y mojaraka
u I'NC, pa3BujeHe yriiaBHOM KpO3 HCIIMTHBAmbE U
aHaM3y ‘TpaJMIMOHAIHUX aHAIUTHYKHUX METO[a,
yKIbyuyjyhu cucremarcko oOmiakeme TepeHa |
3HauajaH Opoj mckomaBamba Ha oTBopeHoM (Fran-
covich etal. 2000). HakoH oko 35 roarHa puropo3Hor
UCTPa)KMBAYKOT Pajia, YNHH CE PAa3yMHUM TBPIUTH Jia
je oBa o6acT Mel)y HajUHTEH3UBHU]E IPOYYaBAHUM Y
cBety Meautepana. MelyTHM, yIpKoOC BEIMKO] KOJIH-
YUHA HMHPOpPMAIMja MPUKYIUBEHUX M HCIHTAHHX

° 3a nasbe uHbOPMALHUje O apPXEOJIOMIKHM IIM/BEBUMA KO-
juMa ce BOJIC UCTPaXXHBamba y 0BOj 00JaCTH, HCTOPH]CKOj 1M03a-
IIMHA ¥ HOBUM OJTOBOPHMA U MHUTakHUMa KOja Cy JaTa OBHM
nctpaxkuBameM: Campana 2018.

to the time span between the 6th century BC and the
6th century AD. Prehistory, the Iron Age and the Mid-
dle Ages thus remain poorly represented within the
archaeological record produced by this kind of land-
scape survey.

Moreover, if we look at the 1:100,000 distribu-
tion map of the Rusellae area in Figure 2 and switch
our attention from the ‘sites’ represented as yellow
dots to the overall ‘background’ it is easy to appreci-
ate how the ‘empty spaces’ predominate.

The situation becomes even worse if we view the
same data at the more detailed scale of 1:10,000 in Fig-
ure 3. A map with this amount of ‘emptiness’ would
be entirely inadequate as the basis for any kind of
pre-development assessment in a similar area of open
countryside. An attempt to fill some the yawning gaps
in the map (so far as possible) has been made over the
past four years through a programme of large-scale
geophysical prospection within a sample transect be-
tween Grosseto and Rusellae, so far amassing about
900 ha of magnetic and 30 ha of resistivity data; in-
tensive fieldwork during this same period has also
been collecting archaeological, geo-archaeological
and bio-archaeological evidence within this 25 km?
sample transect.

So, after this amount of scientific effort have we
in fact improved the overall picture? Have we made
progress towards the goal of exploring the ‘archaeo-
logical continuum’? Which new scenarios have been
opened up from the point of view of landscape plan-
ning and pre-development archaeological evaluation?

I think that is already possible to provide sub-
stantial answers to these questions presenting some
examples that will shed light on the present impact on
our understanding of the area and the overall potential
of the holistic approach developed and implemented
within this study of a carefully chosen tract of ancient
landscapes. The work carried out so far, has made it
possible to recognize a significant amount of archae-
ological evidence which would have been entirely
unidentifiable if restricted solely to the use of the ‘tra-
ditional’ research methods of field-walking survey,
surface collection, artifact studies and documentary
research). Effectively, the overall results to date have
multiplied the amount of previously known informa-
tion by a factor of thirty or more. However, this is not
just a matter of the simple quantity of evidence, but
also of improvements in the quality and articulation
of the interpretations that can be achieved, providing
new opportunities for understanding a variety of phe-
nomena, contexts and phases of development with-
in entire socio-economic systems (Campana 2017;
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TOKOM T'OIMHA, OWJIO je OYMTIICTHO J1a aKyMYyJIUpaHu
apXCOJIOIIKHY 3aIMC M0Ka3yje HEKe BPJIO jaCHE mpas-
HHUHE, KaKko y MpOCTOpPY Tako M y BpemeHy. Ha
Ipyrom Mecty je uctaknyto (Campana 2009) na ce y
0BOj 00J1aCTH, K20 U y OCTaTKy TOCKaHe U 'y IpyruMm
MHTCH3UBHO NMPOYyYaBaHUM JejoBuMma Htammje, kao
mrro cy [lyspa u Jlanmo, 90% (v 4ak v BUILE) IpH-
KyIUBEHHX JI0Ka3a OJHOCH Ha BPEMEHCKH DPacIioH
n3Mel)y 6. Beka mpe HOBe epe W 6. BeKa HOBE epe.
[Ipauncropuja, TBO3IEHO 100a U CpelbU BEK, CTOra,
ocTajy cnabo 3aCTYIUbEHH Y apXEOJIOMIKOM 3arucy
KOjH je MMPOoM3Bea 0Ba BPCTa HCTPAKHUBAKHA MPEea.

Campana 2018; http://www.emptyscapes.org).
Within the tightly focused sample area between
Rusellae and Grosseto, outlined in Figure 2, sys-
tematic investigation using the traditional sources of
ancient topography had already identified a consider-
able amount of information. Overall, there were 80
known archaeological ‘sites’ of various kinds (Ro-
man villas, farms, cemeteries, furnaces etc) within the
sample area. Caution is of course required in making
a comparative quantification of results produced by
the ‘traditional” methods as compared with the wid-
er and more closely integrated range of activities and

Legend
Hidrography
Prile simulation
" Prile Roman Age
" Prile Late Middle Age
I Prile Late Antiquity Early Middle Age
3 Ombrone & Bruna rivers

Site distribution (by dots)
Grosseto Archaeological mapping Project
Archaeological Sites Dataset
Rusellae Sample Area
Confini Toscana

Cnuxa 2. Apxeonowxa kapma oucmpubyyuje noopyuja Pocene, koja npuxasyje pesyimame mpu OeyeHuje apxeoiouroe
ucmpasicusarea u manuparea. Ilocmeneno cmarusarse oouma jezepa Ilpune, 00 npeoe munenujyma npe Hose epe 00
Kpaja cpedrbee 8eKa, NPUKA3aHo je y nyHoj 6oju.

Figure 2. Archaeological distribution map of the Rusellae area, showing the results of three decades of archaeological
survey work and mapping. The gradually reducing extent of Lake Prile, which shrank in size from the first millennium
BC up to the end of the Middle Ages, is shown in solid colour.

[lTaBuiie, ako morieaaMo Mary JTUCTPUOYIH]je
1:100.000 o6mactu Pocere, Ha cnuiy 2, 1 mpedauMo
HaITy Maxmy ca ‘JIOKAIUTETa , IPEICTAB/LCHUX Kao
KyTe TadyKe, Ha YKYITHY ‘TI03aJIUHY, JIAKO j€ CXBaTUTH
Kako npeosialyjy ‘mpa3Hu MpOCTOpH .

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonrouikoe nacieha

analytical methods used in the most recent work. That
said, these integrated methods have so far produced
2746 new items of evidence, considerably expanding
not only the quantity but also the varying types of
evidence, in many cases recording features entirely
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Curyanyja mocraje jour ropa ako UCTe MoJaTKe
MocMarpamo y JieTalbHujoj pasmepu — ox 1:10.000,
Ha ciumwm 3. KapTta ca 0BOM KOJIHMYHWHOM ‘TIpa3HUHE’
Omna OM NHOTIYHO HEaJeKBaTHA Kao OCHOBa 3a
0o KakBy Npe-pa3BOjHYy NPOLEHY Yy CIUYHOM
noJpy4jy oTBopeHor cena. [lokymaj ga ce momyHe
HEeKe Mpa3HUHE Ha Mamu (KOJIHMKO je To Moryhe)
VUUIbEH j€ TOKOM IPOTEKJIE YETUPU TOJIUHE KPO3
mporpaM  TEO(PHU3WYKE  IPOCIEKINjEe  BEIHKHX
pa3Mepa, y OKBHpY TpaHCEKTa Yy30pka wu3Mely
I'pocera u Pocernea, koju je 10 caja cakymuo OKO
900 xa moBpmuHe MarHeTHuX U 30 xa momataka o
OTIOPHOCTH; MHTEH3WBAH TEPEHCKH paJi TOKOM OBOT
HCTOT TIEpHOJIa TaKohe je MPUKYIIJhao apXeoJIOIIKe,
re0apxeoJIoLIKe U OM0apXEOIIOLIKE JOKa3€e Y OKBUPY
OBOT" TPAHCEKTAa y30pKa 0J1 25 KM?.

Jlakse, HAaKOH OBOJIMKOT HAyYHOT Haropa, 1a Ju
CMO 3ampaBo NoOoJbIIATH YKYITHY cuKy? [la mu cMo
HaIpeI0Bali Ka LUJbY UCTPAKUBAHA ‘aPXCOJIOIIKOT
continuum-a’? Koju cy HOBH CLEHAPHjH OTBOPEHH
ca CTaHOBUINTA IUIAHUPAbA I1€j3aXKa U apXCOJIOLIKE
pe-pa3BojHe mpoueHe?

Mucmum na je Beh moryhe matu cymTuHCKe
OJIrOBOpE Ha OBa MHUTama IPEACTaB/bajyhn Heke
npuMepe Koju he OauuTH CBETIO Ha cajallbu
YTUIa] HA HAallle pa3yMeBambe 00JIACTH U CBEYKYITHU
MTOTEHIIH]aJI XOJIMCTHYKOT ITPHUCTYTIA, KOjH j€ pa3BHjeH
U CIIPOBEJCH Y OKBUPY OBE CTyIHje HMaXXJbUBO OJa-
OpaHor TpakTa JpeBHUX Mej3axka. Jlocamammu paj
je omoryhuno ma ce mperno3Ha 3HauajHa KOJUYHMHA
apXEOJIOIIKUX JI0Ka3a KOju OW OWiIM TMOTIIyHO He-
WOCHTU(DUKOBAaHH aKo OWCMO C€ OTPaHWYIIN
HCKJbYYHUBO Ha YHOTPeOY *TpaJuIMOHAIHUX METOoza
UCTPaXXMBambha TEPEHCKOI OOWIacKa, MPUKYIbamba
Ha TIOBPIIMHM, Mpoy4yaBama apredakara U JOKY-
MEHTapHOT MCTPaXHBama. Y CTBapH, YKYITHH JIO-
callalllibll  pe3ylATard Cy IOMHOXWIA KOJIUYUHY
MIPETXOTHO TO3HATHX HWHopMaIrja ca (pakTopom
ol Tpuaecer wid Buiue. Mehytum, He pagu ce ca-
MO O jeAHOCTaBHOM KBAaHTHUTETY J0Ka3a, Beh M o
no0oJblIaky KBATUTETa M apTUKYJalnje HHTepIpe-
Taluyja Koje ce Mory nocruhu, npyxajyhu HoBe mMo-
ryhHOCTH 32 pa3yMeBame pa3HUX I10jaBa, KOHTEKCTa
u ¢aza pa3Boja y OKBHPY IEIOKYIHHAX IPYIITBEHO-
exoHOMckux cucteMa (Campana 2017; Campana
2018; http://www.emptyscapes.org).

YHyTap ycko (OKyCHpaHOT TOApydYja y30pKa
mmehy Pycena u I'pocera, mpukazanor Ha Cruiu
2, CHCTEMaTCKO MCTPAKUBAE KOPUITNCHEM TPaIn-
[IMOHAIHUX W3BOpa JpeBHe Tomorpaduje Beh je
WACHTU(QHUKOBAIO 3HATHY KOJMYUHY HH(MOpMaryja.
YxynHo, Owio je 80 TO3HATHX apPXCOJIONIKUX

undetected in the past — fences, settlements, burial
mounds, tombs, agricultural field systems, buildings,
ditches, pits, roads, canals and so on (Figure 2).

The long and continuing period of research based
on non-invasive detection systems has been comple-
mented since 2017 by three small-scale excavation
campaigns at key locations — Salica, Brancalete and
Aiali, aimed at achieving a better understanding of
the evidence identified so far, both at those locations
in particular but also within the wider area under
investigation through the analysis of stratified geo-
morphological samples and organic remains, linked
wherever possible to radiocarbon dating. Overall, we
have carried out an open area excavation (600 m2)
and 20 targeted test excavations of varying sizes be-
tween 15- 100 m long and 1,3 m wide for a total of
2000 m and a surface of 2600 m2 with depths of up to
3 m below the topsoil.

However, moving from the 1:100,000 scale of
Figure 2 to a more detailed representation at 1:10,000
in Figure 3, it is quite clear that even the most dense
site concentration visible on 1:100,000 map displays
large ‘gaps’ at the more detailed scale. At present it is
possible to recognize two main blocks of the sample
transect within which we have so far been able to col-
lect large-scale contiguous magnetic data, one in the
south-west and the other to the north-east (Figure 3).
It will be useful to start the analysis in the north-east-
ern block. Aerial survey but especially magnetic
prospection has thrown up entirely unexpected re-
sults. For instance, close below Rusellae itself, in an
area of superficially undistinctive arable landscape,
there is clearly visible in Figures 3 and 4 a mass of
magnetic features representing a major road connect-
ing the countryside with the city; this is around 6 m
wide at the bottom of the slope but known to expand
to a width of 14 m wide as it approaches the city itself.

Along both sides of this road the magnetic data
shows a dense concentration of ring-ditches and
rectangular anomalies that can without doubt be in-
terpreted as burials, in effect the remains of a ma-
jor cemetery probably dating to both the Etruscan
and Roman periods. At present 34 ring-ditches and
37 rectangular anomalies have been recognized and
mapped. The ring-ditches range from 13 m to 43 m
in diameter and an average of 19 m while the square
features are more standardised at about 4 m by 6 m.
On the basis of comparative studies on other Italian
contexts such as Cerveteri (Tartara 2003: 157 166)
this is clearly a major and previously unsuspected fu-
nerary landscape placed along one of the main roads
entering and leaving the city of Rusellae. Moreover
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<JIOKQJIUTETa) Ppa3IMUUTUX BpcTa (PUMCKE BHIIE,
(apme, Tpobspa, mehm WTA.) y OKBHPY MOApydja
y3opka. HapasHo, moTpebaH je ompe3 y MpaBJbemy
yHopeaHe KBaHTH(HKANWje pe3ynTara J00WjeHHX
TpaAMLHOHATHUM MeTogaMa Yy mopehemy ca
HIMPUM M OJIMKE WHTErPUCAaHUM CHEKTPOM aKTHB-
HOCTH W aHAJMTUYKUX MeTo/a KOpUIIheHHuX Yy
HajHOBHjeM paxy. MelyTuM, oBe MHTErprcaHe me-
TOJe Cy A0 caja npousBene 2746 HOBUX JI0Ka3a,
3HAYajHO TMPOIIUPUBIIA HE caMO KBaHTHTET Beh u
pasnuuuTe BpCTEe J0Ka3a, Y MHOTUM Cily4yajeBUMa
Oenexxehn KapaKTEpUCTUKE MOTIYHO HEOTKPUBEHE
y MPOILIOCTH — Orpajie, Hacesba, XyMKe, rpOOHHIIE,
CHCTEMH TOJHOTIPUBPEIHUX TI0Jba, 3TPajie, POBOBH,
jame, TIyTeBH, KaHaJIH U Tako fajbe (Cruka 2).

Jlyrv v KOHTHHYHPaHU [EPUO] UCTPAKIBAFHA 3aC-
HOBAHOT Ha HEMHBA3UBHUM CHCTEMHUMA 32 ACTEKLIHU]Y
nonymeH je o 2017. rofuHe ca TpU Mambe KaMIlambe
WCKOIaBamha Ha KJbYYHHM Jokanujama — Canmka
(Salica), bpanmanere (Brancalete) m Ajamm (Aiali),
ca IIIJbEM JIa Ce TIOCTHTHE 00Jbe pa3yMeBarbe 10 cajia
UACHTU(HUKOBAHMX JJOKa3a, Kako Ha TUM JIOKalujama
MoceOHO, TaKO M 'y OKBUPY IIHMpPET MOApYYja Koje ce
UCTpaxyje Kpo3 aHalu3y CTpaTH(OUKOBAHHX TIeo-
MOP(QOJIONIKMX y30paka W OPraHCKUX OCTaTaKa,
BE3aHUX TJie To/ je To Moryhe 3a pagroxkapOOHCKO
nartupame. CBe y CBeMy, U3BPIIIIN CMO UCKOTIABAhE
Ha OTBOpeHOM mpoctopy (600 M?) u 20 mubaHuX
MPOOHMX MCKOMaBamba Pa3ININTHX BeJIMIHHA U3MeDhy
15-100 m nyxune u 1,3 M mmpune Ha ykynHo 2000 m
u noBpumHe o 2600 M? ca ayOrHaMa 10 3 M UCTIO[
TOPLET CII0ja 3eMJbE.

MehyTum, ipenazehn ca ckane 1:100.000 Ha Cru-
1 2 Ha aetasbHUjU npuka3 Ha 1:10.000 nva Crury 3,
CacBHUM j€ jacHO Jla YaK M Hajrymha KOHLEHTpalHja
JokanureTa BujbuBa Ha Manu 1:100.000 mpukasyje
BEJIMKE ‘Tpa3HUHE’ Ha JICTAJbHU)O] CKaJId. TPEeHyTHO
je Moryhe mpemno3HaTH aBa TJIaBHA 0JIOKA TPAaHCEKTa
— y30pKa, y OKBHPY KOjHX CMO /IO caja O y Mo-
ryhHOCTH J]a IPUKYITUMO CyCe/THE MarHeTHE MOJIaTKe
BEJIMKUX pa3Mepa, jeJaH Ha jyrosamnajiy, a Apyrd Ha
ceBepouctoky (Cnuka 3). buhie xopucHo 3amouyeru
aHAJIM3y y CEBEPOUCTOYHOM OoKy. CHUMame u3
Ba3yxa, aJid MOCEOHO MarHeTHA TPOCIICKIIH]ja, Jaia
je TIOTIyHO HeodYeKuBaHe pesynrtare. Ha mpumep,
o6mmzy camor Pocernea, y 00sacTé MOBPILIMHCKA He-
Mo3HaToOr O0paAMBOr Tej3axka, Ha ciaukama 3 u 4
JacHO je BW/JbMBA Maca MarHeTHHX oOelexja Koja
MIPeNICTaBJbajy TJIaBHH IYT KOjH TIOBE3yje Celo ca
TpajioM; Ha HY TaJFHE je MHPHUHE OKO 6 M, aju ce
3Ha JIa IIUPUHA ITyTa U3HOCH U 110 14 M KakKo ce Tpu-
OmKaBa caMoOM rpasny.

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

on the southern (lower left) edge of the Figure 4 it is
possible to recognize another road and a quite pecu-
liar structure showing as a round anomaly surrounded
by a square of opposite magnetic polarity; the shape,
articulation and size of this feature finds a convincing
parallel in Roman mausolea (Johnson 2014). Signifi-
cantly, but surprisingly in the light of this very strik-
ing geophysical evidence, neither micro-morphologi-
cal evidence nor field-walking survey in the past or in
the summer of 2015 (apart from a very limited scatter
of mainly off-site material) presented any interpreta-
ble evidence of this kind of road system or long-last-
ing funerary landscape.

Moving a little further south (Figure 5) the mag-
netic measurements show a dense concentration of
anomalies representing man-made functional ele-
ments and natural features within the local landscape:
field systems, cultivation patterns, communication
routes, buildings, geomorphological features and
so on. Particularly interesting in this area is a dou-
ble-ditched enclosure (green in Figure 5).

In this case field observation and artefact collec-
tion were very important in identifying a key feature
of the site: a significant variation in elevation (of as
much as 1.5 m) matching the features visible on the
magnetic map. Taking all of this evidence together
the result is fairly obvious: an artificial mound or
alternatively a ditched enclosure occupying a slight
natural eminence in the local topography. Finds from
field-walking indicated a flourishing occupation of
the site within the 10" to 12" centuries AD, while
intense magnetic anomalies in the interior probably
represent individual buildings, including one that
might even have been a church. Close by, the magnet-
ic data reveal an organised pattern of field boundaries,
similar in general appearance to those associated with
medieval settlements revealed by aerial photography
on the Tavoliere di Puglia in the far south-east of Italy
(Guaitoli 2003: 106-119).

Moving further to the south-western block (Fig-
ure 5) within the sample transect the quantitative
comparisons are equally remarkable. Previous sur-
vey work had identified 19 contexts (17 on-site and 2
off-site). Magnetic and electrical resistance prospec-
tion and aerial survey have now revealed a pattern
of features ranging chronologically from prehistory
to the Middle Ages and varying from settlements to
field systems, enclosures, graves, road systems, geo-
morphology and so forth. Figure 5 illustrates on the
left side, the south-western part of the sample transect
showing with yellow dots and polygons the results of
‘traditional” archaeological investigation and on the
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Cnuxa 3. Jleso: mana oucmpubyyuje 10Kaumema omKpuGeHUx ‘mpaouyuoHAIHUM  APXeONOUKUM UCPANCUBATLEM
npema cesepoucmoYHOM Kpajy mpancekma — y3opia, y pazmepu 00 1:10.000. /lecno: npexaanarbe oucmpubyyuje
JIOKAIUMema u apxeoioukoe Manuparea macHemnux mepersa (Mag) u kocux (0AP) u sepmuxanuux (vAP)

aepogpomoepadghuja.

Figure 3. Left: distribution map of sites detected by ‘traditional’ archaeological survey towards the north-eastern end
of the sample transect, at a scale of 1:10,000. Right: overlay of the site distribution and archaeological mapping of
magnetic measurements (Mag) and oblique (0AP) and vertical (vAP) aerial photography.

Jyx o0e cTpaHe OBOr MyTa MarHeTHH MOAAIH
MOKa3yjy TYCTy KOHIIEHTpAlMjy MPCTEHACTUX PO-
BOBa W MPAaBOYTaOHMX aHOMalhja, Koje ce, 6e3 cym-
BE, MOy NPOTYMAuuTH Kao IpoOOBH, Yy CTBapu
oCTaly BEJHKOI Ipo0sba KOjU BEPOBATHO JaTHpajy
U W3 eTPYPCKOr M PHMCKOr Iepuoaa. TpeHyTHO
Cy mperno3Hara W MamnupaHa 34 mpcreHacta poBa
n 37 npaBoyraoHux aHomanuja. [IpcreHacTd po-
BOBH ce kpehy on 13 M 10 43 M y IPEeYHHKY U TIPO-
ceqHo 19 M, IOK Cy KBajpaTHE KapaKTEPHUCTHKE
cTaHAapAu30BaHuje Ha oko 4 M ca 6 M. Ha ocHoBy
KOMIIAPAaTUBHUX CTY/AWja O APYTHUM HTAIHjaHCKUM
KOHTeKcTUMa, kao mmro je Yepserepu (Cerveteri)
(Tartara 2003: 157 166), 0BO je, OUUIJICIHO, BEIUKU
Y HEeKaJla HeCyMIbHBHU TIOTPEOHU T1€j3aK, TOCTaBIbeH
Jy’K JeJHOT OJ1 TJIaBHUX ITyTeBa KOjH yJia3e U H3ja3e
n3 rpajaa Pocerne. [lITaBuiie, Ha jykHO] (I0H0j J1€BO])
uBHLM ciuke 4 Moryhe je perno3HaTH joI jeaaH myT
1 CacBUM IOCEOHY CTPYKTYPY KOja ce IpuKa3syje Kao
OKpYTJIa aHOMaJIHja OKPYKeHa KBaJpaToM CyIPOTHOT
MarHeTHOT TIOJIAPUTETa; OOJUK, apTUKyJaluja |
BEJIMYMHA OBOT o0eliexja MMajy yOeJbiBY napajeny
y pumckoM May3ouiejy (Johnson 2014). 3nadajHo, anmu
nzHeHahyjyhe, y cBeTily OBOT BeoMa yre4aT/bHBOT
reoU3UUKOr  JI0Ka3a, HU MUKPOMOPQOIIOIIKH
JIOKa3W HHU HCTPAKHBAE TEPEHCKUX HCTPaKMBamba
y npouutocTy Wik y jero 2015 (ocum Beoma orpaHu-
YEHOI pAaclpLIMBama MaTepHjajia YIJIaBHOM BaH

right side integrated remote sensing data and GIS-
based data mapping. The quantitative and qualitative
improvement in the landscape database is clearly vis-
ible, making it possible to reduce substantially gaps
and read the landscape in its continuity, providing an
effective planning document.

Near the south-western end of the sample transect
(Figure 5) air-photo evidence, geophysical survey and
targeted field-walking survey have revealed a Roman
villa complex and more recently a road system and a
possible cemeteries, as well as a second ditched me-
dieval enclosure, rectangular in this case and set at an
alignment that hints at long-lasting persistence of the
suspected Roman field system. It is useful to empha-
sise that two other ditched medieval enclosures have
been identified in the Grosseto-Rusellae area in re-
cent years, despite the previous absence of any com-
parable lowland sites after more than three decades
of previous landscape survey based on the systematic
application of the ‘traditional’ means available at the
time (Campana et al 2006; Campana 2009). These
totally unexpected lowland enclosures raise all sorts
of questions about their origin and historical inter-
pretation. It is entirely appropriate that the applica-
tion of new survey strategies should pose academic
questions. But the key point in relation to Planning
Led Archaeology is that these previously ‘invisible’
settlements, roads, field systems, enclosures, graves,
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JIOKAIMje) HUCY TPEICTaBUIM OWMJIO KOJU JIOKa3 O
OBAKBOj BPCTH IIyTEBA WJIM JIyrOTPajHOM MOrPEeOHOM
Tej3aKy KOju c€ MOYKe TYMa4HTH.

burial mounds and so forth would have been at risk of
damage or destruction by development proposals if
the Phase 1 archaeological evaluations had been con-

Cnuxa 4. I'eoguszuuxu nodayu ca cesepoucmounoe oena y3opka. Mz zopree negoe yena: onumu npeaieo noopyyja,
CIUKA MIA KOja NOKA3Yje eKCmpeMHo HUCKY KOHYeHmpayujy apmeghakama, oemass MazHemue mMane Koja npuxkasyje
Kapaxkmepucmuke Koje ce mymade kao mo2yhu maysonej; onumu npezied MazHemne Mane Koja npuxasyje 6eiuku o6poj
npCmMeHacmux poeoea u Keadpammue aHomanuje Koje ce mymade Kao 8eiuKo epobve ca obe cmpane nyma Koju nosesyje
2pao Pocene ca oxonnum cenuma. [lpemnocmasmenu maysonej ce nojasmyje y Maiom ooumy y 00rem 1e6oM Yaiy
dore-Oecte mane.

Figure 4. Geophysical data from the north-eastern part of the sample transect. From the upper left corner: gen-
eral overview of the area; picture of the soil showing the extremely low concentration of artefact scatters, detail of
the magnetic map showing the features interpreted as a possible mausoleum; general overview of the magnetic map
displaying the large number of ring-ditches and square anomalies interpreted as a major cemetery lining either side
of a road connecting the city of Rusellae to the surrounding countryside. The conjectured mausoleum appears at small
scale in the bottom left corner of the lower-right map.

[Tomepajyhu ce mano jyxuuje (Cnuka 5), mar-
HETHAa Mepema I0Ka3yjy TYCTy KOHIIEHTPALUjy
aHOMaldja Koje MpeACTaBbajy BELITAauke (YHKIIH-
OHAJIHE ENIEMEHTE M TPHPOJAHE KapaKTEPHCTHKE Y
OKBHUPY JIOKQJIHOT TIej3aka: CUCTeMe T10Jba, oOpacie
KyJITHBAIMj€, KOMyHHKallMOHE ITyTeBe, 3rpaje, reo-
Mopdoriomike KapakTtepucTuke UTH. [loceOHO WH-

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

ducted as an essentially ‘desktop’ exercise of the kind
outlined at the beginning of this article and if Phase 2,
as it usually happens, was entirely or strongly based
on test excavations or mechanical stripping.
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TEPECaHTHO y 0BOj 00JacTu je orpaheHo kyhwuinre ca
JTyTUTAM POBOM (3€JICHO Ha CITUITH 5).

Cnuxka 5. Jyeosanaonu deo mpancexkma — y3opka. Ha nesoj cmpanu. pezyimamu ‘mpaouyuoHaIHux’ apxeoroukux
ucmpaxcusarsd, a Ha 0ecHoj CMpaHu Manuparse UHMezpUCaHUx NOOAmaxa OabuUHCKe demexyuje

Figure 5. The south-western part of the sample transect. On the left side the results of ‘traditional’ archaeological
investigation and on the right side mapping of the integrated remote sensing data.

Y oBoM ciyuajy, TIOCMaTpame Ha TEpeHy H
MPUKYIUbae apTedarkara OMIM Cy BeoMa BaKHU y
WACHTU(PHKALN] U KIbydHE KapaKTepUCTHKE JIOKaITH]e:
3HauYajHE Bapujauuje y HaAMOPCKO] BUCHHH (01 Yak
1,5 M), Koje oarosapajy obenexjumMa BUIJBHBUM Ha
MarHeTHOj Maru. ¥Y3uMmajyhu cBe oBe JI0Ka3e 3aje/IHO,
pe3yJITar je MPUIMYHO OYMIJICAaH: BelITauka XyMKa
WIA alTepPHATHBHO orpaljeHa MpoCTOpHja Koja 3a-
y3uMa OJaro TPHUPOTHO Y3BUIIEHE Yy JIOKAIHO]
tornorpaduju. Hanazu uz odunacka repena ykazanm cy
Ha IIPOIBAT OBOT JloKanuTeTa y nepuony o 10. mo 12.
BEKa HOBE epe, JIOK MHTCH3MBHE MarHeTHE aHOMaJIHje
Yy YHYTpPalIkhOCTH BEPOBATHO NPEICTaBIbajy MOje/Iu-
HauHe rpal)eBrHe, yKIbydyjyhu 1 OHy Koja je MOoIa
Yyak Owia W 1pKkBa. Y ONW3WHU, MarHeTHHU IIOJAIH
OTKpHMBajy OpPraHM30BaHU 00pasall rpaHula MoJba,
KOjH je 1O OMIITEM M3IJIEAY CIMYaH OHUMa KOjH CY
MOBE3aHN Ca CPEIOBEKOBHUM Hace/bUMa OTKpH-
BeHUM aepodororpadujom Ha TaBonujepe au [lysba
(Tavoliere di Puglia) na xpajmem jyroumcroxy Hra-
mje (Guaitoli 2003: 106-119). Kpehyhu ce name
Ka jyrosanagHoM Onoky (Crnwka 5) yHyTap mpeceka
y30pKa, KBaHTHTaTMBHA Topehema cy MoijeaHaKo
3HayajHa. [IpeTXOMHM UCTPOKUBAYKU paj  je
uaeHtudukoBao 19 xonrekcra (17 Ha JIOKAIUTETY
n 2 BaH nokamureta). [Ipocmeknuja MarHeTHOT H
eNEKTPUYHOT OTIHOpa M WCIHTHBAKE W3 Bazdayxa
caja cy OTKpWJIN oOpasall KapakTepHCTHKa Koje ce

Conclusions

We now believe that the results described above
as well as many other experiences achieved in Europe
have established a new paradigm for landscape sur-
vey and for the practice of evaluation of rural areas
within Planning Led Archaeology. It is worth reiterat-
ing, indeed, that the application of these new methods
in large-scale surveys elsewhere in Europe has radi-
cally transformed archaeologists’ views about almost
every aspect of the past within the areas concerned
(Powlesland 2009; Gaffney et al 2013). The results
from the BREBEMI and Emptyscape projects have
made a strong case for the potential effectiveness
of this approach to rural landscape in at least many
other parts of Italy. The manner in which previously
unsuspected features have been revealed across time
has shown that the elusive ‘archaeological continu-
um’ is within our grasp even in the rather different
environmental and archaeological conditions of the
Mediterranean world. There are even internationally
recommended guidelines for the application of these
methods within a wide variety of different contexts
(Schmidt et al. 2015) and there is an undeniable case
for their increased use in Planning Led Archaeology.

One further observation might be appropriate
here. Experience gathered so far, both within the ac-
ademic environment and in development-related ar-
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Kpehy XpOHOJIOIIKH, OJ MPaucTopuje A0 CpPEearer
BEKa, W Bapupajy OJ Hacelba JI0 CHUCTEMa II0Jba,
orpal)eHux mpocTopa, rpodoBa, CUCTEMa ITyTEeBa, T€0-
Mopdororuje u Tako aajbe. Ciuka 5 wiycrpyje, ca jie-
BE CTpaHe, jyro3anajHu JIe0 TPAHCEKTa — y30pKa, Ha
KOjeM Cy JKyTHM TayKama ¥ MOJMTOHUMA MTPUKa3aH!
pe3yiTatd  ‘TpaJWIMOHAIHUX apXEOJOMIKUX HC-
TpakuBamba, a Ha JIECHO] CTPaHH WHTErPHCAHE
[OJATKE JAJbUHCKOI JIETEKTOBakba W Mallupame
nonaraka 3acHoBaHo Ha ['MIC-y. KBanTuTaTMBHO M
KBaJINTaTUBHO IMOOO0JbIIAE Y 0a3H MojiaTaka o rej3a-
XKy je jacHO BHJbMBO, INTO omoryhaBa 3Ha4ajHO
CMamCHe TIPa3HUHA M YUTAhE I1€j3aKa Y HErOBOM
KOHTHHYHTETY, Tpykajyhu edrkacaH MIaHCKH TOKY-
MEHT.

bamzy jyrozamagHor kpaja TpaHCEKTa Yy30pKa
(Cnuka 5), nokasu ca aepoororpaduja, reopuznuko
UCTPaXXHUBAhEe U LUJBAHO MCTPAKUBAKE TEPEHCKOT
obmiacka OTKPWIM Cy KOMIUIEKC PUMCKHX BHIIA
1, HEIaBHO, CHUCTeM IiyTeBa W Moryha Tpo0Opa,
Kao U JPYyrd CPEAEBEKOBHU orpalheHu mpoctop,
MPaBOYTaoH y OBOM CIIy4yajy W TOCTaBJbEH Ha JIH-
HUJU KOja HaroBelITaBa AyTrOTPajHO TOCTOjambe
MPETIIOCTABILEHOT CHCTEMa PHUMCKOr TIosba. Ko-
PUCHO je Harjacuth na cy y obmacta ['pocero-
Pocene mocnenmux roanHa WICHTH(PHUKOBAHE jOIIT
JIBE CPEI-EBEKOBHE Orpaje, YNPKOC MPETXOAHOM
0JICYCTBY OMJIO KAKBUX YITOPEIUBUX HI3H]jCKUX JIOKA-
JITETa, TIOCIIe BHIIE O]l TPU ACUCHHU]E MPETXOJHOT
HCTpaXXMBamba Tej3a)ka 3aCHOBAHOT HA CUCTEMATCKO)]
[PUMEHH ‘TPaJUIMOHAIHO  JOCTYIHHUX CpelCcTaBa y
T0 BpeMe (Campana et al 2006; Campana 2009). OBa
MOTIIYHO HEOYEeKHBaHa HHU3MjcKa orpaljeHa moapydja
MOCTaBJbajy pa3Ha MUTamba O HBUXOBOM MOPEKIy U
UCTOpPHjCKOM TyMauewy. CacBUM je MPUKIAIHO J1a
MpUMEHa HOBHX CTpAaTervja UCTPaKHBarbha MOCTaBU
aKaJleMCKa IHTama. AJM, KJby4yHa Tadka y BE3H ca
apxeoyioTHjoM BOheHOM TuTaHWpameM je a Ou oBa
paHuje ‘HeBHJbHMBA’ HACEJba, IyTEBU, CACTEMH I10Jba,
orpaljeHu mpocTopu, TPOOOBH, XYMKE UTI. Ouau y
Ppu3uKy 00 owrmehersa unu ynuwimersa npeano3uMa
pa3Boja ako Ou apxeoJomika eBaryanuja dase 1 Onma
CIpOBENIeHA Kao CYIITHHCKA ‘MEeCKTON BekOa HMCTE
BpCTE KAao OHA ONWCAaHAa Ha IMOYETKY OBOI WIAHKA,
u aKko je daza 2, kao mWTO ce OOMYHO AemiaBa, Omia
y TOTIIYHOCTH WJIM CHa)KHO 3aCHOBaHA Ha MPOOHUM
WCKOIaBambiMa WM MEXaHHYKOM CKUJIAMY.

3ak/pyuHa pasMaTpama

Cana BepyjeMo Ja cy Tope ONUCaHHU Pe3yJTaTH,
Kao M MHOTa JJpyTra UCKyCTBa MOCTHTHYTa y EBpor,
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chaeology, has shown that within the Mediterranean
area an absence of detectable human activity is very
much the exception rather than the rule. The impact
of this realisation should not be underestimated — it
becomes a total misunderstanding to ask questions in
terms of the presence or absence of evidence. In theo-
ry as well as in practice it is now widely accepted that
almost every square metre of the landscape has been
altered, directly or indirectly, by human intervention
in the distant or more recent past (Broodbank 2013).
As a consequence almost any development proposal
is likely to have an impact on the surviving evidence
of such activity.

Of course it would be foolish in this context to
propose that development must not happen. This is
clearly an untenable position, but how are we go-
ing to document archaeology at best and avoid or at
least reduce the losses that must inevitably follow?
Surely the finest protection would be the mandato-
ry employment of strategies involving the use of
the best available non-invasive techniques over the
whole area (reducing gaps as much as possible) for
revealing these fragile traces of the past. Secondly,
to make sense within Planning Led Archaeology, this
approach ought to be implemented as a compulsory
part of Phase 1, before any archaeological evolua-
tion and in advance of any planning decision being
made. The process and in particular Phase 1 needs
to be substantially reinforced so as to provide a se-
cure basis for making well-informed choices before
development work begins on site. For archaeologists,
planners and developers alike this would offer the op-
portunity of avoiding so frequent fortuitous or unex-
pected discoveries reducing damage, destruction and
delay as well as helping in the formulation of consis-
tent policies for cultural and landscape sustainability
in the longer term.
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YCIIOCTABUIIA HOGY RAPAOUZMY 34 UCHPANCUBAILE
nej3asica v 3a IpaKCy eBalTyalyje pypaTHuX IoApydja
y OKBUpY apxeoyioruje BoleHe IIaHUpameM. 3a-
WCTa, BpEeIM TMOHOBHUTH JIa je MPUMEHA OBUX HOBHX
METOoJIa y BEIUKUM HCTpaKUBamuMa Jipyrie y EBpo-
U PaAMKAIHO TNPOMEHHWIA CTaBOBE apxeoJyiora o
CKOpPO CBaKOM acIeKTy TPOIDIOCTH Yy 00JacThMa
o xojuMa je peu (Powlesland 2009; Gaftney et an
2013). Pesynraru npojekata BREBEMI u EMPTY-
SCAPES nanu cy jak apryMeHT 3a NMOTCHIHjATHY
e(pMKAaCHOCT OBOT TPHUCTYINA PYPATHOM II€j3aXKy,
OapeM y MHOTUM JpyruMm aenosuMma Uranuje. Haunn
Ha KOjH Cy paHHje HecTyheHe KapaKTepUCTHKE OTKPH-
BEHE TOKOM BpPEMEHaA TI0Ka3a0 je Ja je HeyXBaT/bUBU
‘apXeoJIOIIKK continuum’ Ha JOXBAaT pyKe Yak U Y
MPWINYHO PA3THIUTHM EKOJIOIIKAM F apXCOJIONIKHM
YCIOBUMA MeUTEpaHCcKor cBeTa. [locToje uak u Me-
DyHapomHO TpernopydeHe CMEpHUIE 332 NPUMEHY
OBUX METOJia y UIMPOKOM CHEKTPY Pa3IMIUTHX
koHTekcTa (Schmidt et am. 2015) u HenmoOuTHa je
wuxoBa nosehana ynorpeda y apxeosoruju BoheHoj
TUTAaHHPAHEM.

Jomr jemHO 3amaxkame OM OBIOE OWMIIO 3HAYAjHO.
Jlo cajia IpHUKYIJLEHO UCKYCTBO, KAKO Y aKaJeMCKOM
OKPYXEHY TaKO U y apXeoJOoTrdju Be3aHOj 3a pa3Boj,
MOKa3aJio je Ja je y MeIUTepaHCKOM MOapydjy
O/ICYCTBO YOUJbMBHX JbYICKUX aKTHBHOCTH IIPE U3Y-
3eTaK HEero MpaBwio. YTHIAj OBE CIIO3HAje HE Tpeba
MOTLEHUBATH — TIOCTABJbALE TUTAba Y CMUCITY TIPH-
CYCTBa WJIH OZICYCTBa JI0Ka3a A0BEJI0 OU 710 OTIyHOT
Hecriopasyma. Y TeopHjH, Kao M y MPaKcH, JaHac je
LIMPOKO MpHxBaheHo /a je CKOpO CBaKH KBaJpaTHU
MeTap Tej3aka U3MEHEH, TUPEKTHO WITH HHIUPEKTHO,
JBYJICKOM WHTEPBEHIINjOM Y JaJb0]j WK OJIMKO] Mpo-
nutoctn (Broodbank 2013). Kao mocrmennma Tora,
CKOpO CBaKM TPEIJIOT pa3Boja BepoBaTrHO he mMarn
YTHIIaja Ha MMPESKUBETIC TOKA3€ O TAKBO] aKTUBHOCTH.

HapaBno, O6wio 0M Tiyno y OBOM KOHTEKCTY
CyrepHcaTH Jia ce pa3Boj He cMme gecutu. OBo je, 0uu-
TJIe/THO, HEOIPKHB CTaB, alv Kako hemo, y HajoospeM
clly4ajy, JOKYMEHTOBAaTH apxeojorujy u u3dehu
Wi 0apeM CMamUTH TYOWTKE KOjU HEMHUHOBHO
Mopajy ycaemutn? CurypHo Ou HajOoJba 3aIiThTa
Onna o0aBe3Ha TpPUMEHA CTpaTerhja Koje YKIbYdyjy
Kopumheme HajOO/BPMX JTOCTYITHUX HEWHBA3WBHHX
TEXHHKA Ha YUTABOM MOJIPYYjy (CMambCHE MPa3HUHA
KOJIMKO Tof je To Moryhe) 3a OTKpUBame OBUX KpX-
KHX Tparosa nponnioctd. JIpyro, 1a 6u umao cMucia
Yy OKBUpY apxeoyiorHje Bol)eHe IUIaHUpameM, OBaj
npucTyn 6u Tpebano Aa ce MpUMEHH Kao obaBe3aH
neo daze 1, mpe OMII0 KaKBe apXCOIIOIIKE eBaTyallnje
U TIpe JIOHOIIICHha OUII0 KaKBE OJUTYKE O IIaHUPAIbY.
[porec, a mocebHo Da3y 1, Tpeba 3HAUAjHO OjavaTH
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Kako Ou ce 00e30equiia CUIypHa OCHOBAa 3a JIOHO-
EehE OITyKa Ha OCHOBY JO0OpOT HH(OpMHUCaha TIpe
HETO IITO Pa3BOJHU PAIOBU TIOYHY HA JIOKAJIHTETY.
3a apxeonore, IlaHepe W HMHBECTHUTOpE, OBO O
MOHY/IMJIO TIPWINKY Ja W30erHy Tako 4ecTta CIly-
YyajHa WM HEOYeKWBaHa oOTKpuha, cMamyjyhn
HITETY, YHUIITABAkEe M OJyIarame, kao u nomoh y
(bopMymnHcamy JTOCICIHNX MOTUTHKA 33 KyITYpHY U
OZP’KMBOCT TIEj3aKa Ha JTy)KU POK.

3axBaJIHOCT

AyTop Jyryje OrpOMHY 3aXBaJHOCT KOMITaHU)JU
BPEBEMUM (BREBEMI) 3a Bemuky NOpwimKy u
nosepeme npeacennHnka np Ppanuecka beronwja
(Francesco Bettoni), reHepaiHor mupexTopa mpod.
Bpyna bormsepuja (Bruno Bottiglieri), meda oupoa
3a 3amTUTHY apxeonorujy, np Ilaoma Purotena
(Paolo Rigobello), 1 raBHOT HHKEHEPa KOMITaHH]E,
np Jlopenna ®omamja (Lorenco Foddai). Aytop
ce, nasbe, 3axBajbyje kommanuju Geostudi Astier,
nocebHo baudpanky Mopenujy (Gianfranco Morel-
li) m BoBannjy butemn (Giovanni Bitella). Bemko
xBaia u Kmaycy Jlajnopdy (Klaus Leidorf) uz [o-
KyMeHTaluje 3a cHuMame u3 Bazayxa (Luftbild-
documentazion) y Hemaukoj. CBu oBH mpHjaTesbu
M KoJiere JONPHHENN CY YCIEUIHOM CHIpOBOhEHY
U pyKoBohemYy TEpPEHCKHM HcTparama ¥ YKYITHOM
HCXO/Iy MPOjeKTa.

[pojexar Emptyscapes ve 6u 6uo moryh 6e3 ¢u-
HaHcHjcke moapiike akmuje Marie Curie (FP7-PEO-
PLE-2013-IEF br. 628338) u npojexra Culture 2007
Archaeolandscapes Europe (Sporazum o grantu br.
2010/1486/01).

ITo ce Thye mpojekta Emptyscapes, noceOHa
3axBalHOCT ce ynyhyje mpod. Maptuny Mmnery
(Martin Millett) (YuauBepsurer y KemOpuny), Keny
Caury (Yuusepsuter y Cujenn), np Emanyeny
Bakapy (Emanuele Vaccaro), npodecopy Mapueny
I'santonmjy (Marcello Guaitoli) (CNR u YHUBep3uTeT
y Canenty), ap Canatopey ITupoy (Salvatore Piro)
(CNR-ITABC), Majkny [abacy (Michel Dabas)
(Geocarta) m bBandpanky Mopemnjy (Gianfranco
Morelli) (Geostudi) 3a BUXOBY IparoueHy MOIpLIKY
Y Pa3MYUTUM acCTIeKTHMAa UCTPaKNBAHA.

HckpeHo ce 3axBajbyjeMO 1 ApXEOJIOIIKOM Ha/l-
3opy Jlombapauje u Tockane (Archaeological So-
printendenza of Lombardy and Tuscany), a moce6HO
Pagaenu Ilohanu-Kenep (Raffaela Poggiani-Keller),
Amnppen [ecunnjy (Andrea Pessini), ['abpuenu ITo-
re3u (Gabriella Poggesi), Marey Munernjy (Matteo
Milletti) Ha BUXOBO] OTBOPEHO] HHTENIEKTYaJHO]
ne0daTH ¥ IPUCTYITY peliaBamy podema.
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YBoa

JIBajieceT roaviHa HAKOH JIOHOIICH:A 3aKOHA O
MPEBEHTHBHO] apXEOJOTHjH M CTBapama WHCTUTYTa
INRAP (Institut national de rechershes archeologiques
preventives — HanmoHamH1 HHCTUTYT 32 IPEBEHTUBHY
apXeOJIOTH]y ), MOYKEMO TIPETITIOCTABHUTH JIa j& 00JIacT
MIPEBEHTHBHE apXeonoryuje y GpaHiryckoj cTabnuimm3o-
BaHa y TOIVIe/Ly MPOLEe/ypa U aKTUBHOCTH. AKTEPH Cy
100po Ae(hMHKCAHN Y CBOJUM YJOTama U IPUXBaTambe
OBE jaBHE TIOJIUTHKE je Ha TPHIMYHO BUCOKOM HUBOY.
3aHUMIBHBO j€ OHJIA, Y HAITHOHATHO] ¥ €BPOIICKO] TIEp-
CTIICKTHBH, CarvieJIaTh eIy CUTyannjy y OpaHIrycKoj
y 2022. ronuHu.

Ca TuM LuibeM, 0OBaj paj MpecTaBiba MOKYIIA]
Jla ce MpeCcTaByu nperies cekropa y dpaHiryckoj ca
(oKycoM Ha INPEBEHTHBHY apXeojoTHjy, HeH KOH-
TEKCT, TIpoIeype u akrepe. HakoH kpaTkor nperieaa
TPEHYTHUX TPEHI0Ba 00yKe Y apXeooruju, mpaheHor
MPUKA30M OIIITEe OpraHu3alldje TepeHa W aKTepa,
nocieamy aeo pana ouhe oxycupan Ha n3a3ose u
Moryhy OynyhHOCT Ha OBOM MOJBY.

O0yka u3 apxeoJioruje
Bucoxo obpasosarwe u ynusepsumemu

Apxeororuja je, Ha MPBOM MECTy, Hay4YHa ANC-
nuruHa. [Ipubmmkao 30 yHuBep3uTeTa JaHaC HyOH
IporpamMe apxeoJionike odyke y @paHiryckoj. ,,baka-
nopea“ (Baccalauréat) je TmaBHa muriioMa motpeoHa
3a HACTaBaK YHUBEP3UTETCKUX CTyAUja apXeojoTHje,
guje he cBe BpcTe oBre OuTH npencraBbene. byayhn
CTYZIEHTH ce, Takohe, MOTy MpPHjaBUTH Ha TPOrpame
3aCHOBAHE Ha [IIKOJICKOj €BH/ICHITH] Y WITK PE3YJITATHMA
npujemHor mcrmrta. OOyka je moceOHO ycMepeHa
Ha Hay4YHO HUCTPaKMBAKE M IPAaTH MOJEN: JUILIOMA
BHIIIC IIIKOJIe/MACTEP/ TOKTOPAT, UMILIEMEHTHPaH ,,00-
JIOBCKHUM TiporiecoM . [IpumMapHe o0nacTu Koje unHe
HACTaBHU IUIaH M MPOTpaM apXxeoyiorvje YKIbYdyjy
WCTOPH]Y, ETHOIIOTH]Y 1, Hajuerthe, HICTOPH]y YMETHO-
cru. lluxiyc OCHOBHHMX CTyauja, TPOTOAMIIbA
JIMLEHLA, CTPYKTYpUpPaH je€ Tako Ja CTyIECHTUMa
NpPYXH YBPCTE TEOPUjCKE OCHOBE Yy DA3INYUTHM
reorpa)ckuM U XPOHOKYJITYPOJIOIIKUM 00IacTuma,
MOJIp’)KaHe OMNIITHM OCHOBaMa y apXeoloruju. Jlu-
yenya, Takohe, UMa 3a IUJb J1a YIIO3HA CTYICHTE ca
ormIujoM KojoM he ce OGaBUTH Ha HUBOY MacTep CTy-
auja. Ipyru nukiyc ce cactoju of cterena Mactep 1,
npaheHor CTeNeHoM 2, W ,,HUBOOM HCTPaKUBamba'
crerieHa Mactep. O0a crereHa uMmajy 3a Wb Jia
CTy/IEHTHUMAa IIPY’KE OCHOBE 33 Pa3BOj HHTEJICKTYaJHE,

Introduction

Twenty years after the law on preventive archa-
eology and the creation of a national institute, Inrap,
we can assume that the field of preventive archaeology
in France is stabilized in terms of procedures and
activities. Actors are well defined in their respective
roles and the acceptance of this public policy is quite
high. It is then interesting, in a national and European
perspective, to look at the whole situation in France
in 2022. To this purpose the present paper tries to give
an overview of the sector in France with a focus on
preventive archaeology, its context, procedures and
actors. After a brief outline of current training trends
in archaeology, followed by an account of the field’s
general organization and actors, the last section of the
paper will shed light on the challenges and possible
futures of the field.

Training in Archaeology
Higher Education and Universities

Archaeology is first and foremost an academic
discipline. Approximately 30 universities offer
archaeological training programs in France today.
The baccalauréat is the main diploma required to
pursue university studies in archaeology, all types
of which can be presented. Future students can also
apply to programs based on either school record
or entrance exam results. Training is specifically
aimed at scientific research and follows the bachelor/
master/doctorate model implemented by the Bologna
Process. The primary fields that comprise the archa-
eology curriculum include history, ethnology and,
most frequently, history of art. The undergraduate
cycle, a three-year licence, is structured to provide
students with solid theoretical foundations in various
geographical and chrono-cultural fields, supported
by a general grounding in archaeology. The licence
also aims to introduce students to the option they
will pursue at the master’s degree level. The second
cycle is comprised of a level 1 master’s degree
followed by a level 2, or “research level,” master’s
degree. Both degrees aim to provide students with
the bases for developing intellectual, methodological
and technological autonomy in archaeology. Stu-
dents enrolled in the Master’s 1 cycle choose a
field and a particular period of study, the beginning
of specialization, in other words, which includes
the writing of a dissertation. The chosen thematic,
geographical and chrono-cultural specialization is

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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METOIOJIOIIKE U TEXHOJIOIIKE ay TOHOMH]E Y apXeoIIo-
ruju. CTyIeHTH YITUCaH! Ha ITUKITyC MacTep 1 Oupajy
obmact u ompeheHm mepmon CTymupama, MoYdeTak
Crenyjanu3almje, OTHOCHO HUBO KOjU TO/Ipa3yMeBa
nucame aucepranuje. Onadpana remarcka, reorpad-
CKa M XPOHOKYATYpOJIOLIKA CIeHHjann3anyja mMo-
TEHIIMjaJTHO C€ HacTaB/ba HA HUBOY MacTep 2,
JETHOTONUIIIIEEM HCTPAXMBAUYKOM TIPOTpaMy KOjH
Ce JUPEKTHO OJHOCH Ha JIOKTOPCKY IWCEpTaLHjy.
[TojenvaM  yHHMBEp3UTETH Hyae HpopecHOHATHE
MacTep JUIIIOME U3 apXeoJIoTHje Koje, Tope 00yKe 3a
apXeoJIOIIKa UCTPAKUBakha, HYJE CIClUjau3aliuje
y MeToJiaMa MpeBEeHTUBHE apXxeoyiorje. TakBe mac-
Tep AWIDIOME Cy TOTpeOHe 3a onpel)eHe KOHKYPCHE
UCITHTE, ajldi MOTY KOPHCTUTH M 3a yila3ak y MHpo-
(ecnonanHu kUBOT. [Tocnemu MUKITyC je TOKTopaT,
HajBUIIN aKaJeMcku crernieH y Ppaniryckoj. Jlok-
TOpCKE JUIUIOME C€, Y MPUHIMITY, J0/eJbYjy HAKOH
3 TOIMHE HCTpaXKMBama IOCIC MacTep CTyIHja.
JIOKTOpCKa Te3a MOpa Ja TPEACTaBIba T10jeAUHATHI
HpOjeKaT KOoju JIEMOHCTPHUpPA MHOBATHBHE pPe3y/Tare
UCTPaXMBaha U CYIITUHCKH j€ YCMEPEH Ka NpyKamby
CTyIEHTHUMa ,,IPAKTUYHE UCTpa)kuBadke oOyke, Ha
M0JbY UCTPAXKUBAKA M MHOBAIIMja" .

Jlpyeu nacmaenu niano8u u npocpamu

Jlpyre BHCOKOIIKOJICKE YCTAaHOBE KOje MpyXKajy
pa3nuunTe HUBOE apXeoliolmKe OO0yKe YKIbYUyjy
Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales
(EHESS), Ecole Pratiqgue des Hautes Etudes
(EPHE), Ecoles Normales Supérieure (ENS) u Ecole
du Louvre. Institut National du Patrimoine n Ecole
Nationale des Chartes npuMajy cTyleHTE Ha OCHOBY
BUCOKO CEJICKTUBHUX MPHjEMHUX UCIHTA U MPYKA]y
BPXYHCKY 00yKy 3a Oyayhe KycToce MaTepHujajHOr U
HEMaTepHjaTHOT KyATypHOT Hacieha, ykipydyjyhu
My3eje, ICTOPHjCKE CITIOMEHHKE, T1a YaK 1 30MpKe.

Cneyujanuzayuja

Jenan on TaBHUX TpeH10Ba 00YKE y apXeoJIOTHjH
nmaHac je ckpahuBame akaJIeMCKHUX CTyIHja y KOPHCT
Oy)Xe cliendjanus3anyje, Kao pesyirar oOTBapama
apXCOJIOLIKOT 110Jba Ka MHTEPAUCHUIUIMHAPHAM CTY-
JMjama, oceOHO OHMMA O )KUBOTY, 3¢MJbH U )KUBOTHO]
cpenuuu. Jlakie, apXeoyio3u KOju Cy 3aBpIIIIH CBOjE
CTy[IHje ca CTEIIEHOM MacTep 2 WM JOKTOpa HayKa
Cy CTpydYmald 3a Tepuoja (HEOJHT, MPaucTopuja,
CPeHOBEKOBHO 1100a, WTH.), reorpadcko moapydje
(ceep Dpanmycke, Ilapucku Oacen, Meautepa,
WT].) @ 4ECTO U — BPCTE MaTepHjaia u CKyIl METOJ.
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potentially continued on at the Master’s 2 level, a one-
year research program directly related to the doctoral
dissertation. Certain universities offer professional
master’s degrees in archaeology, which beyond archa-
eological research training, offer specializations in
methods of preventive archaeology. Such master’s
degrees are required for certain competitive exams
but can also be used to enter professional life. The
last cycle is that of the PhD, the highest academic
degree in France. Doctorate degrees are awarded, in
principle, after 3 years of post master degree research.
The doctoral thesis must present an individual pro-
ject demonstrating innovative research results and
is intrinsically geared toward providing students
with “hands-on research training, in research and
innovation.”

Other Curricula

Other higher education establishments providing
various levels of archaeological training include
the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales
(EHESS), the Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes
(EPHE), the Ecoles Normales Supérieure (ENS) and
the Ecole du Louvre. The Institut National du Patri-
moine and the Ecole Nationale des Chartes accept
students based on highly-selective entrance exams
and provide top-level training for future curators of
tangible and intangible cultural heritage, including
museums, historical monuments and even inventory.

Specialization

One of the major training trends in archacology
today is the shortening of academic study in favor
of increased specialization, a shift resulting from the
opening of the archaeological field to interdisciplinary
studies, particularly those of life, earth and envi-
ronmental sciences. Thus archaeologists having
completed their studies with either a level 2 master’s
degree or a PhD are experts on a period (Neolithic,
Prehistory, Medieval times, etc), a geographical
area (the North of France, the Parisian Basin, the
Mediterranean, etc) and, more often than not, a
material type and a set of methods. The archaeologist
is therefore a specialist, a complex designation
given the fact that the university training system is
structured to make the archaeologist a specialist per
se. Consequently, every archaeologist is a specialist
but not every specialist working in archaeology is an
archaeologist. This touches on the difficulties, which
will be returned to later in this document, surrounding
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ApxeoJior je crora cneyujanucma, 1To je cio-
JKEH TePMHUH, C 003UPOM Ha YMIH-CHHUILY /1a j€ YHH-
BEP3UTETCKH CHCTEM OOyKe CTPYKTYpHpaH Tako Jia
apxeosior Oynme crienujanucta cam no cedu. [Ipema
TOME, CBAKHM apXeojor je CHELHjanucTa, alu HHje
CBAaK{ CIELUjaINCTa KOju ce OaBH apXeoJorujoM
apxeosor: OBO JI0BO/M JI0 TOTeIkoha, Ha koje hemo
ce BpaTHTH KacHHUje y OBOM pajy, y Be3W ca KOH-
KPETHUM pa3rpaHU4aBameM I10Jba M Pa3IHINTHM
MoAIpyvjuMa pajia.

VY MmoMEeHyTOM CMHCITY, NTPO(GECHOHAIHH apXe-
olor Moxe Outh, m3Mmely ocramux, Kepamosor
(cnenmjanucra 3a KepaMH4Ke apredakre), JIUTHYAP
(cTpyumak 3a kaMmeHO opyhe), apxeoszooior (cre-
[UjaTucTa 3a OCTarke >KUBOTHHA), (DM3WYKH aH-
Tpomoyior (Crneuujanucra 3a JbYACKE OCTaTKe),
MaJMHONIOT (CTPYYHaK 3a MOJICH) MM aHTPaKOJIOT
(crienrjanucra 3a APBEHU yrajb). buiio Ou HepeasiHo
MOKYIIaTH CacTaBUTH CBEOOyXBaTHY JIMCTY THX
CTeTIMjau3altija, IMajyhn y BUIy Z1a OHE ofpaka-
Bajy OeckoHayHe MOryhHOCTH WHTepakimje niMelhy
apXeoJIoTHje M CPOAHMX Hayka. Mmak, mako TakBe
WHTEpaKIMje TOHEKaJ MOTY JOBECTH JO CTBapHE
apxeoJjiolike mpodecuje, CBaka O OBUX CIICIH-
januzaiyja Ha Kpajy AONPUHOCH pa3yMeBamy HeKa-
JAIIBHX JbYACKUX AaKTUBHOCTH.

OB/ je BeoMa BayKHO MMOABYNHM IIEHTPAJIHY yJIOTY
JNOOPOBOJBHHUX PaJHHUX KaMIIOBa KOj€ OpraHusyjy
UCTPaXMBAYKH THMOBH IIUPOM TEPUTOPH]jE, PA3HUX
CTICIMjATHOCTH, KOju omoryhaBajy cTyaeHTHMa Jia
yde 0 TepEeHCKHM MeTOo/laMa.

Jexna apxeosornja,
AJIM PA3JHYUTH KOHTEKCTH pajia

Apxeonoruja y @paniryckoj cMarpa ce HoceOHOM
TUCTIMITMHOM KOja WMa 3a Wb JchUHHCAmE U
OpraHM30Babe¢ — KPO3 HAYYHO NPOydYaBarbe 3aCHO-
BaHO Ha creun(pUYHUM METOOJIOTHjaMa — 3Hamba O
MPOLUTUM JbYICKHM aKTHBHOCTHMA. Jlakie, ynmpkoc
IIMPOKOM CIIEKTPYy MOCTyIakKa, OWiI0 HaMeTJbUBUX
WIA HEHAMETJBMBHX, TEOPH]CKUX WM TEPEHCKHX,
CBPCHUCXOIHMX WM 3aCHOBAaHHX Ha Y30pLIMa,
apxeoJyoruja ocraje 3aceOHa obOmacT cama MO ce-
Ou. AnM, cTBapH HUKaJa He Tpeba mocmarparu He-
3aBUCHO OJI OKOJIHOCTH, a OpojHH (aKTOpH KOju
HHUCY BE3aHM 3a 00JNAcT NpoyvaBamba JONPUHETH CY
JAHAIIH0] KOHDUTYpAIMji apXeoJIoTHje: Hala3| 3a
JEMHOT Ol aMaTepCKUX EHTY3HjacTa U jeTHOKPATHHX
MpaKTHYapa, ajii ¥ Oipel)eH MOTUTHIKNA MOTUBHCAHU
BJIQJAMHH MIPHOPUTETH WIIM TIOKPETH Y BE3H Ca Mpea-
CTaBJbamkeM MOMyJapHE KYAType. APXEoioruja Kao

the concrete delineation of the field and its various
lines of work. As such, a professional archaeologist
can be, among others, a ceramologist (specialist of
ceramic artifacts), a lithic analyst (stone tool expert),
an archaeozoologist (specialist of animal remains), a
physical anthropologist (specialist of human remains),
a palynologist (pollen expert) or an anthracologist
(specialist of wood charcoal). It would be unrealistic
to attempt compiling a comprehensive list of those
specializations, knowing they reflect the infinite possi-
bilities of interaction between archacology and related
sciences. Yet although such interactions may at times
give rise to an actual archaeological profession, every
one of these specializations ultimately contributes to
the understanding of human past activities.

It is very important here to underline the cen-
tral role of voluntary workcamps organised by re-
search teams across the territory and specialities,
which allow students to learn about field methods.

One archaeology
but different contexts of work

Archeology in France is considered a distinct
discipline aimed at defining and organizing, through
scientific study based on specific methodologies,
knowledge of past human activity. Thus, in spite
of a wide range of procedures, whether intrusive or
non-intrusive, theoretical or field-based, purposive or
sample-based, archaeology remains a separate field in
and of itself. But things are never cut and dry, and a
number of factors unrelated to the field of study ha-
ve contributed to the present day configuration of
archaeology: the finds for one of amateur enthusiasts
and one-off practitioners, but also certain politically-
motivated government priorities or movements related
to popular culture representations. Archaeology, as
such, is indelibly marked by the history of a society’s
relationship to its cultural heritage. Archaeologists
therefore were banded together, or rather have banded
together, to form a body of professionals, including
scientific researchers, field technicians, research
managers and heritage curators, that together make up
the composite, but single, profession of archaeologist.

In terms of legislation, administrative procedures
and archeological field methods, archaeology, or
rather archaeological operations, can be divided into
to two distinct categories: “operations belonging to a
scientific program developed within an archeological
framework free of external constraints, and those
developed within the context of preventive archae-
ological research, also linked to scientific programs

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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TakBa HEU30PUCHBO je 00eNeKeHa UCTOPUjOM OJTHO-
ca jeHOT JAPYIITBA IIPeMa BEroBOM KyJITypHOM Hac-
nelyy. ApXeono3u Cy ce CTora YIPYKHIH Kako Ou
(hopmupanu Teno npodecruoHanana, Koje ykibydyje
Hay4yHE WCTpaXHBade, TEPEHCKE TeXHWYape, MEHa-
[lepe MCTpaXHMBamka U KyCTOCE KOjU C€ CcTapajy o
Haclieh)y — a 3aje/IHO YMHE CIIOKEHY, aJld JeJIMHCTBEHY
npodecujy apxeosora.

VY nomeny 3aKOHOIABCTBA, aJMUHHACTPATUBHUX
TpOLEeAypa U METO/Ia apXEOJIOLIKOT TePeHa, apXeoJIo-
r'Hja, OTHOCHO apXeoJIoIlKe ollepalyje, MOTy ce Io-
JICTIMTH y JBE pa3IMuuTe KaTeroprje: onepamuje Koje
NpUINajajy HaydHOM TpOrpaMy pa3BHjeHOM YHYTap
apXEOJIOMIKOT OKBHpA 0€3 CIIOJFHHUX OTPaHHYCH:A; U
OHE pa3BHjeHE Y KOHTEKCTY MPEBEHTHBHUX apXeoio-
IIKUX WCTPaKWBama, Takohe BE3aHMX 3a HaydHE
nporpame, ajid IMOKPEHYTUX HH(PACTPYKTYPHUM
pamoBuMa U ypehemem 3emibuinTta (ypOaHUCTUYKO
TUIAaHUPAbE, IyTeBH, IKEJIE3HHIA, KAMEHOIOMH,
WTH.).

MebhyTum, HE cMeMO 3a00paBUTH a2 OBA JUXOTO-
MHja Ipor3uiIasu u3 (hakTopa Koju cy W3BaH CTBAPHOT
apXeoyomKor nojsa. Mako Ou OMIO MPUMaMIBHBO
CYNPOTCTaBUTH c€ (yHIAMEHTaIHUM WU ,,IPOTpa-
MUpPaHUM" apXCOJOUIKUM HCTpPaKMBAWkUMa U IPHU-
MEHCHUM HCTPaKMBarbUMa, HPEBEHTHUBHO] apxe-
onoruju, (okycupajyhu ce Ha ompeheHe Ttumose
3eMJBHIITA J]a OMCMO Ce 0CIO0OANIN apXEOTOIIKUX
OrpaHnYeHha, HeMa KOHKPETHHX OCHOBa J1a ce TO
BEIITAYKH PaJId Y CMHUCITY HAyYHUX IIMJbEBA.

VY HacraBky, HamI paj he yriiaBHOM ONMMCHBATH U
WCTpPakKWBaTH 00JIaCT MPEBEHTHBHE apXEOJIOTH]E.

3aKoHOIABCTBO U MPOILIEC
NpeBeHTUBHE apXeoJIoTrHje

IlIma je npesenmuena apxeonozuja?

[IpeBeHTHBHA apXxeoioruja je MeToma apxeoio-
LIKOT UCTPaKMBamba Koja ce CIPOBOAU Kaja pa3BojHU
PaJIoBH IIpETE JIa YHUIIITE OCTaTKE.

Unan JI1.521-1 ¢paHiryckor 3akoHa 0 KyJITypHOM
Haciel)y maje mpaBHY AePUHHIN]Y TPEBEHTHUBHE
apxeonoruje: ,llpeBeHTHBHa apxeonoruja, koja je
MHCHja jJaBHOT CEKTOPa, CACTABHH j€ JICO apXEOJIoTHje.
PykoBojM ce NpUHIMITUMA KOjU CE IPUMEHY]Y Ha CBa
HayyHa UCTpakuBama. theHa cBpxa je ma 00e30e/u,
Ha KOTIHY | IT0J] BOJIOM, Y OAIroBapajyheM BpeMeHCKOM
OKBHpY, OTKpPHMBAam€, KOH3EpBaLWjy WIM 3aILTUTY,
KpO3 Hay4HO IIPOYy4aBarbe, EIEMEHATa apXEOIOLIKOT
Hacineha koju cy norohenu wim he BepoBaTtHO OuTH
noroh)eH! jaBHUM WM TPUBATHAM PaJOBUMa KOjU

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

but triggered by infrastructural works and land deve-
lopment (urban planning, roads, railways, quarries,
etc).”

We must not forget that this dichotomy stems
from factors external to the actual archeological field,
however. As although it would be tempting to oppose
fundamental or “programmed” archeological research
and applied research, preventive archeology, focusing
oncertaintypesoflandtogetrid fromthearchaeological
constraints, there are no concrete grounds for doing
this artificially in terms of scientific objectives.
In the following developments, our paper will ma-
inly describe and explore the field of preventive
archaeology.

Legislation and process
of preventive archaeology

What is preventive archaeology?

Preventive archaeology is a method of archaeolo-
gical research carried out when development work
threatens to destroy remains.

Article L.521-1 of the French Heritage Code
gives the legal definition of preventive archaeology:
“Preventive archaeology, which is a public service
mission, is an integral part of archaeology. It is
governed by the principles applicable to all scientific
research. Its purpose is to ensure, on land and under
water, within the appropriate timeframe, the detection,
conservation or safeguarding through scientific study
of elements of the archaeological heritage affected
or likely to be affected by public or private works
contributing to development. It also aims to interpret
and disseminate the results obtained”. When a plot of
land or a building with high archaeological potential
is the subject of a development project, the DRAC
prescribes an archaeological evaluation. The State is at
the heart of the system via the regional archaeological
services, which prescribe the excavations and
evaluation, define the scientific objectives, appoint
the scientific managers and monitor the proper
conduct of the research.

What is a preventive archaeology prescription?
A preventive archaeology prescription is a
prefectural decree that defines the measures to be

implemented before carrying out development work.

Three types of archaeological prescription can be
issued by the DRAC:
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JIONpHHOCE pa3Bojy. Takohe, MMa 3a IUJb TyMaueHme
n o0jaBsbMBame J00WjeHHX pe3ynrtara”. Kama je
maprena Wid 00jeKaT ca BHCOKHM apXEOJIONTKAM
MOTEHIIM]AJIOM ITPEMET pa3BojHOT mpojekta, DRAC
(Permonanna aupexmmja 3a KyITypy) MpOIHCYje
apxeoslolmKy mpoueHy. Jpkasa je y cpiy cucrema
MPEKO PETHOHAJHUX apXEONIOIMKUX CIYKOHU, Koje
MIPOTIMCY]jy WCKOIIaBama M TPOIIEHY, Je(UHHITY Ha-
y4HE [IUJBEBE, UMEHY]y HayqHe PyKOBOIHMOIIE U TIpaTe
MPaBUITHO CIIPOBONEH-E NCTPAKUBAHA.

Lllma je npesenmusna apxeonowka npenopyxka?

[IpeBeHTHBHA apXeOJIOIIKA TIPETIOpYKa je ypemda
npedekType Koja neduHHIIe Mepe Koje Tpebda cripo-
BECTH Tpe M3BOlCHa paioBa Ha Pas3Bojy.

DRAC Moxe u3natu TpH BpCTe apXEOJOIIKUX
npernopyka:

- TIperopyKa 3a apXxeoJIolIKy POLEHY

- TIperopyKa 3a MPEBEHTUBHO UCKOTABAE

- 3aXTEB 3a U3MEHY CaJpikaja MpojeKTa

[Iporiene, mTO je jaBHA MPEPOTaTUBHOCT, BPIIH
Inrap wmm nuneHIMpaHa Ccayk0a JIOKaJHE camo-
yrpase. CaMo JIMIICHIIMPAaHH jaBHU orieparepy — [n-
rap M ciy)0e JOKIHUX BJIACTH — MOTY Ja BpIIe
eBaTyarnmje.

Llma je esanyayuja?

EBanyaruja ce cactoju of] CTy/uja, UCTpaKUBarbha
Y TECTHHUX jaMa KOje Ce KOTIajy MEXaHHUKUM Oarepom.
Ucnutyje ce 7 no 10% mnoBpumHe 3eMJBHIITA KO-
je je HaMemeHO pa3BOojy Kako O ce WCTaKiIH H
OKapaKTepHUcalld apXeoJIOUIKH OCTalu: o0uM, Iy-
OvHa, pUpOAa, AaTOBakE, CTalbe ouyBaHOCTH. EBa-
Jiyarpja Mopa oMoryhuTH Jia ce MPOICHH HAYYHH U
kBasuTeT Hacnneha onpehernx ocraraka, 1a ce yrBpau
notpeda 3a MPONUCHBAKBEM HHUXOBE KOH3EPBALM]je
WIM HCKOIaBamba OCTaraka. YKOJIMKO je MOTpeOHO,
Tpebano Oum ma oMmoryhm neduHucame LUbEBa U
METO/Ia apXCOJIOUIKOT NCKOTIaBAba.

[Iporiena je mOBOJ 32 U3BEIITA].

CucreM (QuHAHCHpama cala yKJbydyje Iopes
(Redevance d’archéologie préventive) xoju ce tuiaha
3a cBe rpaheBune Behe ox 3.000 meTapa KBaapaTHUX.
Hammonanun ¢ona 3a NpeBEeHTHUBHY apXeoJorHujy
(Fonds national d’archéologie préventive — Fnap)
CyOBEHIIOHHIIIE HHBECTUTOPE YHjH TPOjeKaT MOXKe
OWTH yrposkeH 300T TPOIIIKOBA HCKOITABaha.

VKOJIMKO MpoLieHa OTKpH]je 3HaYajHEe apXEeOJIOLIKe
ocrarke, DRAC npomnucyje nckonaBame Kako Ou ce
JIOKAJIUTET JIeTaJbHO MPOYyYMO Mpe Hero mro Oyae

- the archaeological evaluation prescription

- the prescription for a preventive excavation

- the requirement to modify the project’s content

Evaluations, a public prerogative, are carried out
either by Inrap or by the licenced service of a local
authority. Only licenced public operators - Inrap and
local authority services - can carry out evaluations.

What is an evaluation?

Evaluation consists of studies, surveys and test
pits carried out with a mechanical excavator.

7to 10% ofthe land surface subject to development
is tested in order to highlight and characterise the
archaeological remains: extent, depth, nature, dating,
state of conservation.

The evaluation must enable the scientific and
heritage quality of the remains to be assessed and the
need to prescribe their conservation or excavation
to be determined. If necessary, it should make it po-
ssible to define the objectives and methods of an
archaeological dig.

The evaluation gives rise to a report.

The funding system now includes a tax (Rede-
vance d’archéologie préventive) payable for all
developments over 3,000 m2. The Fonds national
d’archéologie préventive (Fnap) subsidises develo-
pers whose project could be compromised by the cost
of excavations.

Ifthe evaluation reveals significant archaeological
remains, the DRAC prescribes an excavation in order
to study the site exhaustively before it is destroyed
by the development work. The excavation operation,
for which the developer is the contracting authority,
is the subject of a contract with the chosen operator. It
is the developer who directly finances the excavation.

What is a preventive excavation?

An excavation consists of studies, fieldwork and
laboratory work. It can be manual (shovel, pickaxe,
trowel) or mechanised (mechanical excavator).The
aim of an excavation is to collect as much archaeolo-
gical data as possible, to analyse it and to ensure
its understanding before the remains are destroyed
by development work. A preventive excavation is
generally carried out following an evaluation. All the
results are presented in a report.

With regard to excavations, the 2003 law provides
for opening up to competition (approved public and
private operators). Preventive excavations may be
carried out by any approved operator, whether public
or private.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Ipesenmayuja uckonane nexkponone noxarumema «I pasuepecy (Ayoe, @parnyycka), panu cpeoru éex,
Tlpesenmusna apxeonozuja 2007 © Jlyux oe Kapeem, Hupan, 2007

Presentation to the public of the burial necropolis excavated at “les Graviéres” (Aube, France),
dated to the early Middle Ages, Preventive archaeological operation 2007 © Loic de Cargouét, Inrap

YHHIINTEH Y OKBHPY pajioBa Ha pa3Bojy. Omepaiuja
(apxeosomkux — MPUM.TIPEB.) UCKOTIaBamka, 3a KOjy
j€ MHBECTUTOp Hapyuusal, IpeaMeT je yroBopa ca
n3abpaHuM oniepaTepoM. IHBeCTUTOP je Taj KOju TH-
PEKTHO (pMHAHCHPA UCKOTIABAIbE.

LlIma je npesenmugHo uckonagarbe?

HckonaBame ce cacToju Of CTynWja, TEPEHCKOT
pana u maboparopujckor pana. Moxke OUTH Py4HO
(momara, mTHjyK, MHCTpHja) HJIA MEXaHW30BaHO
(Mexanuuku Oarep). llw/b uckomaBama je Ja ce
MPUKYIHM [ITO BUILE apXEOJOIIKUX TOJaTaKa, Jia ce
OHM aHAIM3HPAjy W J1a ce 00e30emu HUXOBO Pasy-
MEBambe MPE HEro MITO OCTand Oydy YHHIITCHU
pazoM Ha pa3Bojy. [IpeBEeHTHBHO HCKONABambe Ce
O00MYHO CIPOBOAM HAKOH TporieHe. CBHU pe3yarartu
MPEJICTABILEHU Cy Y M3BEIITA]Y.

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonrouikoe nacieha

At the end of the evaluation or of the excavation,
unless the remains are classified as historical monu-
ments, the archacological constraint is lifted and the
development work can be carried out.

In 2016, the law on the freedom of creation,
architecture and heritage (LCAP law) of 7 July
strengthened the role of the State, which exercises
scientific control over operations and ensures genuine
scientific, technical, administrative and financial con-
trol of the preventive archaeology system. The law
also establishes a new unified system of ownership
of movable archaeological property uncovered as a
result of archaeological operations or chance finds,
which are presumed to belong to the State (from
Garcia, 2020).
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[IITo ce Tnue uckonapama, 3akoH u3 2003. npen-
Bul)a OTBapame 3a KOHKYPEHIHjy (0l00peHH jaBHH
W TpuBaTHU oreparepu). [IpeBeHTHBHA MCKOTaBamba
MoOXxe J1a o0aBJba OMJIO KOjU OBJIAIIheHW oreparep,
01O jaBHU WM TIPHBATHH.

Ha kpajy mpolieHe WM HCKOIaBama, OCHM aKo
ce ocTany He KIacu(pUKYjy Kao UCTOPH)CKH CIIOMe-
HHIIH, apXEOJIOIKO OrPaHHYCH-E CE YKUIAa U MOTY ce
BPLINTHU PAIOBH.

3akoH 0 cII00OIU CTBapaallTBa, APXUTEKTYPE U
Haciieha (LCAP 3akoH) o1 7. jyna 2016. ronuHe ojadao
j€ ymlory ap:kaBe, Koja BPIIHM HAayIHY KOHTPOITY HaIl
pamoMm m 00e30ehyje MCTHHCKY Hay4dHY, TEXHHUYKY,
aIMUHHCTPATUBHY M (PUHAHCH]CKY KOHTPOJY CHCTe-
Ma TIPEeBEHTHUBHE apxeoJioruje. 3akoH, Takohe, ycro-
CTaBjba HOBM jEIWHCTBEHH CHCTEM BIACHHIITBA
HaJ TIOKPETHUM apXCoJIOMIKUM J00puMa duje je
OTKPHBAmE PE3YITaT apXCOJNIOMKUX OIeparja M
CIIyYajHUX Haja3a, 3a KOje ce CBe CMarpa Jia MpHIia-
najy apxkasu (Garcia, 2020).

AKkTepn
Munucmapcmeo kynmype

VipaBibame apXeoNOIKUM HacieheM Ha Haiu-
OHAJIHOM HHUBOY je Yy DI00AHO] OIrOBOPHOCTH
MunucraperBa Kyntype. Onesbeme 3a apXeollorHjy,
y okBupy Omesnera 3a KyITypHY OamrtuHy MuHH-
CTapCTBa, 33)TyXKEHO je 3a MUTamka Be3aHa 3a apXeoio-
rujy. beroBa npumapHa Mucwja je:

* Jla OCMHIIUbABA MOJUTHKY 332 HHBCHTApHCAIHE,
NpoyYaBarme, 3allTUTY, KOH3EpBalMjy U MpPEHO-
IICH-E apXeoJIoIKor Hacneha, 1y ckiramy ca Tim,
pa3BHja TpONMCE M TpaTH CIpoBoheme 3aKo-
Ha KOjH C€ OIHOCE Ha 3aIUTHUTY apXEOJOIIKOT
Hacueha;

* Ja JONPHHOCH JIeUHUCABY U CHPOBOHEHY
UCTPAXKHMBAYKKX TIOJIUTUKA KOje KOOpPAWHHPA
Onerbeme 3a KylITypHO Hacielhe;

* ma 00e30eau MpUMeHy Mepa 3allTHTe Hacieha
y KOHTEKCTY IIaHHpama M pa3Boja Kopuinhema
3eMJBHIIITA;

* Jla y4ECTBYj€ Y HAYYHUM U TEXHUYKUM aKTHBHO-
ctuMa npahema Koje BOIU ApykaBa TOKOM apXe-
OJIOIIKHX MCTPAKMBAYKMX OTEpalyja.

Pernonanna apxeonoruka ciry:x6a MUHHCTapCTBa
kyntype (SRA), mox HamiexxHOmhy perHoHaTHUX
KycToca, 3aJiy)KeHa je 3a ynpaBbarhe OallTHHOM Ha
pernonanHoMm HuBOyY. Kao cactaBuu neo Pernonaiue

Stakeholders
The Ministry of Culture

The management of archaeological heritage at
the national level is under the global responsibility of
the Ministry of Culture. Its Division of Archaeology,
within the ministry’s Department of Cultural Heritage
is in charge of archeology-related issues. Its primary
mission is:

* to design policies for the inventory, study,
protection, conservation and transmission of
archaeological heritage, and as such, to develop
regulations and monitor the implementation of
laws relating to the protection of archaeological
heritage;

* to contribute to the definition and the imple-
mentation of research policies coordinated by the
Department of Cultural Heritage;

* to ensure the application of heritage protection
measures in the context of land-use planning and
development;

* to participate in state-led scientific and technical
monitoring efforts over the course of archaeolo-
gical research operations.

The Regional Archaeological Services (SRA)
of the Ministry of Culture, under the authority of
regional curators, is in charge of heritage management
at the regional level. An integral part of the Regional
Direction for Cultural Matters (DRAC), the SRA is
present throughout the national territory. The SRA are
in charge of implementing state policies in matters of
regional heritage prevention, conservation and promo-
tion, which includes delivering excavation permits,
prescribing evaluations and preventive excavations
and monitoring and controlling operations with the
assistance of the territorial commissions for archae-
ological research (cf. Infra).

The Department for Underwater and Undersea
Archaeological Research (DRASSM) oversees
underwater heritage research at the national level.
Its aim is to identify, study, protect, preserve and
promote underwater and submerged archaeological
heritage sites.

There are roughly 350 state archaeologists emplo-
yed by the Ministry of Culture, primarily curators,
engineers and research technicians recruited through
a competitive examination.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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mupekipje 3a kyarypHa murama (DRAC), SRA
je TpUCyTHA Ha 1eN0j TepUTOpHju 3emibe. SRA je
3ady’KeHa 3a CIIPOBONEHE ApIKaBHE MONUTHKE Y
MUTakUMa MPEBEHIIje, KOH3epBallUje 1 MPOMOIIH]je
peruoHanHor Haciieha, mTO yKIbyuyje H3/IaBambe
JI03BOJIA 33 HCKOIIABAKhE, IIPONMCUBALE €BATyaLHja U
NPEBEHTHBHUX MCKOMaBama U npaheme U KOHTPOITy
pana y3 momMoh TepuTOpHjaTHUX KOMHCH]ja 32 apxe-
OJIOIIKA UCTpaKUBamwa (yII. Infra).

Onesberse 3a MOABOHA M TIOMOPCKA apXEOJIOIIKa
nctpaxuBamba (DRASSM) Haamena mctpaxknBame
MOZIBOZHOT Haciel)a Ha HaIlMOHAIHOM HHBOY. Hheros
Wb je WICHTU(HKOBAIbE, NPOydYaBame, 3allTUTa,
O4yBab-€ M IPOMOBHCAE TOABOJHUX H IMTOTOIJBEHHX
JIOKAJIUTETa apXEOJIOLIKOT Hacleha.

Y MUHHCTapCTBY KYJITYpE je€ 3arocieHo oko 350
NP KaBHHUX apXeoJiora, IIpe cBera KycToca, MHKemepa
U MCTPAXMBAYKUX TEXHUYAPA, KOJU Cy aHTa)KOBaHU
IyTeM KOHKypca.

Tena 3a Hay4Hy mpoueHy

Hayuonannu casem
3a apxeonowxa ucmpaxcusaroa (CNRA)

[lox mnpencenaBameM MHHHUCTpa KYyAType, U
MOABPrHyTa MehyperioHaIHUM KOMHCHjaMa 32
apxeoJjiolika uctpaxkusama (ym. Infra), CNRA je
3aJy’)KeHA 3a IMUTamka apXeoNlONIKHX HCTPaKHBA-
wa Ha Teputopuju Dpanirycke. OBO Telo case-
Tyje MHUHHCTpA O THUTambUMa apXCONOMIKUX HCTpa-
KUBamba, UCIUTUBAY U pasBHjalby Mepa Koje ce
TUYy HaydHe TIPOICHE apXeoNomKor Hacieha u
WHBEHTapa, 00jaBJbUBaKA U LIHPET NPE/CTaBIhambha
pe3yiTara HCTpaKUBamba, Kao 1 3allTUTe, OUyBama U
yHanpelhema HarmonanHor Haciieha. CaBeT mocraBsba
[IAaBHE OpHUjCHTAIMje HAIMOHATHOT HCTPaKHBakha,
o7100paBa Oyayhe HayyHe MHUCH]E, MOJCTUYE Pa3Boj
WHTErpHUCaHe HallMOHalHe W MelyHapoqHe HaydHe
pasMeHe W HUMEHyje CTpydmake 3a YTBphHuBame
BPEHOCTH IMPEJIMETa KaKo ca IUIAHMPAHUX HCKOMa-
Bama TaKo W ca JIoKanuja cirydajHux otkpuha. Ko-
HayHo, CNRA cBake deTwpu TOauHE 00jaBIbyje
W3BEILTA] O CTalby apXeOoJOIIKUX HCTPAKUBAMKA Y
Opaniyckoj. Caser, nabe, Jaje Hay4dHy IMPOLCHY
JaBHUX W TIPUBATHHX TeJa KOja TPAKE aKpEeIUTAITH]Y
3a 00aBJbahE MPEBEHTHUBHUX apXCOJIONIKHX AKTHBHO-
CTH.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Scientific Assessment Bodies

The National Council
for Archaeological Research (CNRA)

Chaired by the Minister of Culture and subject to
inter-regional archaeological research commissions
(cf. Infra), the CNRA is in charge of matters of
archaeological research on the French territory. It
advises the Minister on questions of archaeological
research, examining and developing namely me-
asures regarding the scientific assessment of archae-
ological heritage and inventory, the publication and
dissemination of research results, as well as the
protection, conservation and enhancement of national
heritage. The council sets the major orientations of
national research, approves prospective scientific
missions, fosters the development of integrated nati-
onal and international scientific exchange and appoints
experts to determine the value of objects from both
programmed excavations and accidental discovery
sites. Finally, the CNRA publishes a report every
four years on the state of archaeological research in
France. The council furthermore provides a scientific
assessment of public and private bodies seeking
accreditation to conduct preventive archaeology
activities.

The territorial commissions
for archaeological research (CTRA)

There are six CTRA covering the whole national
territory and composed of members representing the
local state administrative authorities and heritage pro-
fessionals appointed by the State. They are consulted
on any question concerning archaeological research
in their territorial jurisdiction, and are responsible for:

- giving opinions on requests for authorisation
for programmed excavations and on projects for pre-
ventive archaeological operations, for terrestrial or
underwater archaeology,

- give an opinion on areas of presumed archaeolo-
gical prescription,

- issue an assent before a possible withdrawal of
an excavation permit,

- evaluate excavation reports,

- evaluate, in certain cases, the scientific interest
of immovable or movable archaeological property.
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Tepumopujanne komucuje
3a apxeonowika ucmpagxcusaroa (CTRA)

[Mocroju mect CTRA, koju TOKpUBajy UemTy
HAIMOHAITHY TEPUTOPHjy W CacToje Ce OJ YIaHOBa
KOjH TIPEICTaBJbajy OpTaHe JIOKAIHE Ip>KaBHE yIIpa-
Be, M CTpydYmaKa 3a Haciele koje MMeHyje Ap)KaBa.
OHM Cy KOHCYJITOBaHH O CBAaKOM ITUTamy y BE3H ca
apXCOJIOMIKHM UCTPAKUBABMMA Y HUXOBO] TEPHTO-
pHjaTHOj HAJISKHOCTH M OITOBOPHH CY 3a:

- JlaBambe MUIIJbCHA HA 3aXTEBE 3a M3/aBambe
omo0pema 3a IIaHCKa WCKOTaBama W Ha IPOjeKTe
NPEBEHTUBHUX apXCOJIOMIKUX PajJioBa, 3a KOIHEHY
WITH TIOJJBOJTHY apXEOJIOTH]Y;

- JlaBamkbe¢ MUILBCHA O MOBPIIMHAMA 33 KOje Ce
MPETIIOCTaBba Ja TOUICKY apXEOJIOIIKUM TIPero-
pykama;

- M3[1aBambe CarIaCHOCTH Ipe Moryher noBauema
JI03BOJIC 32 MCKOIIABAbE;

- IPOLICHE M3BELITaja O HCKOIIABAbY;

- OleHBamke, y onpeheHnM ciydajeBuMa, Hay-
YHOT WHTEpeca HETMOKPETHE WM TIOKPETHE apXxe-
OJIOIIKE NMOBHHE.

Hayuonanuu uncmumym 3a npesenmuseHa
apxeonowxa ucmpaxcusaroa (INRAP)

Ocnosan 2002. rogune, INRAP je jaBHa ucrtpa-
JKMBa4Ka MHCTUTYIIMja IO OKpHJbeM MUHHCTapCTBa
KyAType U MUWHHCTapCTBa BHCOKOT 00pa3oBama H
UCTpaXMBamba. IHCTUTYT je OAroBOpaH 3a OTKPHUBAbE
W TIpoyyaBame JIOKaJMTETa apXeoJIOMIKOr Hacieha
YIPOKEHUX MHPPACTPYKTYPHUM U PAa3BOJHUM PaIo-
BuMa. Koopmuaupa u mmpu WHGOpPMAIHje HAYIHO]
3ajeIHUIM U TIPOMOBHIIIE apXeoJOIKo Haciehe my-
TEM jaBHHUX ¥ 00Pa30BHUX MporpamMa. YIpaBHHU 0100p
INRAP-a okymba kako BIaJMHE 3BAaHUYHUKE, TaKO
W UCTPaXMBAYKe MHCTUTYTE, PETMOHATHE BIACTU U
OHE KOju ce 0aBe pa3BojeM, Kao M KBaJIM(UKOBAHE
apxeosomke crpyumake. Ox 2021. rogune, INRAP
3amonbaBa 2282 jaBHa ciyOeHHKa, yKIbYdyjyhu
oko 1800 apxeomnora.

[Banecer roquna apxeonoruje y INRAP-y

0On2002. mo 2022, apxeomno3u INRAP-a cripo-
Benu cy 45 000 eBamyarja Ha 171,473 xexrapa u
5000 uckonaBama y METponosimTanckoj dpaniry-
CKOj ¥ Yy HHOCTpaHCTBY. OBa MHTEH3HMBHA aKTUB-
HOCT ,,04yBama IPOyYaBamEM™ apXeOoJIOIIKOT
Hacieha 3axBaheHOr ITaHWpameM pa3Boja Jo-
BeJIa je JI0 BEJUKOT Opoja M3y3eTHUX OTKpHha u

The National Institute
for Preventive Archaeological Research (INRAP)

Created in 2002 the INRAP is a public research
institution under the aegis of the Ministry of Culture
and and the Ministry of Higher Education and Re-
search. The institute is responsible for detecting and
studying archaeological heritage sites threatened by
infrastructure and development works. It coordinates
and disseminates information to the scientific co-
mmunity and promotes archaeological heritage
through public outreach and education programs.
The INRAP’s governing board brings together both
government officials as well as research institutes,
regional authorities and developers, and qualified
archaeological professionals. As of 2021, INRAP
employs 2282 public servant including around 1800
archaeologists.

Twenty years of archaecology at Inrap

From 2002 to 2022, INRAP’s archaeologists
have conducted 45 000 evaluations on 171,473
hectares and 5000 excavations in metropolitan
France and overseas. This intense activity of
“preservation by study” of the archaeological
heritage affected by land planning has led to a
large number of remarkable discoveries and a
significant renewal of the knowledge of the past,
from the Palaeolithic period to the first half the
twentieth century.

Twenty years of research

In twenty years, INRAP spent around 440,000
days of work in the scientific exploitation of
the results of archaeological operations and the
deployment of a scientific policy was accompa-
nied by a methodological monitoring and an
harmonization of practices. This effort lead to
7260 scientific papers. A documentation ma-
nagement policy was implemented to make
the research results available to the scientific
community. A scientific programme defines axes
embracing all periods from the Palaeolithic to the
modern period.

Twenty years of public outreach activities
Public outreach has been developed in a ve-

ry broad spectrum. To present the excavations,
3021 archaeological sites were open to the

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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3Ha4YajHOT ToBehama 3Hama O TMPOILIOCTH, Off
Heprozia MajJeoInTa 10 MpBE MOJIOBUHE JIBajie-
CeTOT BeKa.

HBaZ[CCﬁT roavHa UCTpaxuBamba

3a nBanecer roguHa INRAP je mpoeo oxo
440.000 mana pama y Hay9HO] CKCIUTOATAITHjH
pe3yniTaTa apXeoJOUIKUX OIepanyja, a CIpoBO-
heme HaydHe TONMUTHKE O0AaBJHEHO je y3 Me-
TomoNomKo npaheme U ycarnamasame Mpakce.
Ogaj Hanop je joBeo 0 7260 HaydHUX pajioBa.
CnpoBejieHa je TIONIUTHKA YIPaBJbamba JIOKyMEH-
TaIMjoOM Kako O pe3ylTaTd UCTPaKUBamba OWITH
JIOCTYITHU HAay4HO] 3ajenHuny. HayaHu mporpam
nedUHAIIIE OCHOBHE HHUTH KOje 00yXBarajy CBe
neprojie o1 NajeonTa 10 MOAEPHOT IIEPUOAa.

JBajzieceT roJMHa paja OKpeHYTOT jaABHOCTH

JaBHO pnenoBame je pa3BHjeHO y BeoMma
LIMPOKOM CHEKTpy. Y IMJbY IIPEACTaBIbamba
uckonaBama, 3021 apxeonomko HamasuiTe je
OMJI0O OTBOPEHO 3a jJaBHOCT U OfpKaHe cy 2242
koH(pepeniuje. O0jaBibeHe Cy 42 KbUTE 32 IIUPY
jaBHOCT, a 524 wu3iokOe Cy KOIPOMyIUpaHe
y TapTHEPCTBY ca JIOKAJHUM BJIAacTUMa H
OHMMa Koju ce OaBe pas3BojeM, ca BHLIE o 7
MwinoHa mnocerunana. [Ipousseneno je 300
JTYTOMETPXKHUX M CPEAHEMETPAKHHUX JIOKY-
MEHTapHHX, KPaTKUX M aHUMHPaHUX (HUIMOBA.
CBe 0Be aKTHBHOCTH 33j€JHO IIPUBYKIIE Cy BHILIE
ox 12 MuiInoHa moceTuiiala.

Jloxanne Bnactu

Oxo 60 jenuHMIIA JIOKAJIHUX BIIAacTH (TpajaoBa,
OKpYyTa...) CTBOPHIIO j€ CBOjY apXeOJOIIKy CIYXOy.
MoskeMo MPOLIEHNUTH J1a y CIy>k0ama JIOKJIHUX BJla-
ctu paau 700 apxeonora.

IIpuBarHu cexrop

Y @panmyckoj moctoju 13 akpemuTOBaHMX
NPUBATHUX oOlleparepa MpPEBEHTHBHE apXeoyoruje.
YKyTHO, MPUBATHU CEKTOp 3amolljbaBa oko 650 apxe-
oJjora.

Hanpenaxk, uzazosu u oyryhnocr

JIBageceT roauHa HaKOH yCBajara 3aKoHa O mpe-
BEHTUBHO] apXeoJIOTHjU, MOKEMO onucatu ciexaeche

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

public and 2242 conferences were held. Forty-
two books were published for the general public.
524 exhibitions were co-produced in partnership
with local authorities and developers, with more
than 7 million visitors. 300 long and medium-
length documentaries, short films and animated
films were produced. All these activities together
attracted more than 12 millions visitors.

Local authorities

Around 60 local authorities (cities, counties...)
have created their own archaeological service. We
can estimate that 700 archaeologists are working in
local authorities services.

The Private Sector

There are 13 accredited private operators of pre-
ventive archeology in France. Altogether, the private
sector employs around 650 archaeologists.

Advances, challenges and futures

20 years after the founding law on preventive
archaeology, we can describe the following advances
for the entire sector:

* The archaeological heritage is now protected
by a clear and strong legislation, including a full
State property of archaeological remains;

* The total number of archaeologists has increased
very significantly (circa. 4000);

* Archaeological investigations have multiplied
in France, radically changing the knowledge on
several periods and territorial past. Preventive
archaeology constitutes without any discussion
the largest source of archaeological data in Fran-
ce;

* Methodologies have improved on the field
(mechanized interventions; nondestructive me-
thods, digital recording, etc.) but also in the lab
(data management, palacogenomics, etc.);

* The social role of archaeology has been incre-
asing as citizen interest for archaeology raised.

After 20 years, we can say that preventive archae-
ology is now stable in terms of framework and
acceptance, but many challenges are still ahead. We
can describe four of them:
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MOMaKe 3a €0 CEKTOop:
* Apxeosiolko Hacliehe je cama 3amruheHo jac-
HAM W CHXHUM 3aKOHOIABCTBOM, YKJbydyjyhu
MOTIYHY JIPKAaBHY CBOJUHY HAJl apXCOJOIIKHM
ocTanmMma;
* Ykymnan Opoj apxeoJiora ce Beoma 3Ha4ajHoO 11o-
Behao (oxo 4000);

* YV ®@panmyckoj cy OpojHHja apXeoyiolika
UCTPaXHBabha, Y3 PATUKATHO MPOMEHCHA Ca3-
Hamba O HEKOJIMKO TIepHO/a W TEPUTOPHUjAITHO]
npouutoct. [IpeBeHTHBHA apxeonoruja mpen-
cTaBjba, 0e3 WKakBe auieMe, Hajpehin W3BOp
apXEOJIOIIKKX MojiaTaka y PpaHiryckoj;

* Mertomosnoruje cy moOoJpllIaHE HAa TEpPEeHY
(MeXaHHW30BaHEe WHTEPBCHIIN]C; HEJCCTPYKTUBHE
METOJIe, JAWTUTAIHO CHUMAHE, WUTI.), alld U Y
naboparopuju (yrpaBbame MofaIiMa, majeore-
HOMHKA, UT]L.);

e JlpymTBeHa yiora apxeoyioruje ce mosehaBa
kako ce mosechaBa wHTepecoBame rpahana 3a
apXeoJIorHjy.

Obnasmarwe naute npogecuje

Jemorpadcka crpykrypa mpodecuje, y CKOpo
CBHM CTPYKTypama, Mpe/ICTaBiba BEJIHUKY MPETHY 3a
CEeKTOp. 3aucra, BHUCOKOKBaNM(UKOBaHU Npodecu-
OHAJIIIM Ce TOoBIa4e U3 npodecuje u oBaj TpeHn he
TpajaTd HEKOJIMKO ronmuHa. [IpBu W3a30B je na ce
3aJIp’KU 3aMOCIICHOCT Kako OM ce WIIO y KOpak ca
HUBOOM apXEONIOMIKMX aKTHBHOCTH. [IpBH 3HAIM U3
JaBHOT CeKTOopa Cy MPWIMYHO oxpadpyjyhu, amm je
U Aajbe moTpedHa eBajyaluja 3a ueo cexrop. Apyru
M3a30B, MOXJIa U CIOKEHH]H, jecTe Jia ce 00e30eau
MPEHOIIICHE 3HAka U BEIITHHA Ha Mial)y reHepanujy
apxeosora. Te BelITHHE Cy BeOMa CIIEIH]jaIu30BaHe Y
TMOTJIE/Ty TEPEHCKUX METOIOJIOTHja U CXBATAMba, AU U
y CMHUCITY Hay4YHOT 3Harba. OBa MUTama Cy KJby4Ha 3a
ocurypame OymyhHocTH Haiie npodecuje U BEeHUX
nporeca.

Eeonyyuje npunyuna ,, 3aeahueay niaha

[IpeBenTHBHA apxeonoruja ce paha U3 NpUHLKNIA
MO/IBJIaueha OATOBOPHOCTH PAa3BOJHOI CEKTOpa 3a
CTBapame yCJIoBa 3a OYyBambe apXeOoJIOIIKOT Hac-
neha. On ,,Manre* 10 HAMOHATHUX 3aKOHA — CBE j€
CTPYKTYPHPAHO Ha OBOj BE3H. AKO MOKEMO MPETIO-
CTaBHTH J]a CE OBaj IIABHHU NPHHIMI MPUMEIbYje Y
ckopo uenoj EY, HoBa mojaBa mpommpyje nuTame.
3aucra, KIMMarcke MPOMEHE MOCTajy TIABHU Y3POK

Renewal of our profession

The demographic structure of the profession, in
almost all structures is a major threat for the sector.
Indeed, highly skilled professionals are retiring from
the profession and this trend is going to last for se-
veral years. The first challenge is to maintain the
employment to cope with the level of archaeological
activities. First signs from the public sector are quite
encouraging but an evaluation for the whole sector
is still needed. The second challenge, maybe more
complex, is to ensure the skills transmission to a
younger generation of archaeologists. These skills are
very specialised in terms of field methodologies and
understandings but also in terms of scientific know-
ledge. These major questions are key to ensure the
future or our profession and its processes.

Evolutions of the polluter pays principle

Preventive archaeology is born from the principle
of underlining the responsibility of the development
sector on creating the conditions for preserving
archaeological heritage. From Malta to national
laws everything is structured on this connexion. If
we can assume that this main principle is applied in
almost all the EU, a new phenomenon is enlarging
the question. Indeed, climate change is becoming a
major cause of heritage threats. Erosion, floodings,
storms, fires, costal changes are destroying a huge
amount of archaeological heritage. The problem
lies in the lake of legal instruments to cope with this
process. More specifically the questions are: who is
paying for these prevention measures? How do we
evolve in our protective and studying methodologies
(e.g. large scale effects; new heritage emergencies,
etc.). Our profession and public authorities face the
huge challenge to liaise heritage protection and study
with environmental policies that are (hopefully)
being recently centralised in European policies. We
can summarize the problem in the following way:
protecting our environment from dramatic change
should also mean protecting the non renewable
archaeological features from irremediable loses.

Evolution of the development sector

Another huge challenge for preventive archae-
ology are the foreseen major changes in the develop-
ment sector. It appears indeed in Europe that the
construction of major inland infrastructures is dimini-
shing, together with the raise of the need to less land

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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npetwu Haciehy. Eposuje, moriase, onyje, moxap,
MpoMeHe o0alla YHHINTaBajy OTPOMHY KOJUYUHY
apxeosommkor Hacieha. [Ipobiem iexu y Mopy TipaB-
HHUX HMHCTPYMEHATA 32 CYOUaBAKE Ca OBUM IPOIECOM.
Konkpernuje, mutama cy: Ko mmaha ose mepe
npeseHyje? Kako eBomynpamo y Halmm 3aIiiTHTHAM
W METO/IONIOTHjaMa NpoyvaBamba (HIIp. e()eKTH BelH-
KAX pa3Mepa; XWTHU Clly4ajeBd HOBOT Hacieha,
ntn.)? Hammra npodecuja 1 jaBHe BIacTH CyodaBajy ce
ca OFPOMHHM H3a30BOM J1a MOBEXKY 3AIITHTY U MPO-
y4aBam¢ Haclieha ca eKOJIOIIKUM MOJUTHKaMa KOje Cy
(HazajMo ce) HeIaBHO IIEHTPAIM30BAHE Y EBPOIICKUM
nonuTrkama. [IpobrmemM MOXXeMO CyMHUpard Ha clie-
nehy HaYMH: 3al0TUTA HAlle YXKUBOTHE CPEIMHE OJf
JpaMaTHYHUX MPOMeHa TpeOa Ja 3HaYM W 3aIlTHTY
HEOOHOBJLHUBHX aPXCOJIONIKMX OCOOCHOCTH OJ] He-
HA/IOKHATUBUX I'yOUTaKa.

Esomyyuja pazsojroe cexkmopa

Jom jenan BeJIMKHM M3a30B 3a MPEBCHTHBHY apXe-
OJIOTH]jy Cy TpelnBul)eHe BEIMKE MPOMEHE y CEKTOPY
pa3Boja. 3ancra ce cTuue yTucak Aa ce y EBpomn
W3rpajiba BEIMKHUX YHYTpalllbuX HH(pacTpykTypa
cMambyje, 3aj€HO ca [opacToM MoTpede 3a CMarb1Ba-
BeM BemTadke oOpane 3emspumTa. [loBehano yp-
0aHO 3TylIkHABAKE W HOBH HAUYMHU 3aMUIIIbAa
u3rpajbe he MoXxia T0BECTH 10 Mambe MPEBEHTUBHE
apXeoJIorHje Ha OrPOMHO] MOBPILIMHY, a BUIIE y Ma-
JIM M CIIOKEHUM Tiofpy4juma. Hamr cexrop Tpeda na
ce MPUIPEMH 32 OBE IPOMEHE Y CMUCITY CTPYYHOCTH
u obmnMa.

artificialisation. More urban densification and new
ways of imagining construction will maybe lead to
less preventive archaeology on huge surface and more
in small and complex areas. Our sector should prepare
to these changes in terms of skills and volumes.

News trends on the realm of scientific expertise

A last major challenge is located in the social
position and role of our profession. After a long period
where the scientific discourse (even if politically
sometimes totally misused) was not discussed at each
corner, the upsurge of the information society has
completely disrupted this situation. Academia and
professional archaeologists are facing a world where
the stable position of the expert is changing and where
citizen and social interest for the past is increasing
as a way of discussing and explaining contemporary
questions. Archaeology must therefore try to (re)
create the link with civil society and foster the way
it shows the added social value of its conclusions
and not leaving this field to youtubers and politicians
alone.

Conclusion

As we have seen, preventive archaeology is now
completely accepted in the whole process of preserva-
tion and study of cultural heritage in France. Twenty
years after the law on preventive archaeology, the
sector has grown quickly and is now almost stabilised
legally and professionally. Even if the profession
will never be a key professional sector in terms of
volumes of direct employment, it may play a signi-

Ipesenmusna apxeonozuja - npobue conoe, Jla Musuep (Hn-em-Bunejn, ®panyycka) © Xepeu Ilajumuep, Uupan, 2010

Preventive archaeological evaluation trenches, La Méziere (Ille-et-Vilaine, France), © Hervé Paitier, Inrap, 2010
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Tpenoosu meduja y obracmu nayune excnepmuse

[Tocnenmy BETUKH M3a30B HAJIa3H Ce Y JPYIITBE-
HOM TIONIOXKajy W yao3u Hame mpodecuje. Hakon
JyTOr TIEpUO/Ia Y KOME C€ O HayYHOM AMCKYpCY (dax
Y TIOJIMTUYKH MOHEKaJ| MIOTIYHO 3J10yIOTPe0JbEHOM)
HUje pacipaBbajio Ha CBakoM holIKy, yCrioH uHgop-
MAIFOHOT PYIITBA TOTITYHO je TOPEMETHO OBY CUTY-
anujy. AkazeMuja u MpoeCHOHATHI apXeoJio3H ce
CyO4aBajy ca CBETOM y KOME ce CTaOWITHA TO3UIIHja
CTpy4maKa Mema U Tje ce noBehaBa MHTEpECOBALE
rpajaHa W JpymTBa 3a MPOLUIOCT — Kao HAYMH
JMCKycHje U oOjalmhaBamba CaBPEMEHHUX MHUTambA.
Apxeosormja crora Mopa TOKyIIaTH aa (TIOHOBO)
CTBOPH Be3y Ca IMBHJIHUM JPYIITBOM T€ Jia HETYje
Ha4YMH Jla TOKaKe JOAATHY JPYIITBEHY BPEIHOCT
CBOjHUX 3aKJbydaka — He mpemyiutajyhu oBy obmact
camo jyTjyoepuma 1 NoJMTHIapruma.

3akspyuak

Kao mro cMo Buaeny, MpeBeHTUBHA apXEOoIorHja
je cama mormyHO mpuxBaheHa y YMTaBOM HpOLECY
ouyBama W TIpOydaBama KyITypHOr Hacieha y
®paniyckoj. [IBajeceT rojrHa HAKOH JOHOIICHA 3a-
KOHA O TPEBEHTHBHO] apXeoJoTHju, CEKTop je Op30
pacTao M caja je roToBO MPABHO M MPOQECHOHATHO
crabuinzoBad. Yak u axko mpodecuja HUKana Hehe
OWTH KJbYYHH TPO(ECHOHATHU CEKTOp y CMHCITY
o0MMa JIMPEKTHOT 3alolhaBarba, OHA MOXKE MIPaTh
3HAYAjHY YIIOTY Y TpaHC(hOpMaIiji Ka OIp>KUBHjEM
eBPOIICKOM JPYIITBY. JacHO je aa mJona3u epa
TPE3BEHOT TPOLIeHka pecypca Hacieha u Tpedano ou
Jla ce TOMe MpHUiIaroauMo. VMcToBpeMeHo je BeIuKu
NPUTHCAK Ha XYMaHUCTHUYKE HayKe, Kao IITO je
apxeoJyioruja, na yonaxe JaKHE WM JIBOCMHUCIICHE
TUCKYPCE O HAIIO] EBPOTICKO] MPOILIOCTH jep HUKaa
He OMCMO CMEJH JIOIyCTHTH J]a HaC TOCMAarpajy Kao
M30JI0BaHM KOHTHHEHT JAPEBHUX Haluja, Beh, kao
LITO TOKa3yjeMO CBAaKOJHEBHO — K0 OTBOPEHY 3€M-
JbY Pa3IMYUTOCTH U CIIO)KEHOCTH.

ficant role in the transformations towards a more
sustainable European society. Clearly, an era of sober
consumption of heritage resources is coming and we
should adapt. At the same time pressure is high on
humanities as archacology to mitigate the fake or
ambiguous discourses on our European past that we
should never let be seen as an isolated continent of
immemorial nations but, as we demonstrate each day,
as an open land of diversities and complexities.
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Joc BASEJIMAHC, Onerbeme 3a apXeoIoTHjy
Hammonanna areniuja 3a kyarypHo Hacnehe Xonannauje, Amersfort, Xonannuja
j-bazelmans@cultureelerfgoed.nl

YIIPABJ/BAILE APXEOJIOIIKUM HACJIEBEM Y XOJIAHIANJA:
KPATAK IIPEIJVIE/]

Ancmpaxkm — Jorn 1990-ux, Xonanmuja je mocrynana y AyXy KOHBeHIje ycBojeHe y Jla Bameru (1992). ,,Manta“ je
HUMILICMEHTHpaHa y 3akoHomaBcTBO 2007. O Taaa, X0IaH/CKa apXeoIordja ce 3aCHIBA Ha KOMOMHAIIH]H: (2) HHTCTpUCambha
apXEeOJIONIKOT Haclieha y mpoCcTOpHO IIaHupame, (0) mprMeHe MPHHITUA ,,3araljuBad miaha®, (i) u3aaBama cepTudukara
KOMEpLHjaTHIM KOMITaHUjama 3a CIIpoBolere apXeosIomKHX HCTpaXKuBama (M 00aBe3Ha NPUMEHa 3ajeIHMYKOT CUCTEMa
00e30cherma kBamuTeTa), (1) MpojeKkaT UCTPAXKKMBaka HA OCHOBY UCTPKUBAUKUX arcH/IH, U (€) ylarame jaBHUX pecypea y
ucTpakupama. OHH KOje BpIIIC apXeOJIOIIKa HCKOMaBama Y XOMaHadji Iy)KHU CY J]a HAKOH JIBE TOJAWHE JICTIOHY]y Haja-
3€ M JOKYMEHTalMjy ¥ jaBHO 00jaBe HAay4HH W3BelITaj. AKaJeMCKa apXeoJIollKa UCTPAKMBamka caMO Cy CKpPOMaH JIeo
apXeoJIONIKOr cucTema. Buiie o1 ABajieceT roMHa UCTpaKMBarba 3aCHOBAHUX Ha NPUHIMIMMa Majre J1ajo je OorpoMHy
KOJIMYMHY TojIaTaka v nHdopmaruja o BeMKoM Opojy JtokaiuTera y Xonanauju. [loctoju 3Hauajan Hanpenak y oonumy
casHama 3a onpeljeHe nenoBe 3eMibe U oapeleHe nepuose nponutoctu. Meljytum, moTpeOHO je U3HETH M KPUTHIKE KO-
MeHTape. [Iurame je ja 1 cy 3HauajHe KOJMYHMHE JIOKAIUTETa OUyBaHE in Sifi TI0Jl BUCOKHM IPOCTOPHHUM MPUTHUCKOM.
HcroBpemMeHo, MOCTOjM jaka KOHKypeHIHja n3Mel)y apXeosIomKix KOMIIaHH]ja, IITO BPIIN BEIUKH MPUTHUCAK Ha KBAJUTET
apXEOJIOLIKOT TEPEHCKOT pajia.

Kwyune peuu —nipeBenTrHBHA apxeosoruja, Banera KonBeHitija, apXeonolika TepeHcKa HCTPaKHBamba, YIPABIhAhE apXe-
osokuM Haciehem, Xomnauauja

Jos BAZELMANS, Rijksdienst voor het Cultureel Erfgoed
(Dept. of Archaeology of the Cultural Heritage Agency of the Netherlands), Amersfoort, Netherlands
j-bazelmans@cultureelerfgoed.nl

ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT
IN THE NETHERLANDS: A SHORT OVERVIEW

Abstract — As early as the 1990s, the Netherlands acted in the spirit of the Valletta Convention (1992). “Malta” was imple-
mented into legislation in 2007. Since then, Dutch archeology has been based on a combination of (a) integrating archaco-
logical heritage into spatial planning, (b) applying the polluter pays principle, (c) issuing certificates to commercial compa-
nies for carrying out archacological research (and the mandatory application of a common system of quality assurance), (d)
the design of research on the basis of research agendas and (e) the investment of public resources in synthesizing research.
Excavating parties in the Netherlands are obliged to deposit the finds and documentation after two years and to publish a
scientific report publicly. Academic archaeological research is only a modest part of the archacological system. More than
twenty years of research based on the principles of Malta has yielded an enormous amount of data and information about a
large number of sites in the Netherlands. There is a substantial gain in knowledge for some parts of the country and certain
periods of the past. However, there are also critical comments to be made. The question is whether substantial amounts of
sites are preserved in situ under high spatial pressure. At the same time, there is strong competition between archacological
companies, which puts great pressure on the quality of archacological fieldwork.

Keywords — preventive archacology, Valletta Convention, archacological field research, archaeological heritage manage-
ment, Netherlands
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Y oBoM pajy hy npencTaBUTH periies ynpasiba-
wa apxeonomkuMm Hacnehem y Xonanauju. Hauwn
Ha Koju ce XomanhaHu OaBe apxeojiorHjoM Tpeda
MOCMATPaTH y LIMPEM KOHTEKCTY XOJIAHICKOI Ipy-
mTBa M KYIType, aJIMHHUCTPATHBHO-TIOIUTHYKE
OpraHu3alyje XoJaHacKe ApKaBe U MPOCTOPHOT pas-
Boja yHyTap Xonanauje. 30or Tora, 100po Ou OHII0
HajTpe JaTh HeKe KapaKTepucTuke XOoIaHamje.

XomaHnuja je KpaJbeBUHA U IapilaMeHTapHa
JIeMOKpaTHja. 3eMJba WMa Oko 17,5 muimmoHa cra-
HOBHUKa 1 noBpmnHy of 41.500 kmomerapa KBaj-
paraux. ['yctuHa HacesbeHOCTH y XOJNAHAUJU je
cTora, o €BPOTICKUM CTaHAap/iMa, BEOMa BHUCOKA!
416 cTaHOBHWKA IO KIJIOMETPY KBaapaTHOM. Y
2015, xomaHICKH OpyTO HAIMOHAIHU TPOW3BOJ H3-
Hocuo je mpubmmkHo 740 munujapau nonapa. Y
TO Bpeme, XonaHnuja je Ouna 18. Hajseha cBercka
exkoHoMHja. XonaHauja ¥Ma 12 mpoBuHIHMja U 355
ommruHa. Mako je XonaHauja yHMTapHa JpikaBa,
MHOTI'€ HAJIEXHOCTH Cy J0/IeJbEHE ONIITHHCKOM HH-
BOY, @ TO CE OTHOCH M Ha apX€oJIOTHjy ¥ IMPOCTOPHO
[UIAHUPAIBE.

Opn cpenune 19. Bexa Owio je jacHO na cy ap-
XCOJIONIKA HCTPAXHMBakha Yy XOJNaHIUJH CHAKHO
MOBE3aHa Ca CIEMU(UIHUM MIPOCTOPHUM Pa3BOjeM
YHyTap 3eMJbe. XOJIAHICKH apXeoJIo3U Ce OOUYHO
HE OIydyjy 3a UCTpPaXHMBam€ Ha JIOKalHjama Ko-
je cy camum omabpamu, Beh kopucre moryhHOCTH
KOje HyJIM PEKyJITHBallMja HEKYJITHBUCAHOT 3eMJbH-
mrTa, u3rpajma Kyha, pa3Boj MHIYCTPHJCKOT 3eM-
JBUINTA W U3rpaJitha JKene3Huna u myresa. Crora
Cy JlaHac apxeoJjiollIKa MWCTpakuBama ojpeheHa
MacOBHUM CTaHOBamEeM, €KCIIaH3MjoM mocTojehnx
WHJTyCTPHjCKUX TIOCTPOjeha, MPOLIMPEHEM MOCTOje-
hux myTeBa M M3rpagbOM HOBHX, OIPIKABABEM U
HIMPEHEM TTIOBHHUX MyTeBa, 00MMHOM E€KCILIOATAIH-
jOM TIeCKa W TUbYHKA, M3TPATH-OM HOBHX OOJHKA
cHa0/ieBamba EHEPTHjOM U CTBAPaHk-eM HOBE IPHPOJIE.

XomnaHACKa apXeoyoruja je JOXKHUBENa PEBOIY-
LMOHAPHU Pa3BOj y MOCIEABHX TPHICCET T'OAWHA.
[Ipe neBemeceTMX TOIWHA [BAaJCCETOT BeEKa, ap-
xeosomky mpodecnjy umHmIo je oko 50 mo 60
JbyIH, KOJU Cy Ppajwid Ha YHUBEP3UTETHMA, Y
HEKMM BEJIMKUM OHNIUTHHaMa W JpikaBHO] CIIyX-
Ou 3a apxeosomka ucTpaxuBama (Rijksdienst
voor het Oudheidkundig Bodemonderzoek). Wc-
TpakMBamba Cy dYecto Owia onpehena ImuHEM
WHTEpecHMa UCTpaxuBada. McrpakuBame Hacelba
BEJIMKUX pa3Mepa Kao cacTaBHU [0 AyTOPOYHUX pe-
TMOHAJIHUX MIPOjeKaTa OMJI0 je TUITMYHO 3a XOJIAHICKY
apXeoJoTujy y mocienmoj 4eTBpTiHU 20. Beka. Y
BehmHM ciyyajeBa, TO je TOAPAa3yMEBAIO XHTHO

In this paper I will present an outline of archae-
ological heritage management in the Netherlands.
The way in which the Dutch deal with archeology
should be viewed in the larger context of Dutch so-
ciety and culture, the administrative-political orga-
nization of the Dutch state and spatial development
within the Netherlands. Therefore, it is good to give
some characteristics of the Netherlands, first.

The Netherlands is a kingdom and a parliamen-
tary democracy. The Netherlands has approximately
17.5 million inhabitants and has an area of 41,500
km?2. The population density in the Netherlands is
therefore very high by European standards: 416
inhabitants per km? In 2015, Dutch Gross Nation-
al Product amounted to approximately USD 740
billion. At that time, the Netherlands was the 18th
largest economy worldwide. The Netherlands has
12 provinces and 355 municipalities. Although the
Netherlands is a unitary state, many responsibilities
have been assigned to the municipal level, and that
also applies to archeology and spatial planning.

It has been clear since the middle of the 19th cen-
tury that archaeological research in the Netherlands
is strongly related to specific spatial developments
within the country. Dutch archaeologists usually do
not opt for research at sites selected by themselves,
but take advantage of the opportunities offered by
the reclamation of wasteland, the construction of
homes, the development of industrial estates or the
construction of railways and roads. At the moment,
archaeological research is therefore determined by
large-scale housing, the expansion of existing in-
dustrial sites, the widening of existing roads and
construction of new ones, the maintenance and ex-
pansion of waterways, large-scale extraction of sand
and gravel, the construction of new forms of energy
supply and the creation of new nature.

Dutch archeology has undergone a revolution-
ary development in the last thirty years. Before the
nineties of the twentieth century, the archaeological
profession consisted of about 50 to 60 people, work-
ing at universities, some large municipalities and the
State Service for Archaeological Research (Rijks-
dienst voor het Oudheidkundig Bodemonderzoek).
Research was often determined by the personal in-
terests of the researchers. Large-scale settlement re-
search in the context of long-term regional projects
was typical of Dutch archeology in the last quarter
of the 20th century. In most cases, this involved
emergency research as a result of an accidental dis-
covery. Funding was often insufficient. In only a few
cases was there a full elaboration and publication of
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UCTpaXHBakhEe Kao pPe3ylTaT CIy4ajHOr OTKpuha.
duHaHCHpame je YecTo OWII0 HEIOBOJBHO. Y camo
HEKOJIMKO CITydajeBa IOIILIO j€ 10 TIOTIIyHE pa3pajie u
00jaBJbUBaba pe3yTaTa HCKoaBama. J{o nanac, xo-
JIaHZACKa apXeoJIorHja Mopa /1a ¢€ HOCH Ca BETHMKUM
3a0CTalMa KOjH Cy Ce TOMHJIAH Y THM JIelIeHHjama.

OBa cuTyalgja ce JIpacTHYHO MPOMEHHIIA jep je
Xomauawja moTnucaina Barera koaBeHwjy u3 1992,
roqune. Xonanauja jy je parudukosana 1998. romu-
He. 3akoH je mmmiementupan 2008." TpenyTHO je
yIpaBJbame apXeoJIOMIKUM HacieheM peryiucaHo
3akoHoM 0 Oarrtuau U3 2016. (Erfgoedwet) u 3axo-
HOM O TpocTopHOM Iutanupamy u3 2006. (Wet op
de Ruimtelijke Ordening ?), Te ca THM TIOBE3aHOM
YpenooMm o mpoctopHOM TuTanupamy u3 2008. (Beslu-
it Ruimtelijke Ordening®). OBoM ypeaoom ce HaBOIH
Jla Cy OIIITHHE AY>KHE /14 y CBOjOj IPOCTOPHO] MOJIH-
TUIM WM TUIAHUpamky BOJE PauyHa O apXeOoJOTHjH.
VY mpakcu, To 3Hauu jaa he 3auMHTEpecoBaHe CTpaHe
KOje IUTaHUpajy Aa CHIPOBEAY MPOCTOPHY HWHTEp-
BEHITH]y NOOWTH Tpal)eBUHCKY WM EKOJIOIIKY JT03-
Bony (Omgevingsvergunning) ofi OMIITHHE CAMO aKO
MPETXOJHO MMajy oOaBJbeHa MpeIMMHUHApHA apXxe-
OJIOILIKA UCTPaKNBama. Y HACTaBKy hy onmcaru Kako
ce To obnukyje y Xomanauju. HapasHo, oBie omu-
CyjeM miaeajaH CiIydaj; y MpakCH, HapaBHO, ITOCTOje
H3Y3eIH.

Ckopo cBa apXeoJjolllKa HCTPaKHBama y XO-
JaHAWjU Cy MHULUPaHa U (UHAHCHPAaHA Y KOHTEKCTY
MPOCTOPHOT pa3Boja. Y OJHOCY Ha HaBeIEHO, HU3aK
je TpoIeHAT aKkaJeMCKH BO)CHUX UCTpaKHBamba O]
cTpaHe yHuBep3uTeTa. CBaKo KO YKeIH Jia IpaJiy Helll-
To y XONaHAuju MOpa UMaTH CKOJIONIKY J03BOIY,
KOjy m3laje oarosapajyha ommruHa. ONIITHHE MO-
Iy IMPUWIOKHUTH YCJIOBE y3 A03BONY, YKIbydyjyhn
OHE KOjU Ce OJIHOCE Ha MpeJMMUHAPHA apXEOJIoIKa
WCTPaXHBakha MM UCTPAKUBAA YOIIIIITE.

VY BehunM cimydajeBa ONMIITHHE UMajy WHBEHTAPE
CBOje TEpUTOpHje KOju yKa3yjy Ha TO TJIe Cy paHHje

! Wet op de archeologische monumentenzorg, https://we-
tten.overheid.nl/BWBR0021162/2008-01-01.

2 Wet op de ruimtelijke ordening, https://wetten.overheid.nl/
BWBR0020449/2021-07-01. buhe 3amemen 2023. 3akoHOM O
JKHBOTHOj CPEIMHHU U IUIaHupamy Xonaunauje (Omgevingswet),
https://iplo.nl/regelgeving/omgevingswet/english-environment-
and-planning-act/?_ga=2.109922944.424211623.1653906572-
91851480.1653906572.

* Besluit ruimtelijke ordening, https://wetten.overheid.nl/
BWBR0023798/2021-07-01. ITocebno Buaetu ctaB 3.1.6.5a o
obaBe3u y3umarma y 003up KyJaTypHOT Haclieh)a y KOMyHAITHOM
IUTaHy pa3Boja.
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the excavations. To this day, Dutch archeology has
to deal with major backlogs that have been built up
in those decades.

This situation changed drastically because the
Netherlands signed the 1992 Valletta Convention.
The treaty was ratified by the Netherlands in 1998.
And it was implemented in law in 2008."! At pres-
ent, archaeological heritage management is regulat-
ed in the 2016 Heritage Act (Erfgoedwet) and the
2006 Spatial Planning Act (Wet op de Ruimtelijke
Ordening?) and the associated 2008 Spatial Plan-
ning Decree (Besluit Ruimtelijke Ordening®). This
decree states that municipalities are obliged to take
archeology into account in their spatial policy and
planning. In practice, this means that parties plan-
ning to implement a spatial intervention will only
receive a building or environmental permit (Omgev-
ingsvergunning) from the municipality if they have
preliminary archaeological investigations carried
out beforehand. I will describe below how this takes
shape in the Netherlands. Of course, I am describing
an ideal case here; in practice there are of course
exceptions.

Almost all archaeological research in the Neth-
erlands is initiated and financed in the context of
spatial developments. The proportion that goes back
to knowledge-driven research by universities is very
small. Anyone who wants to build something in the
Netherlands must have an environmental permit)
that is issued by the municipality concerned. The
municipalities can attach conditions to the permit,
including conditions relating to archaeological pre-
liminary research or research.

In most cases, municipalities have inventories
of their territory that indicate where earlier finds or
excavations have been carried out.* They also have,
and this is fairly unique for the Netherlands, maps
that indicate the probability of finding archaeologi-

! Wet op de archeologische monumentenzorg, https://we-
tten.overheid.nl/BWBR0021162/2008-01-01.

2 Wet op de ruimtelijke ordening, https://wetten.overheid.
nl/BWBR0020449/2021-07-01. To be replaced in 2023 by the
Environmentand Planning Actofthe Netherlands (Omgevingswer),
https://iplo.nl/regelgeving/omgevingswet/english-environment-
and-planning-act/? ga=2.109922944.424211623.1653906572-
91851480.1653906572.

* Besluit ruimtelijke ordening, https://wetten.overheid.nl/
BWBR0023798/2021-07-01. See especially paragraph 3.1.6.5a
on the obligation to take cultural heritage into account in the
communal development plan.

*  https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/onderwerpen/bronnen-
en-kaarten/overzicht/overzicht-gemeentelijke-archeologische-
kaarten.
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OTKpHMBCHA HaJa3WIlTa WM HMCKOMaBama BpIleHaA.*
Onu, Takohe nMajy — a 1mo Tome je XoJaHauja Io-
MIPIJINYHO jeAMHCTBEHA — Marme Koje yKazyjy Ha
BepoBaTHONY MpoOHANaXema apXCOJOMKUX JIO-
KaJIWTeTa, TaKO3BaHY HHAMKATHBHY Mary apxe-
OJIOIIKMX BpenHocTH. [lonmmTHka ONIITHHA YecTo
onpehyje HauMH Ha KOjU Tpeda MOCTyIaTh ca OBOM
BepoBaTHOhOoM. Axo je BepoBarHoha Maia, HHje
MOTPEOHO apXeoJIOIKO HCTPAKUBAE, 3aIrpaBo,
rpalieBUHCKE palioBe, jeHOCTaBHO, Tpeba 1da Haj-
riuena KBaIM(UKOBaHU apxeojor. Tamo rame je
BepoBaTHOha 3HayajHa WM BeJMKa, OIIITHHA he
3aXTeBAaTH O]l TIOJHOCHOIIA 3aXTeBa 3a JIO3BOJY Ja
W3BPIIN TPEIMMUHAPHA apXCOoJIONIKa NCTPAKUBAHA
MHOTO TMpe MoueTka Trpal)eBHHCKUX paloBa KakKo
Ou ce YTBpAWIO Jia JH CYy MPHUCYTHHU apXCOTOIIKU
ocraiii i He.” OBO MOXKe OHTH MCTPaKUBAC
NpoOHUM OyIIOTHHAMa, MMOCEOHO Y 3amagHoj U ce-
BEpHOj XOJaHAWjH, TAe Cy apXeoJoIIKH OCTalu
YeCTO IPEKPUBEHU Je0eIMM CJIOjeBUMa IJIHMHE
WK TIecKa KOjH Cy TalloXHJIe peke Wi mope. Me-
Dhytum, mpemHOCT ce naje TpOOHWM, COHIIAXKHUM
ucTpaxuBambuMma. To je camo Mo ceOu pazyMIbUBO
y HCTOYHO] U jyKHO] XONaHIWjH, jep ce OBJe
ApXEOJIOIIKH OCTAIM YECTO HaJIa3e HEMOCPETHO UCTION
30HE opama. Ha OCHOBY MpelIMMHHAPHOT HCTpa-
KUBama, apXxeoylolIka KoMIaHWja he MOHyIuTH
CaBeT KAaKO TOCTyMaTh ca MpoHaljeHHMM OCTaIMa.
Axko ce Halje Mao BUX UM ce He Hal)e HuIlITa, HUje
noTpeOHO Jajbe UcTpaxkuBame. Melhytum, ako cy
ocraiy nmpoHalheHu, mpenopy4yje ce Ja ce norieaajy
OTIIIHjE 3a OYYyBaLE in Sifu, WIN, aKO TO HHje MoTyhe,
cBeoOyXBaTHa apXxeoJollka UcKonaBama. Ha ocHOBY
OBOT' CaBeTa, OMIITHHA JOHOCH OUTYKY Koja Mpeji-
CTaBjba OCHOBY 32 apXCOJIOUIKE YCIIOBE KOjH Ce
HaJia3e y IPUJIOTY JI03BOJIC 3a pealiu3aliujy pas3Boja.

V Xonanauju ce, y npoceky, y oko 200 cirydajeBa
TOJIMIIELE JIOHECE OJUTYKa 3a TIOTITYHO MCKOIABambhe.
HctpaxuBarme ce 3aCHUBA Ha yHampe] yTBpheHOM
Hay4HOM Hporpamy ycnosa (Programma van Eisen)
Y aKIMOHOM Iutany (Plan van Aanpak).

[Iporpam mMopa OWTH €KCIUTUIIMTHO 3aCHOBAH Ha
HarnmoHanHoj MCTpaXuBayKoj areHIu 3a apXeolio-
rajy (Nationale Onderzoeksagenda Archeologie
2.0°) UM JOCTYIHUM PETHOHAIHUM ¥ OIIITHHCKAM

* https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/onderwerpen/bronnen-

en-kaarten/overzicht/overzicht-gemeentelijke-archeologische-
kaarten.

°3a Xonauaujy, yKymHo oko 4600 npenTMMUHAPHUX UCTPa-
JKUBAbA TOUIIIESE.

¢ https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/onderwerpen/bronnen-
en-kaarten/overzicht/nationale-onderzoeksagenda-archeologie.

cal sites, so-called indicative map of archaeological
values. Municipal policy often lays down how this
probability should be dealt with. If the probability
is low, no archaeological investigation is required
or construction work simply needs to be supervised
by a qualified archaeologist. Where the probability
is significant or high, the municipality will require
the applicant for the permit to have a preliminary
archaeological investigation carried out well be-
fore the start of the construction work to determine
whether or not archaeological remains are present’.
This can be coring, especially in the western and
northern Netherlands, where archaeological remains
are often covered by thick layers of clay or sand de-
posited by rivers or the sea. However, preference is
given to research with trial trenches. This is self-ev-
ident in the eastern and southern Netherlands, be-
cause here, archaeological remains are often located
directly below the plough zone. On the basis of the
preliminary investigation, the archaeological com-
pany will draw up an advice on how to deal with
the remains found. If little or nothing is found, no
further investigation is necessary. lif remains have
been found, however, it is recommended to look at
options for preservation in situ, or, if that is not pos-
sible, comprehensive archaeological excavations.
Based on this advice, the municipality takes a deci-
sion that forms the basis for the archaeological con-
ditions that are attached to the development permit.

In the Netherlands, on average, in about 200
cases per year, a full blown excavation is decided
upon. The research is based on a pre-determined
scientific program of requirements (Programma van
Eisen) and action plan (Plan van Aanpak).

The program must be explicitly based on the Na-
tional Research Agenda for Archacology (Nationale
Onderzoeksagenda Archeologie 2.0°) or available
regional and municipal research agendas’. Often
the program and plan requires the approval of the
municipality. This research is almost always carried
out by a commercial archaeological company with a
certificate. In the Netherlands there is an excavation
ban and only parties, often commercial companies
(about thirty), with a so-called excavation certificate
are allowed to carry out archaeological research®.

> For the Netherlands, in total ca 4600 preliminary investi-
gations per year.

¢ https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/onderwerpen/bronnen-
en-kaarten/overzicht/nationale-onderzoeksagenda-archeologie.

7 https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/onderwerpen/bronnen-
en-kaarten/overzicht/lokale-onderzoeksagendas-archeologie.

8 Erfgoedwet 2016 (Heritage law), chapter 5.1 up until 5.5.
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MCTpaKMBauKUM areHaama ’. Yecto je 3a mporpam
U 1UIaH oTpedHO oj00pewme omuruHe. OBO HUCTpa-
KMBAa€ CKOPO YBEK CIIPOBOIM KOMEpIHjaHa
apxeoJolIka KoMmnanuja ca ceprudukarom. Y Xo-
JaHAMjU TIOCTOjU 3a0paHa HMCKONaBamba W CaMo
3aUTepecOBaHE CTpaHe, YeCTO KOMEpIHjalHe KoMIIa-
HUje (BUX TPUAECETaK), ca TaKO3BAaHUM CEpPTU(H-
KaToM O MCKOIIaBamby, MOTY Jia BpIIE apXeoJoIlKa
ucrpaxuBama.t. OBaj cepTU(UKAT M3/Iaje WHCTHUTY-
mMja 3a cepTH(UKaIM]y KOja CBaKe TOIWMHE MpPO-
BepaBa Ja JIM je HOCHiIal cepTH(dUKaTa y CKIamgy
ca XOJNAHJICKMM CTaHIapAoM Ksaiutera (Kwalite-
itsnorm Nederlandse Archeologie®) 3a apxeosorika
HCTPaXKHBahA.

ApXeoIonika HCTpaKUBamka y TOTIYHOCTH I1aha
uaBectuTop. CTpaHa Koja BpIIM HMCKOIABamke MMa
3aKOHCKY 00aBe3y /1a JOCTaBU KOHAYHHU W3BEILTA] O
WCKOIaBamy y POKY OJ] JBE TOAWHE OJ 3aBpIICTKa
WCKOIaBama, Jla JOCTaBH MOJATKE O HCKOIABamby
3a HalMOHaNHy 0a3y mojaTtaka'’ a cauyBaHe Hajase
mpefa y TMOKPAjUHCKH WM OIMIITHHCKY Jero.!! Pe-
3yATaTd Cy jaBHM HAKOH J[BE TOJWHE W jaBHO JO-
CTYITHU 3a Jlajba Hay4Ha UCTpakuBama. Beh oko mer
ronuHa, y XOJaHIWjU je IOCTyNaH CTPYKTypaHU
OyleT 3a CHHTETHU30BaE OICEKHOT HCTPAKUBAMHA
nckonaBama y XomaHmuju: Malta Harvest Studies
(Oogst van Malta). Y mehyspemeny je 06jaBibeHO
15 ToMOBa y KOjuMa Cy OIMCAHa 3Hama CaKyIJbeHa
y TOCJIE/IIbHX ITETHACCT FO/IMHA 32 MOjeJHHE PETHOHE
n/unu oapehene neprone. OBakBe CHHTE3E CY BaXKaH
W3BOp MH(OpMaNWja 3a PEBH3Ujy HUCTPAKUBAUKUX
TUIAHOBA.

JloOpo je 3HaTH ma apxeosoliKa TepeHCKa
WCTpaKMBama y XoNaHauju oOyxBartajy oko 30
MUJIMOHA eBpa Tonuimbe, a Hajeehu neo ruiahajy
MHBECTUTOPU. Y KOMEPIIMjAIIHO] apXeoJioTHjU 3a-
nocieHo je oko 700 seymu. Iopex Tora, mocroju
BETMKH OpOj MaJIMX CIEIHMjai30BaHuX mpemy3eha.
3a jpkaBHY BIIaJy, TOKPAjHHE U OMIITHHE PAJU OKO
600 spymu. ApXeolordja je TpeaMeT UCTpaKUBamba
1 00pa3oBamba Ha YETHPH XOJaHACKA YHUBEP3UTETA.

7 https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/onderwerpen/bronnen-
en-kaarten/overzicht/lokale-onderzoeksagendas-archeologie.

8 Erfgoedwet 2016 (Heritage law), chapter 5.1 up until 5.5.

° https://www.sikb.nl/archeologie/werkproces-archeologie/
kna. For an English translation of the outdated version 2.1 Bunu
https://www.sikb.nl/archeologie/werkproces-archeologie/kna.

10 TTornenajre HAMOHATHO TUTUTATHO cKiaaumTe DANS-
Easy na https://easy.dans.knaw.nl/ui/home.

! Erfgoedwet 2016 (Heritage law), moriasipa 5-6.

12 Bumu https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/ morpasku Tepmun
‘oogst voor malta’.
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This certificate is issued by a certifying institution
that annually checks whether the certificate holder
complies with the Dutch quality standard (Kwalite-
itsnorm Nederlandse Archeologie®) for archaeolog-
ical research.

Archaeological research is fully paid for by the
developer. The excavating party has the legal obliga-
tion to provide a final excavation report within two
years of the completion of the excavation, to submit
the excavation data to a national database'* and to
deliver the preserved finds to a provincial or munic-
ipal depot."" The results are public after two years
and publicly available for further scientific research.
For about five years now, a structural budget has
been available in the Netherlands to synthesize the
extensive digging research in the Netherlands: Mal-
ta Harvest Studies (Qogst van Malta)'*. In the mean-
time, 15 volumes have been published in which the
knowledge gains in the last fifteen years have been
described for certain regions and/or certain periods.
The syntheses are an important source of inspiration
for the revision of research agendas.

It is good to know that archaeological field re-
search in the Netherlands involves about 30 million
euro per year, the largest part paid for by develop-
ers. About 700 people are employed in commercial
archeology. In addition, there are a large number of
small specialist companies. About 600 people work
for the national government, provinces and munic-
ipalities. Archeology is a subject of research and
education at four Dutch universities. About thirty
people work there if we look strictly at involvement
in research in our country.

The design of archaeological heritage management
in the Netherlands has a number of obvious advantag-
es, certainly compared to the situation before 2000:

1. The financing of archaeological research has
been secured;

2. Archaeological research has lost the charac-
ter of emergency investigation, it can be carried out
without time pressure;

3. A conscious choice can be made between con-
servation in situ and excavation;

° https://www.sikb.nl/archeologie/werkproces-archeologie/
kna. For an English translation of the outdated version 2.1 see
https://www.sikb.nl/archeologie/werkproces-archeologie/kna.

1 See the national digital repository DANS-Easy at https://
easy.dans.knaw.nl/ui/home.

"' Erfgoedwet 2016 (Heritage law), chapter 5.6.

'2 See https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/ search term ‘oogst
voor malta’.
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Tamo paau TpuaeceTak Jbyau, ako IIocMaTpaMmo CTpU-
KTHO aHTQ)KOBAbE y NCTPAKUBAY Y HAIIO] 3EMJBH.

Haunn ympaBpama apXeosomKUM Haciehem
y XOJaHIMju MMa HU3 OYHUIVICIHHUX HPETHOCTH,
MOTOTOBO y Topehemy ca cutyauujom on npe 2000.
TO/IMHE!

1. Ocurypano (huHAHCHpAmHE apXCOJIOMIKIX HC-
TPaXUBaA;

2. ApxeosolKa UCTpaXHUBaba Cy M3ryOomiIa Ka-
paKkTep XUTHOT MCTPaXHBamba, MOTY C€ BPLIMTH 0e3
BPEMEHCKOT TPUTHUCKA;

3. Moxe ce HampaBHTH CBeCTaH u30op usmely
KOH3EpBAIlHje in sifu N NCKOTIaBamba;

4. UctpaxxuBama cy 3HaTHO roBehana y oricery
1 o0umy: maio tora he BepoBaTHO OMTH M3ryOJHEHO
HeBul)eHo;

5. Hanasu, mojanu, JOKyMEHTaI1ja K UCTPaKUBa-
YKH W3BEIITAj! TI0CTajy JaBHO JIOCTYIIHU Y PEIaTUBHO
KpaTKOM POKY (y pOKY of 2 TOAWHE);

6. JaBHOCT nieoBama ce 3Ha4ajHo nosehana; u:

7. 3al0CIICHOCT y apXeOJIOTHjH je HaIIIOo Iopacia.

[Moctoju, wmehyTum, Benuka 3a0pUHYTOCT Y
Be3U ca (YHKIIMOHUCAHEM XOJIaH/ICKOT YIpaBJbamba
apxeosomkuM Hacimehem!®. OBu mpobremu ¢y cana
IpeiMeT HCTPaKMBamba M KIbYUHHM Cy 3a Tekyhy
eBanyarjy 3akoHa o OamrtuHu w3 2016. romuHe.
[IpoGmemu cy pa3nuyuTe BpeTe:

1. Benuku mpOCTOPHH MPHUTUCAK YIPOXKaBa
jemHy oI OCHOBHHMX BpemHocTH Bamera KonBeH-
nyje: KoHsepayja in situ. OQroBOPHOCT WHBECTH-
TOpa Ja CHOCH TpOIIKOBE HCTpaKMBama Ouia je
JOKHMBJbaBaHA Kao TIOACTHUIIA] 3a TPaXeme al-
TEPHATHBHUX IPAMIIHUINTA KAKO O CE IOCTUTIIA KOH-
3epBatyja in situ. MehyTim, 4uHU ce J1a Cy TPOIIKOBH
WCTpaKMBarba PENaTUBHO HUCKHU Ja OW MOKPEHYIH
OBaKBY aKTHBHOCT;

2. Ilocroje 030MJbHE CYMIbE y KBAIUTET HCKOIIA-
Bamka M W3BelITaja ca Jokanurera'!. MHBecTHTOpH
O0MYHO HUCY 3aMHTEPECOBAHU 3a pe3yJTaTe UCTpa-
KHBama W pacnucahe TeHIep 3a HUCTpaXKUBaHE
o Hajamwkoj mMoryhoj menu. IlocToju omrpa KoH-
KypeHIja wu3Mel)y pemaTMBHO BemMKOr Opoja
KOMIIaHHja Koje ce 0aBe HCKONaBameM, MOTOTOBO

13 https://www.raadvoorcultuur.nl/documenten/adviezen/
2022/02/10/archeologie-bij-de-tijd.

" https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/publicaties/publicaties/
2019/01/01/over-zaaien-en-oogsten.

4. Research has been greatly increased in scale
and volume: little will probably be lost unseen;

5. Finds, data, documentation and research re-
ports become publicly available within a relatively
short time (within 2 years);

6. Public outreach has increased significantly;
and:

7. Employment in archaeology has increased

sharply.

Yet there are also major concerns about the
functioning of Dutch archaeological heritage man-
agement. These concerns are now the subject of re-
search and are central to the ongoing evaluation of
the 2016 Heritage Act'®. The concerns are of various
kinds:

1. The great spatial pressure is jeopardizing one
of the core values of the Valletta Convention: con-
servation in-situ. The developer’s responsibility to
bear the costs of research was intended as an incen-
tive to look for alternative construction sites in order
to achieve in-situ conservation. However, the costs
of research appear to be relatively so low that they
do not initiate this movement;

2. There are serious doubts about the quality of
excavations and site reports'. Developers are usu-
ally not interested in the results of research and will
tender the research for the lowest possible price.
There is fierce competition between a relatively
large number of excavation companies, certainly af-
ter the start of the economic crisis in 2007. There is
a race to the bottom when it comes to the price of
archaeological research. This continued well after
the recovery of the Dutch economy in recent years.
The supervision by municipalities on the quality of
research and the character of the quality assurance
system is not such that companies are easily judged
on the fact that the quality of research is too poor;

3. The competitive relationships in Dutch ar-
cheology are such that this appears to have a major
influence on salary levels. The salaries of young ar-
chaeologists have been very low for many years; a
reason for many to decide do something else.

B https://www.raadvoorcultuur.nl/documenten/adviezen/
2022/02/10/archeologie-bij-de-tijd.

" https://www.cultureelerfgoed.nl/publicaties/publicaties/
2019/01/01/over-zaaien-en-oogsten.
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KONCEPT PREVENTIVNE ARHEOLOGIJE
I PROMENE SLOVENSKE ARHEOLOGILJE

Abstrakt — Kao i u mnogim zemljama savremena preventivna arheologija u Sloveniji oblikovala se na temelju Evropske
konvencije o zastiti arheoloske bastine iz La Vallette koju je Slovenija ratificirala 1999. godine. Jedan od glavnih »okidaca«
novog koncepta zastite arheoloske bastine bio je nacionalni projekt izgradnje avtoputeva zapocet sredinom devedesetih
godina koji je predstavljao ogroman rizik za arheolosku bastinu i izuzetan izazov za slovensku arheologiju. Da bi se
moglo u¢inkovito odgovoriti na tako veliki izazov bila je potrebna transformacija ne samo javne sluzbe za zastitu kulturne
bastine, vec i brojnih praksi od poslovnih modela za izvodenje radova, metodologije i opste materijalne i personalne infra-
strukture.Novi model preventivne arheologije koji se poCeo postavljati sredinom devedesetih godina plod je rada brojnih
stru¢njaka iz tada vodecih arheoloskih ustanova u zemlji koje je Zavod za zastitu kulturne bastine ucinkovito povezao
u posebnu radnu grupu (SAAS) koja je uspesno promovirala jedinstven model preventivne faze zastite i jedinstvenu
metodologiju na istrazivanjima trasa avtoputeva. Veliki uspeh tog modela bio je znacajna osnova i za promenu Zakona
o zastiti kulturne bastine iz 2008. godine koji je definitivno utemeljio preventivnu arheologiju kakvu poznajemo danas
u Sloveniji i prethodna arheoloska istrazivanja ukljucio u procese prostornog planiranja. U¢inak preventivne arheologije
pokazao se multiplikatornim za brojne druge domene u arheologiji i njenoj praksi: izuzetno povecanje broja arheoloskih
radova, zaposljavanja u arheologiji, novi oblici saradnje medu javnim i privatnim ustanovama, enormno povecanje kolic¢ine
podataka o arheoloskim ostacima, uvodenje novih tehnologija u arheoloski rad i sl. , koji su znatno promenili fizionomiju
slovenske arheologije.

Kljucne reci — preventivna arheologija, zastita bastine, arheologija, Slovenija, razvoj

Predrag NOVAKOVIC, Department of Archaeology, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Ljubljana,
Askerceva 2, 1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia, predrag.novakovic@ff.uni-lj.si

THE CONCEPT OF PREVENTIVE ARCHAEOLOGY AND
CHANGES IN SLOVENE ARCHAEOLOGY

Abstract — As was the case in many other countries, the preventive archaeology in Slovenia was based on La Valetta’s
European Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage which Slovenia ratified in 1999. One of the main
principal “triggers” for the new concept of archaeological heritage protection was a national project of motorways
construction launched in the mid-1990s, which posed an unpreceded threat to archaeological heritage and a great challenge
for Slovene archaeology. Substantial transformations were needed not only in the public service for the protection of
cultural heritage but also in the practice of archaeological works, business and management models, methods, and
general material infrastructure. The new model of preventive archaeology, which was initialized in the mid-1990s, was
the result of the endeavors of numerous experts from the leading archaeological institutions in the country, efficiently
coordinated by the Institute for the Protection of Cultural Heritage and its special task group (SAAS) which succeeded
in promoting the unified model of preventive research and methods for research on the motorway routes. The success
of this model also served as a basis for changes in the new Act on Cultural Heritage protection which ultimately defined
preventive archaeology as we know it today and included it in the obligatory impact studies in the development process.
The effects of preventive archaeology proved multiplicative in several domains of Slovene archaeology: a large increase
in archaeological works and employment, new forms of business cooperation between public and private institutions,
a large increase in archaeological data, implementation of new technologies, etc., which all substantially changed the
physiognomy of Slovene archaeology.

Keywords — preventive archaeology, protection of heritage, archaeology, Slovenia, development
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Uvod

Predmet ovog rada su promene i posledice koje
je u Sloveniji prouzrokovala primena novih kon-
ceptualnih, organizacijskih i poslovnih modela
koji su se poslednje tri decenije razvijali u okviru
preventivne arheologije i imali veliki uticaj ne sa-
mo na zastitu arheoloSke bastine ve¢ i puno Sire u
arheoloskoj praksi.

Pod Sirim pojmom preventivne arheologije
razumemo arheoloSka istrazivanja ¢iji je glavni
predmet zastita arheoloske bastine ugrozena fizi-
¢kim, pre svega gradevinskim intervencijama u
prostoru. Pre pojave tog izraza u Sloveniji se naj-
ceS¢e upotrebljavao izraz zastitna arheologija koji
je jos i danas vrlo ¢est u nekim zemljama. U Slo-
veniji se izraz preventivna arheologija prvi put
pojavljuje sredinom devedesetih godina u sintagmi
»preventivna faza zaStitnih istrazivanja«, kada se
poceo stvarati novi sistem prethodnih istrazivanja
zbog intenzivne gradnje avtoputeva.' Izraz pre-
ventivna arheologija postaje puno raSireniji kada
je bio prihvacen u francuskoj arheologiji u zakonu
iz 2001. godine i kada je bio osnovan Nacionalni
institut za istrazivanja u preventivnoj arheologiji
(Institut National de Recherches Archéologiques
Préventives) koji poCinje obavljati ve¢inu prethodnih
arheoloskih istrazivanja u toj zemlji. U drugim zem-
ljama poznajemo i druge nazive za preventivnu
odnosno zastitnu arheologiju, npr. Velikoj Brita-
niji najcesc¢e je u upotrebi 'development-led archa-
eology', a Cesto srecemo i kolokvijalniji izraz ‘con-
tract archaeology' koji ipak ima malo drugacije
znacenje, u Italiji se pored ‘archeologia preventiva'
pojavljuje i 'archeologia del salvataggio', u Ne-
mackoj su najces¢a dva tradicionalna izraza, Denk-
malpflege odnosno Denkmalschutz. Promena naziva
u preventivnu arheologiju znala je Cesto biti samo
terminoloska ali u nekim slucajevima, kao npr. u
Sloveniji i1 Francuskoj, sa uspostavom preventivne
arheologije doslo je i do znacajnih konceptualnih
promena u odnosu na prethodnu zastitnu arheologiju.
No, kakvi god bili danasnji nazivi, svim oblicima
danasnje preventivne arheologije zajednicki je
imenovatelj da temelje na aktualnoj Evropskoj kon-
venciji o zastiti arheoloske bastine iz La Vallette pri-
hvacenoj 1992. godine.

! Izraz »preventivna faza« prvi put se pojavljuje u ela-
boratu Struktura in postopki (Grosman i Novakovi¢ 1994) naru-
¢enom od strane Zavoda za zastitu kulturne bastine za potrebe
oblikovanja nove strategije zastitne arheologije pri gradnji avto-
puteva.

Introduction

The subject of this paper is the changes and
consequences caused by the application of new
conceptual, organizational, and business models in
Slovenia, which have been developed over the last
three decades within the framework of preventive
archaeology and had a great impact not only on the
protection of archaeological heritage but also much
more broadly in archaeological practice.

Under the broader term of preventive archaeo-
logy, we understand archaeological research, the
main subject of which is the protection of archaeolo-
gical heritage threatened by physical, primarily
construction interventions in space. Before the appe-
arance of that term in Slovenia, the term protective
archaecology was most often used, which is still very
common in some countries today. In Slovenia, the
term preventive archaeology appears for the first
time in the mid-nineties in the phrase “preventive
phase of protective research”, when a new system
of preliminary surveys began to be created due to
the intensive construction of highways.! Term pre-
ventive archaeology becomes more widespread
when it was accepted in French archaeology with
a law in 2001 and when the National Institute for
Research in Preventive Archaeology was founded
(Institut National de Recherches Archéologiques
Préventives), which began to carry out most of the
previous archaeological research in that country. In
other countries, we know other terms for preventive or
protective archaeology, e.g. Great Britain common-
ly uses ‘development-led archaeology’, and we
often meet a more colloquial expression ‘contract
archaeology’ that still has a slightly different mea-
ning, in Italy alongside ‘archeologia preventiva’
also appears ‘archeologia del salvataggio’, in
Germany the two traditional expressions are the
most common, Denkmalpflege i.e. Denkmalschutz.
Changing the term to preventive archaeology often
used to be only terminological but in some cases,
such for example, in Slovenia and France, with the
establishment of preventive archaeology, there were
also significant conceptual changes in relation to the
previous protective archaeology. No matter what,
whatever the terms are, for all forms of preventive
archaeology today, the common denominator is that

! The term »preventive phase« appears for the first time
in the study Structure in procedures (Grosman and Novakovi¢
1994) commissioned by the Institute for the Protection of
Cultural Heritage for the purposes of shaping a new strategy of
protective archeology in the construction of highways.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Na ovom mestu ne bi i§li u detalje spomenute
konvencije, koju su do danas ratificirale uglavnom
sve evropske zemlje, ve¢ bi spomenuli samo njena
dva mozda najznacajnija zahteva koja su imala
velike operativne posledice i u mnogome promeni-
la arheolosku praksu u zadnjim decenijama: a)
ukljucivanje arheologije u proces planiranja prostor-
nih promena i b) princip polluter pays. Ukljucivanje
arheologije u procese projektiranja prostornih in-
tervencija nije autenticna novost konvencije, u
nekim zemljama je takva praksa ve¢ neko vreme
postojala, ali je sa konvencijom postala u nacelu
obavezna za sve zemlje potpisnice. Na taj naéin su
se prethodna arheoloska istrazivanja (identifikacija
kulturne bastine i uticaj konkretnih gradevinskih i
drugih projekata na bastinu) izjednacila sa sli¢nim
istrazivanjima uticaja izgradnje na prirodnu okolinu
i druge prirodne i drustvene resurse i tako preventi-
vna arheologija postaje proaktivna u smanjivanju
rizika za arheolosku bastinu odnosno njegovom
otklanjanju za razliku od tradicionalne prakse
zaStitne arheologije koja u glavnom u poziciji da
moze samo reagirati na ve¢ postavljene planove
prostornih promena i gde je njen manevarski prostor
prilicno smanjen.

Direktna posledica primenjivanja tog zahteva bio
jeizuzetan porastbrojaivrstiarheoloskihistrazivanja
u brojnim zemljama. Kao ilustraciju mozemo navesti
da je u periodu od 1980. do 2007. broj arheologa u
Velikoj Britaniji poveéan od priblizno 2.000 na sko-
ro 7.000, da se broj terenskih stradivanja u Irskoj
od 1996. do 2000. povecao petostruko (od 400 do
2.000), slicno povecéanje terenskih arheoloskih pro-
jekata belezimo i u Nizozemskoj izmedu 2002 i
2008, dok je u Sloveniji doslo do ¢ak desetostrukog
povecanja radova ako uzmemo u obzir period izme-
du 1985 1 1989 (priblizno 250 radova) i period
izmedu 2010 i 2014 (priblizno 2.500 radova).? Ako
bi pogledali preciznije i druge zemlje svakako bi
bili rezultati razliciti ali bi u svim primerima mo-
gli zabeleziti veliki porast broja istrazivanja Sto sva-
kako proizilazi iz implementacije konvencije iz La
Vallette 1 pove¢anog znacaja arheoloske bastine.

POCECI PREVENTIVNE ARHEOLOGIJE
U SLOVENILJI

Evidentnoje,dajerazvojpreventivne arheologije
u obliku kojeg poznajemo danas u Sloveniji u veli-

* Brojke smo naveli iz Depaepe (2016, 37) i Novakovi¢ i
Hornak (2016, 28).
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they are based on the current European Convention
on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage from
La Valletta, accepted in 1992.

At this point, we would not go into the details
of the mentioned convention, which has been ra-
tified by almost all European countries to date,
but we would only mention its two perhaps most
significant requirements, which had major opera-
tional consequences and largely changed archaeolo-
gical practice in recent decades: a) inclusion of
archaeology in the planning process of spatial
changes and b) principle polluter pays. Including
archaeology in the processes of planning of spatial
interventions, is not an authentic novelty of the con-
vention, in some countries such a practice has existed
for some time, but with the convention, it became,
in principle, mandatory for all signatory countries.
In this way, a preliminary archaeological survey
(identification of cultural heritage and the impact of
specific construction and other projects on heritage)
was equaled with similar research on the impact of
construction on the natural environment and other
natural and social resources, and thus preventive
archaecology becomes proactive in reducing the risk
to archaeological heritage, i.e. its elimination, in
contrast to the traditional practice of salvage archa-
eology, which is mainly in a position to only react to
the already set plans of spatial changes and where its
room for maneuver is quite reduced.

The direct consequence of applying that requ-
irement was an extraordinary increase in the nu-
mber and types of archaeological research in nume-
rous countries. As an illustration, we can state
that in the period from 1980 to 2007, the number
of archaeologists in Great Britain increased from
approximately 2,000 to almost 7,000, that the
number of fieldwork in Ireland from 1996 to 2000
increased fivefold (from 400 to 2,000), similarly, we
also note an increase in field archaeological projects
in the Netherlands between 2002 and 2008, while in
Slovenia there was even a tenfold increase in exca-
vations if we consider the period between 1985 and
1989 (approximately 250 excavations) and the peri-
od between 2010 and 2014 (approximately 2,500
excavations).> If we were to look more precisely
at other countries, the results would certainly be
different, but in all cases, we could record a large
increase in the number of research projects, which
certainly results from the implementation of the La

> We mentioned numbers from Depaepe (2016, 37) i
Novakovi¢ i Horndk (2016, 28).
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koj meri temeljio na prihvatanju konvencije iz La
Vallette, koju je Slovenija ratificirala 1999. godine.
Danas se kao glavni »okidad« za preventivinu
arheologiju najces¢e spominje intenzivna gradnja
autoputeva, koja je u Sloveniji zapoceta sredinom
devedesetih i koja je predstavljala izuzetan rizik
za ocuvanje arheoloske bastine. To jeste do neke
mere ta¢no ali do uspesnog odgovora na tako veli-
ki izazov nije moglo do¢i bez serije prethodnih raz-
vojnih dostignuéa na vise arheoloskih podrucja,
koja su direktno i indirektno uticala na formiranje
savremene preventivne arheologije i njene prakse.
Medu najznacajnijim takvim koracima potrebno
je navesti pojacanu modernizaciju slovenske arhe-
ologije koju mozemo pratiti od osamedesetih godina
dalje, legislativne promene na podrucju zastite bastine
i prostornog planiranja i gradnje, organizacijske
promene javne sluzbe za zastitu kulturne bastine i
promene u poslovnim oblicima u arheoloskoj praksi.
Te su promene simultano uticale jedna na drugu i
stvarale vrlo zanimljivu dijalektiku u teoriji i praksi
arheologije u Sloveniji.

Nove ideje, koncepti i metodi

U konceptualnom smislu osamdesete godine su
u slovenskoj arheologiji obelezene znacajnim uti-
cajem angloamericke arheologije. Do tog perioda, a
u prili¢noj meri i posle njega, slovenska arheologija
bila je 1 ostala klasi¢na srednjeevropska arheologija
u svim njenim najznacajnijim naucnim i stru¢nim
vidicima. Pocetkom osamdesetih dolazi do prvog
intenzivnijeg kontakta sa britanskom i americkom
arheologijom u kojima je tada prevladavala tzv.
procesna arheologija koja je u mnogo¢emu bitno
transformirala arheolosku epistemologiju pa i priro-
du same arheologije i njene prakse. Upravo pod uti-
cajem procesne arheologije pocelo je i u Sloveniji
sve intenzivnije propitivanje o arheoloskim priorite-
tima, istrazivackim alatima i konceptualnim katego-
rijama. Pri tome je potrebno ipak re¢i, da procesna
arheologija u Sloveniji nije imala toliki uticaj u
teorijskom i epistemoloskom smislu, ve¢ se uticaj
pokazivao najvise u metodoloskom domenu, pre
svega u uvodenju novih metoda i istrazivackih
tehnologija kao $to su na primer geofizika, geografski
informacijski sistemi, ekoloske i prostorne perspektive
posmatranja proslosti i poveéana aplikacija metoda
razlicitih prirodnih i kompjuterskih nauka.’?

3 O tome videti viSe u Novakovi¢ (2021, 58-54; 2022).

Valletta Convention and the increased importance of
archaeological heritage.

THE BEGINNINGS OF PREVENTIVE
ARCHAEOLOGY IN SLOVENIA

It is evident that the development of preventive
archaeology in the form we know today in Slove-
nia was largely based on the acceptance of the La
Valletta Convention, which Slovenia ratified in
1999. The main “trigger” for preventive archaeolo-
gy that is most often mentioned today was the
intensive construction of motorways, which be-
gan in Slovenia in the mid-1990s and which repre-
sented an exceptional risk for the preservation
of archaeological heritage. This is true to some
extent, but a successful response to such a great
challenge could not have been established without
a series of previous development achievements in
several archaeological areas, which directly and
indirectly influenced the formation of modern
preventive archaeology and its practice. Among
the most significant such steps, it is necessary to
mention the increased modernization of Slovene
archaeology that we can trace from the 1980s
onwards, legislative changes in the area of heritage
protection and spatial planning and construction,
organizational changes in the public service for
the protection of cultural heritage and changes in
business forms in archaeological practice. These
changes simultaneously affected each other and cre-
ated a very interesting dialectic in the theory and
practice of archaeology in Slovenia.

New ideas, concepts, and methods

In a conceptual sense, the 1980s were marked
by the significant influence of Anglo-American
archaeology in Slovene archaeology. Until that
period, and to a considerable extent after it, Slovene
archacology was and remained classic Central
European archaeology in all its most significant
scientific and professional aspects. At the beginning
of the 1980s, the first intensive contact with British
and American archaeology took place, in which the
so-called processual archaeology prevailed which in
many ways significantly transformed archaeological
epistemology and the nature of archaeology itselfand
its practice. Precisely under the influence of process
archaeology, an increasingly intensive questioning
of archaeological priorities, research tools, and
conceptual categories began in Slovenia as well.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Uticaj procesne, a neSto kasnije i postprocesne
arheologije je u Sloveniji bio mozda najveci u razvoju
arheologije prostora odnosno pejsazne arheologije, u
kojoj su se kombinirali novi koncepti i metodi rada, a
upravo pejsazna arheologija u velikoj meri je uticala
i na promene u shvatanju arheoloske bastine odnosno
njene zastite. U tradicionalnom modelu zastite is-
trazivalo 1 Stitilo se u glavnom pojedine »spome-
nike« odnosno lokacije sa znacajnom arheoloskom
bastinom, dok je pejsazna arheologija zahtevala puno
bolju kontekstualizaciju (i zastitu) arheoloske bastine
u njenom autentiénom prostornom kontekstu.*

Podrucje gde je doslo do znacajnih promena ne-
posredno se veze na metode terenskog rada Sto se
kasnije pokazalo esencijalnim za ucinkovitu praksu
preventivne arheologije. Medu tim metodama sva-
kako je potrebno spomenuti sistematsko povrSinsko
rekognosciranje (systematic surface surveying)
i metod tzv. stratigrafskih iskopavanja odnosno
metod single context recording kao S$to je bio za-
miSljen u britanskoj i italijanskoj arheologiji u
osamdesetim godinama i odakle je bio uveden u
Sloveniju. Uvodenje sistematskog povrsinskog re-
kognosciranja u neposrednoj je vezi sa izuzetnom
popularno$éu tog metoda u osamdesetim i devedese-
tim godinama u mediteranskoj arheologiji. Taj me-
tod je omogucavao istrazivanje velikih povrSina (i
preko 1.000 kvadratnih kilometara) u razumnom
vremenskom periodu, a sa svojom sistematikom
uzorkovanja nudio je puno veci potencial za genera-
lizacije 1 interpretacije nego $to je to bio slucaj sa
tradicionalnom arheoloskom topografijom. Metod
sistematskog povrSinskog rekognosciranja sa jasno
razradenim strategijama uzorkovanja pokazao se,
pre svega u arheologiji SAD, i kao vrlo znacajan
instrumentu ocenama ugrozenosti arheoloske bastine
i ve¢ od osamdesetih godina postao je standardna
praksa u prethodnim zastitnim istrazivanjima.

Upravo sa razvojem tog metoda sve vise maha je
uzimao takozvani landscape aproach (usmerenost na
istrazivanje pejsaza, prostora) na racun site-oriented
approach (usmerenost na pronalazenje novih nalazi-
Sta odnosno preucavanje pojedinih lokacija), Sto je
znacajno doprinelo drugacijem posmatranju arhe-
oloske bastine. U nacelu stari kulturni pejsazi bili
su posmatrani kao svojevrstan artefakt odnosno
celina sa viSe komponenata (i arheoloskom medu
ostalima) koju je potrebno integralno Cuvati da bi

4Zastitna arheologija je u saradnji sa drugim disciplinama a
i zbog medunarodnih standarda u Evropskoj uniji, uspesno lobi-
rala za novi Zakon o zastiti okoline (ZVO-1) iz 2004. godine u
kojem je kulturna bastina bila definisana kao element okoline.
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At the same time, it is necessary to say that process
archaeology in Slovenia did not have such an impact
in the theoretical and epistemological sense, but
the influence was shown mostly in the methodolo-
gical domain, primarily in the introduction of
new methods and research technologies such as,
for example, geophysics, geographic information
systems, ecological and spatial perspectives of
observing the past and increased application of
methods of various natural and computer sciences.’

The influence of process, then a little later post-
process archaeology in Slovenia, was perhaps the
biggest on the development of spatial archacology i.e.
landscape archaeology, in which new concepts and
work methods were combined, and it was landscape
archaeology that greatly influenced changes in the
understanding of archaeological heritage, i.e. its
protection. In the traditional model of protection,
mainly individual “monuments” or locations with
significant archaeological heritage were investigated
and protected, while landscape archaeology required
a much better contextualization (and protection)
of archaeological heritage in its authentic spatial
context.*

The area where significant changes have occu-
rred is directly related to fieldwork methods, which
later proved to be essential for the effective practice
of preventive archaeology. Among those methods,
it is certainly necessary to mention systematic sur-
face surveying and the method of the so-called
stratigraphic excavations, i.e. the method of single
context recording as it was conceived in British and
Italian archaeology in the 1980s, and from where
it was introduced to Slovenia. The introduction of
systematic surface surveying is directly related to
the exceptional popularity of that method in the
eighties and nineties in Mediterranean archaeology.
This method allowed the investigation of large areas
(and over 1,000 square kilometers) in a reasonable
period of time, and with its causal systematics, it
offered a much greater potential for generalizations
and interpretations than was the case with traditional
archaeological topography. The method of systematic
surface surveying with clearly developed sampling
strategies has proven, above all in the archaeology
of the USA, to be a very important instrument in the

* See more about it in Novakovic¢ (2021, 58-54; 2022).

* Protective archeology, in cooperation with other discipli-
nes and due to international standards in the European Union,
successfully lobbied for the new Law on Environmental Pro-
tection (ZVO-1) from 2004, in which cultural heritage was defi-
ned as an element of the environment.
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tako ocuvali i znacaj pojedinih komponenti. U us-
vajanju metoda povrSinskog rekognosciranja u
slovenskoj arheologiji najznacajniju ulogu imao
je Projekt Hvar u periodu od 1988. do 1990. gde
je u saradnji sa britanskim arheolozima taj metod
doneo izuzetne rezultate i otvorio posve nove mo-
gucénosti u interpretaciji geneze kulturnih pejsaza
tog otoka. Pomenuti projekt je bio i okvir u kojem
se razvila jedna od najranijih aplikacija geografskih
informacijskih sistema u svetskoj arheologiji uopste
(Gaftney i Stanci¢ 1991).

Sustret sa anglo-americkom arheologijom bio
je kljucan i za implementaciju metoda stratigrafskih
iskopavanja 1 adekvatnog dokumentiranja §to se
uskoro pokazalo klju¢nim za velika otvorena isko-
pavanja koja ¢e zahtevati gradnja autoputeva. Sve
viSe je naime postajalo ocito, da je praksa arhe-
oloskih iskopavanja u Sloveniji zaostajala za
razvojem na tom podrucju i da je bila tehnoloski
i konceptualno zastarela pre svega na podrucju
terenske dokumentacije. Prvi korak u uvodenju
novog metoda bio je prevod klju¢nog dela na tom
podrucju Nacela arheoloske stratigrafije britanskog
avtora Edwarda Harrisa 1989. godine 1 izvedba dva
pilotska terenska projekta u urbanom delu Kopra,
oba u kontekstu zastite (1988. i 1989. godine).
Nova metodologija arheoloskih iskopavanja i siste-
matskog terenskog rekognosciranja u vrlo kratkom
vremenu je postala glavni metod obucavanja
studenata i za nekoliko godina u potpunosti prevla-
dala u slovenskoj arheologiji. Jedan od njenih
najznacajnijih doprinosa, a pogotovo doprinosa u
razvoju preventivne arheologije, bila je jako pove-
¢ana standardizacija prakse i dokumentacije $to je
omogucavala puno efikasniji i precizniji rad na kas-
nijim analizama i interpretacijama nalazista.

Prelazak iz osamedesetih u devedesete do-
nio je jo$ neke od znacajnih novosti u praksu
arheologije u Sloveniji, kao na primer upotrebu
geografskih informacijskih sistema, geofizicka
istrazivanja, sistematsko rekognosciranje iz vazdu-
ha, kompjutersko kartiranje iskopavanja i sli¢ne
nove metode i1 tehnologije. Sve su se one pocele
upotrebljavati pre samog pocetka arheologije na
autoputevima ali su upravo na istrazivanjima auto-
puteva pokazale svoj veliki potencial i dodatno se
razvile.

Ako sumiramo stanje pre sredine 1990-tih kada
je zapocCeo program intenzivne gradnje autoputeva,
mozemo reci da je slovenska arheologija ve¢ imala
nekoliko godina iskustva sa novim idejama, prak-
sama 1 tehnologijama Sto se pokazalo kao jedan

assessment of the threat to archaeological heritage
and since the eighties has become a standard practice
in preliminary protection research.

Precisely with the development of that method,
the so-called landscape approach gained more and
more momentum (focus on landscape and spatial
exploration) at the expense of a sife-oriented
approach (focus on finding new sites, i.e. studying
individual locations), which significantly contributed
to a different observation of archaeological heritage.
In principle, old cultural landscapes were viewed as a
kind of artifact, i.e. a whole with several components
(and archaeological among others) which needs
to be preserved integrally in order to preserve the
importance of individual components. The most
important role in the adoption of surface surveying
methods in Slovene archaecology was played by
the Hvar Project in the period from 1988 to 1990,
where, in cooperation with British archaeologists,
this method brought exceptional results and opened
completely new possibilities in the interpretation of
the genesis of the island’s cultural landscapes. The
mentioned project was also the framework in which
is one of the earliest applications of geographic
information systems in world archaeology, in gene-
ral, was developed (Gaffney and Stanci¢ 1991).

The encounter with Anglo-American archaeolo-
gy was also crucial for the implementation of
stratigraphic excavation methods and adequate
documentation, which soon turned out to be crucial
for the large-scale open excavations that would
be required for the construction of highways. It
became more and more obvious that the practice
of archaeological excavations in Slovenia lagged
in the development in that area and that it was
technologically and conceptually outdated, above
all in the area of field documentation. The first
step in the introduction of the new method was the
translation of a key work in that field — Principles
of Archaeological Stratigraphy by the British author
Edward Harris in 1989 and the implementation of
two pilot field projects in the urban part of Koper,
both in the context of protection (1988 and 1989).
The new methodology of archaeological exca-
vations and systematic field surveying in a very
short time became the main method of training
students and in a few years completely prevailed
in Slovene archaeology. One of its most significant
contributions, and especially its contribution to
the development of preventive archaeology, was a
greatly increased standardization of practice and
documentation, which enabled much more efficient

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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od klju¢nih faktora u osmisljavanju adekvatnog
istrazivanja u preventivnoj arheologiji. Nije nezna-
cajno spomenuti da je glavni brain trust novih
pogleda i metoda rada bilo Odelenje za arheologiju
Filozofskog fakulteta u Ljubljani koje je vrlo uspe-
$no saradivalo sa Zavodom za zastitu kulturne basti-
ne Slovenije i uspesno lansiralo nove metode i ideje
u prakse tadasnje zastite.

Nova organizacija preventivne arheologije

Zastitna arheologija u Sloveniji bila je sve od
svojeg pocetka s kraja 1940. godina domena po-
sebne javne sluzbe — Zavoda za zastitu kulturne
bastine (Zavod za varstvo kulturne dediscine
ZVKDS). Na pocetku je ZVKDS bio formiran kao
jedinstvena sluzba za celo podrucje Slovenije da bi
od 1960-tih godina dalje bile formirane njegove re-
gionalne jedinice koje su tokom vremena postajale
sve viSe samostalne. Takvih regionalnih jedinica je
krajem 1990-tih bilo sedam dok je centralna jedinica
(Republicki zavod) u glavnom radila na podrucju
administrativnih okvira zastite i nije vrsila terenske
radove. Takavsistemje svakakoimao odredenih pred-
nosti jer se time ojacavalo zastitu na regionalnom
nivou ali je njegov potencijal u€inkovite zastite kod
velikih projekata bio znatno umanjen, pogotovo u
slucaju projekata koji su prelazili teritorialnu nad-
leznost regionalnih zavoda. Uz to je potrebno dodati
da su regionalne jedinice zaposljavale jednog do dva
arheologa koji su u to vreme uz sve administrativne
obaveze morali obavljati jo§ i zaStitna istrazivanja.
Za celu Sloveniju to je znacilo negde oko 10 do 15
arheologa konzervatora. Njima su ¢esto morali po-
magati regionalni muzeji, druge kolege arheolozi
i studenti arheologije da bi mogli izvoditi zastitna
istrazivanja. No uz sve napore takav sistem nije bio
odrziv i njegova glavna posledica je bio dosta ogra-
ni¢en broj zastitnih istrazivanja odnosno njihovog
obima, a pravih prethodnih istrazivanja pre pocetka
gradevinskih radova, skoro da i nije bilo odnosno
i nije moglo biti jer nisu bila adekvatno zakonski
propisana.

U situaciji kada je sredinom 1990-tih bio potre-
ban promptan odgovor na gradnju autoputeva, javna
sluzba zastite bila je u dosta nezavidnoj situaciji:
fragmentirana na poluautonomne regionalne jedi-
nice, personalno izuzetno pothranjena, sa skromnom
opremom 1 drugim materijalnim sredstvima, a pre
svega bez pravog iskustva kako se nositi sa tako
velikim nacionalnim investicijskim projektom u ta-
ko kratkom vremenu. Regionalne jedinice su bile
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and precise work on the later analyses and interpre-
tations of sites.

The transition from the 1980s to the 1990s
brought some significant innovations to the practice
ofarchaeology in Slovenia, such as the use of geogra-
phic information systems, geophysical surveys, sy-
stematic aerial surveying, computer mapping of
excavations, and similar new methods and techno-
logies. All of them started to be used before the very
beginning of archaeology on motorways, but it was
during the motorway research that they showed their
great potential and were additionally developed.

If we summarize the situation before the mid-
1990s, when the program of intensive highway
construction began, we can say that Slovene archa-
eology already had several years of experience
with new ideas, practices, and technologies, which
proved to be one of the key factors in designing
adequate research in preventive archaeology. It
is not insignificant to mention that the main brain
trust of the new views and methods of work was
the Department of Archaeology of the Faculty of
Philosophy in Ljubljana, which very successfully
collaborated with the Institute for the Protection
of Cultural Heritage of Slovenia and successfully
launched new methods and ideas into the protection
practices of the time.

New organization of preventive archaeology

Protective archaeology in Slovenia has been
the domain of a special public service - the Institute
for the Protection of Cultural Heritage - since its
beginning in the late 1940s (Institute for the Pro-
tection of Cultural Heritage IPCHS or ZVKDS, in
Slovenian — prim.trans.). In the beginning, [PCHS
(ZVKDS) was formed as a single service for the
entire area of Slovenia, and from the 1960s onwards,
its regional units were formed, which became mo-
re and more independent over time. There were
seven of these regional units by the late 1990s,
while the central unit (Republic Institute) mainly
worked in the area of administrative protection
frameworks and did not carry out fieldwork. Such
a system certainly had certain advantages because
it strengthened protection at the regional level, but
its potential for effective protection in the case of
large projects was significantly reduced, especially
in the case of projects that exceeded the territorial
jurisdiction of regional institutes. In addition, it is
necessary to add that the regional units employed
one to two archaeologists, who at that time, in addi-
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zaduZzene za svoje regije dok je centrala (Republicki
zavod) imao vrlo skromne operativne moguénosti,
tako na podrucju organizacije rada kao i u smislu
politickog uticaja na nacionalnom nivou gde su
avtoputevi bili nesumljiv investicijski prioritet.

Brojni arheolozi, poznavajué¢i dotadasnju prak-
su i operativni kapacitet slovenske arheologije, pre
svega javne sluzbe za zaStitu baStine, shvatali su
alarmantnost nastale situacije. Ve¢ od 1993. pojavlji-
vale su se razli¢ite neformalne grupe arheologa koju
su pokusavale vrsiti pritisak na glavne republicke
ustanove da bi se uspostavio adekvatan sistem zasti-
te prilikom gradnje avtoputeva. Takvi pritisci su
vrlo brzo urodili plodom i ve¢ 1994. formirana je
unutar Republickog zavoda posebna radna grupa
za arheologiju na autoputevima (SAAS — Skupina
arheologijo na avtocestah v Sloveniji) koja je
dobila velike ovlasti i mogla sluzbeno pregovarati
sa drzavnom agencijom za autoputeve (DARS).
Clanovi SAAS bili su arheolozi iz svih regionalnih
zavoda i struénjaci iz drugih ustanova. SAAS je imao
dva glavna urgentna zadatka: a) kao jedino ovlasteno
telo pregovarati sa agencijom za autoputeve o uspo-
stavljanju jedinstvenog sistema zaStite odnosno
sistema prethodnih arheoloskih istrazivanja na tra-
sama avtoputeva i b) uspostaviti na unutrasnjem
(arheoloskom) planu jedinstvenu metodologiju i us-
love rada za sve regionalne jedinice. Po tadaSnjem
zakonu arheoloSka istrazivanja za potrebe zastite
mogao je voditi jedino zavod.

Kljucan dokument koji je proizveo SAAS bila
je metodologija prethodnih istrazivanja koja je pro-
iziSla iz elaborata Struktura in postopki (1994) Ciji
su autori bili Darja Grosman i Predrag Novakovié¢
sa Odelenja za arheologiju Filozofskog fakulteta,
a sa istog odelenja bio je i Bojan Djuri¢, voda
SAAS. Taj dokument je de facto postao privremeni
standard na osnovu kojeg su se propisivale i orga-
nizirale razlicite vrste prethodnih arheoloskih istra-
zivanja. Dokument je znaCajan i po tome S$to je
uveo pojam »ocene arheoloskog potencijala« kao
primarnog cilja preventivnih istrazavnja, tacnije re-
ceno »preventivne faze« zastite. Uvodenje ocene
arheoloskog potencijala bila je urgentna mera na ¢ijoj
se osnovi moglo na osnovi prethodnih istrazivanja
propisivati daljnje oblike istrazivanja i zastite, pa
i iskopavanja. Ocena arheoloskog potencijala tada
jos nije bila zakonski obavezna i nije mogla uticati
na promene prostornih planova i dokumenata ali je
SAAS uspesno pregovarao sa drzavnom agencijom
za autoputeve (DARS) koja je na kraju prihvatila
predlog SAAS i snosila troSkove istrazivanja za

tion to all administrative duties, also had to carry
out protective research. For the whole of Slovenia,
it meant that there were somewhere about 10 to 15
conservation archaeologists. They often had to be
assisted by regional museums, other fellow archa-
eologists, and archaeology students in order to carry
out conservation research. However, despite all
the efforts, such a system was not sustainable and
its main consequence was a rather limited num-
ber of protective research, i.e. their scope, and real
preliminary research before the start of the construc-
tion works, almost did not exist, or could not be done
because they were not adequately prescribed by law.

In a situation where, in the mid-90s of the last
century, there was an urgent need to react to the
construction of highways, the public protection
service was in a rather unenviable situation: it was
split into semi-autonomous regional units, and its
staff was extremely ‘malnourished’, with modest
equipment and other material resources, and above
all without real experience of how to deal with
such a large national investment project in such a
short time. Regional units were in charge of their
regions while the central (Republic Institute) has
very limited operative possibilities, both in the area
of work organization and in terms of political influ-
ence at the national level, where highways were an
unquestionable investment priority.

Numerous archaeologists, knowing the previous
practice and operational capacity of Slovene archa-
eology, above all public service for the protection
of heritage, realized the alarming nature of the
situation. As early as 1993, various informal groups
of archaeologists appeared and tried to put pressure
on the main republic institutions to establish an
adequate system of protection during the construc-
tion of highways. Such pressures bore fruit very
quickly, and already in 1994 a special working
group for archaeology on highways was formed
within the Republic Institute (Group archaeology on
highways in Slovenia— GAHS or SAAS in Slovenian
— prim.trans) which was given great powers and
could officially negotiate for the state highway
agency (DARS). Members of GAHS (SAAS)
were archaeologists from all regional institutes and
experts from other establishments. GAHS (SAAS)
had two main urgent tasks: a) as the only authorized
body to negotiate with the highway agency on the
establishment of a unique protection system, i.e. a
system of preliminary archaeological research on
highway routes, and b) to establish on an internal
(archeological) level, a unique methodology and
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izradu ocene potencijala.’ Metodologija prethodnih
istrazivanja sadrzavala je pre svega razlicite tehnike
brzih neinvazivnih ispitivanja odnosno uzorkova-
nja, geofizickih rekognosciranja i manjih testnih
sondiranja.

SAAS je u vrlo kratkom vremenu postavio
prili¢no adekvatan formalni okvir i finansijske uslo-
ve za prethodna istrazivanja ali je bilo potrebno
organizirati i u¢inkovito izvodenje tih radova. Tu su
glavni problem predstavljali ograniceni operativni
kapaciteti zavoda 1 njegovih regionalnih jedinica,
koje tada svakako nisu bile u stanju sa vlastitim
personalom izvesti tako obimna istrazivanja u krat-
kom vremenu. Cak i tradicionalna pomoé¢ koju su
nudili lokalni muzeji i druge arheoloske ustanove
nije bila dovolja a pre svega nije se na nju moglo
dugoro¢no sistematski oslanjati jer i te ustanove
nisu bile personalno jake i niti su imale adekvatnu
materijalnu infrastrukturu. Kao jedino realno i
pragmati¢no resenje ukazivao se sistematski angaz-
man arheologa koji nisu bili zaposleni u javnim usta-
novama. Naime, promenom politi¢kog sistema 1991.
godine 1 ekonomskom liberalizacijom poceli su se
sredinom devedesetih pojavljivati i razli¢iti oblici
organiziranja arheologa u privatne preduzetnicke
forme. Cinjenica je da su razli¢iti oblici angaZiranja
»privatnihlica« od stranejavniharheoloskihustanova
postojali ve¢ vise decenija, npr. zapoSljavanje preko
studentskih servisa, sklapanje individualnih ugovora
za rad na terenu ili obradu nalaza i dokumentacije,
crtanje 1 sl. pa takva praksa nije bila posve strana.
Na takav nacin bilo je, po naSoj gruboj proceni, u
arheoloskim radovima zaposleno jo§ negde oko 20
do 30 % dodatne radne snage. Ono $to se je pocelo
na tom polju menjati sredinom devedesetih bilo je
organiziranje individualno angaZovanih pojedinaca
urazlic¢ite preduzetnicke oblike. Taj proces je upravo
zbog velike potraznje po struc¢noj radnoj snazi za
izvodenje arheoloskih radova na autoputevima bio
izuzetno ubrzan, da bi ve¢ od kraja devedesetih
vec¢inu terenskih radova obavljali arheolozi i drugi
struénjaci iz novih arheoloskih preduzeca.

U tadasnjim zakonskim okvirima pa sve do 2008.
godine arheoloska istrazivanja mogle su sluzbeno
izvoditi samo javne ustanove, koje su jedine mogle
dobiti dozvole za rad na arheoloskoj bastini. No, po-
$to javne ustanove nisu imale dovoljo kapaciteta,

° U zakonskim promena iz 2004. 1 2008. godine ocena arhe-
oloskog potencijala kona¢no postaje obavezan sadrzaj studija
uticaja na okolinu.
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working conditions for all regional units. According
to the law at the time, only the institute could con-
duct archaeological research for the purposes of pro-
tection.

The key document that was created by GAHS
(SAAS) was the methodology of the preliminary
research, which resulted from the study Structure in
Procedures (1994) whose authors were Darja Gross-
man and Predrag Novakovi¢ from the Department
of Archaeology of the Faculty of Philosophy, and
from the same department was Bojan Djuri¢, the
leader of GAHS (SAAS). That document de facto
became a temporary standard based on which
various types of preliminary archaeological research
were prescribed and organized. The document is
also significant in that it introduced the concept
of “assessment of archaeological potential” as the
primary goal of preventive research, or rather the
“preventive phase” of protection. The introduction
of the assessment of archaeological potential was
an urgent measure based on which further forms
of research and protection, including excavations,
could be prescribed based on preliminary research.
The assessment of archaeological potential was not
yet legally binding and could not affect changes in
spatial plans and documents, but GAHS (SAAS)
successfully negotiated with the State Highways
Agency (DARS), which ultimately accepted GAHS’
s (SAAS) proposal and bore the research costs for
the preparation of the potential assessment.> The
methodology of the preliminary research above all
contained different technics of fast non-invasive
questionings, i.e. sampling, geophysical survey, and
smaller trial trenching.

In a very short time, GAHS (SAAS) set up a
fairly adequate formal framework and financial
conditions for preliminary research, but it was
necessary to organize and effectively carry out those
works. The main problem here was the limited
operational capacities of the institute and its regi-
onal units, which were certainly not able to carry
out such extensive research in a short time with
their own personnel. Even traditional help that is
offered by local museums and other archaeological
establishments was not enough and above all, it
could not be systematically relied on in the long
term because those institutions were not strong in

> In the legal changes of 2004 and 2008, the assessment of
archaeological potential finally becomes a mandatory content of
environmental impact studies.
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reSenje se pokazalo u angazovanju privatnih pre-
duzec¢a kao podizvodaca. Na taj nacin doslo je do
hibridnog sistema gde su (regionalni) zavodi bili
sluzbeni izvodaci arheoloskih istrazivanja, a pri-
vatna pravna ili fizi¢ka lica njegovi podizvodaci sa
kojima su zavodi sklapali ugovore. Time se trziste
rada u arheologiji u vrlo kratkom vremenu izuzetno
povecalo a zbog velikog vremenskog pritiska, broj-
canosti arheoloskih projekata i njihovih velikih
dimenzija, bilo je oko 2000. godine potrebno u po-
mo¢ povremeno pozivati i arheologe iz susednih ze-
malja. Po procenama Privredne komore Slovenije
bruto prihodi privantog sektora u arheologiji u
1998. godini bili su oko 160.000 €, a 2007. ve¢ oko
2.400.000 €. U tom periodu broj privatnih firmi po-
vecao se od 3 na 17 sa ukupno oko 50 zaposlenih
Sto je tada iznosilo oko trec¢ine svih zaposlenih arhe-
ologa. Samo na takav nacin bilo je moguce od 1995.
do 2008. istraziti oko 250 km trasa autoputeva i
oko 1250 hektara pregledane povrSine (pregledana
je bila trasa autoputeva u Sirini 50 m), otkriti oko
330 novih nalazista od kojih je bilo 176 iskopavanih
(Nadbath i1 Rutar 2012, 65). Iskustvo saradnje jav-
nog 1 privatnog sektora bilo je svakako pozitivno
i prenelo se u daljnje korake razvoja preventivne
arheologije.

Jedna od najznacajnijih posledica hibridnog sis-
tema bio je izuzetno povecanje obima arheoloskih
istrazivanja u Sloveniji i time puno veca zasti¢enost
podnosno istrazenost arheoloske bastine. Na pocetku
su takav rast obima omogucavala istrazivanja na auto-
putevima, no rast nije bio zaustavljen zavrSetkom au-
toputeva, jer su je podrzavali drugi veliki investicijski
projekti u Sloveniji za koje je su pocela vaziti sli¢na
pravila i standardi koje je za autoputeve uveo SAAS a
regionalni zavodi poceli aplicirati i na druge gradnje.

Preventivna arheologija u zakonu

Do znacajne zakonske sistematizacije preventi-
vne arheologije dolazi 2008. godine sa novim
Zakonom o zastiti kulturne bastine (Zakon o varstvu
kulturne dedisc¢ine — ZVKD-1). 1z prethodnog za-
kona iz 1999. godine (Zakon o varstvu kulturne
dediscine — ZVKD) ostaje glavna Kklasifikacija
zaStitnog statusa bastine: na bastinu (arheoloski
ostaci odnosno arheoloske lokacije dobijaju status
zaSticene bastine upisom u registar kulturne basti-
ne) i spomenike koje proglasava drzava u slucaju
nacionalnih spomenika ili lokalne zajednice kod
spomenika lokalnog znacaja. No za razliku od zako-
na iz 1999. novi je zakon puno preciznije opredelio

terms of personnel and did not have an adequate
material infrastructure. Systematic involvement of
archaeologists who were not employed in public
institutions was indicated as the only realistic and
pragmatic solution. Namely, with the change in the
political system in 1991 and economic liberalization,
various forms of organizing archaeologists into
private entrepreneurial forms began to appear in
the mid-nineties. The fact is that various forms of
engagement of “private persons” by public archaeo-
logical institutions have existed for several decades,
e.g. employment through student services, signing
of individual contracts for work in the field, or pro-
cessing of findings and documentation, drawing, etc.
so such a practice was not entirely foreign. In this
way, according to our rough estimate, around 20%
to 30% of the additional workforce was employed
in archaeological work. What started to change in
that field in the mid-nineties was the organization
of individually employed persons into different
entrepreneurial forms. That process was extremely
accelerated precisely because of the high demand for
professional labor to carry out archaeological works
on highways so from the end of the nineties most of
the fieldwork was carried out by archaeologists and
other experts from new archaeological companies.
In the legal framework at the time and until
2008, archaeological research could only be officia-
lly carried out by public institutions, which were the
only ones able to obtain permits to work on archa-
eological heritage. However, since public institutions
did not have enough capacity, the solution turned
out to be the engagement of private companies as
subcontractors. In this way, a hybrid system was
created where (regional) institutes were the official
contractors of archaeological research, and juridi-
cal and legal persons were its subcontractors with
whom the institutes entered into contracts. As a
result, the labor market in archaeology increased
tremendously in a very short time, and due to the
great time pressure, the number of archaeological
projects, and their large dimensions, around the
year 2000, it was necessary to occasionally invite
archaeologists from neighboring countries to help.
According to the estimates of the Slovenian Cham-
ber of Commerce, the gross income of the private
sector in archaeology in 1998 was around €160,000,
and in 2007 it was around €2,400,000. In that period,
the number of private companies increased from
3 to 17 with a total of about 50 employees, which
then amounted to about a third of all employed
archaeologists. Only in this way was it possible from
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arheoloSku baStinu i aktivnosti povezane sa njenom
zaStitom, a pre svega uveo koncept preventivne zas-
tite.®

Dok je u prethodnom zakonu arheoloska bastina
definirana vrlo uopsteno novi zakon je puno detalnije
opredeljivao pojedine pojmove;’ tu navodimo samo
neke najbitnije:

*  ArheoloSki nalaz je pokretni arheoloski osta-
tak, koji se nalazio u zemlji ili ispod vode
najmanje 100 godina. Arheoloski nalazi su
i oruzje, municija i drugi vojni materijal,
vojna vozila, plovila i njihovi delovi, koji su
bili ispod zemlje ili pod vodom najmanje 50
godina

»  Arheoloski ostaci su svi predmeti i tragovi
covekovih aktivnosti iz proteklih vriemena na
povrsini, u zemlji i vodi, kojih ocuvanje i pro-
ucavanje doprinosi otkrivanju istorijskog
razvoja covecanstva i njegove povezanosti
sa prirodnom okolinom i za koje je glavni
izvor informacija arheolosko istrazivanje i
za koje je moguce predpoistaviti da su bili
ispod zemlje ili pod vodom bar 100 godina i
imaju karakteristike bastine... Strucno iden-
tificirani i registrirani arheoloski ostaci po-
staju bastina.

*  Arheolosko nalaziste je originalno mesto de-
ponovanja i otkrivanja arheoloskih ostataka.
Strucno identificirano i registrirano arhe-
olosko nalaziste postaje bastina...

*  Arhiv_arheoloskog nalazista je rezultat
istrazivanja individualnoig arheoloskog na-
laziSta zajedno sa svim arheoloskim nala-
zima, uzorcima i kompletnom dokumen-
tacijom koja prati arheoloSko istrazZivanje
i posle-terensku obradu, i mora biti trajno
c¢uvan kao celina na nacin da omogucava
slobodan pristup strucnoj i siroj javnosti.

¢ Preventivna zastita bila je od 1999. moguca na osnovi
konvencije iz La Vallette koju je Slovenija te godine ratificirala
ali sve do 2008. nije bila propisana u Zakonu o zastiti kulturne
bastine. O uvodenju preventivne zastite u postupke drzavnih
i opstinskih prostornih planova videti Stih (2012) i Mlakar
(2012).

7 Veliku razliku u oba zakona u preciznosti opredeljivanja
arheoloske bastine, arheoloskih istrazivanja i sl. pojmova dobro
ilustrira jedan mali test. U zakonu iz 1999. godine pojmovi
arheologija, arheoloski i sliéne izvedenice pojavljuju se samo
14 puta u tekstu, u zakonu iz 2008. godine takvi pojmovi se
pojavljuju 162 puta.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

1995 to 2008 to investigate about 250 km of high-
way routes and about 1,250 hectares of surveyed
area (the highway route with a width of 50 m was
surveyed), to discover about 330 new sites, of which
176 were excavated (Nadbath and Rutar 2012, 65).
The experience of cooperation between the public
and private sectors was certainly positive and was
transferred to the further steps of the development
of preventive archaeology.

One of the most significant consequences of
the hybrid system was an extraordinary increase
in the scope of archaeological research in Slovenia
and thus much greater protection and research of
the archaeological heritage. In the beginning, such
growth in volume was made possible by research on
highways, but the growth was not stopped by the
completion of highways, because it was supported
by other large investment projects in Slovenia, for
which similar rules and standards, that were intro-
duced for highways by GAHS (SAAS), began to
apply, and regional institutes began to apply to other
constructions.

Preventive archaeology in law

Significant legal systematization of preventive
archaeology came in 2008 with the new Law on
the Protection of Cultural Heritage (Law on the
Protection of Cultural Heritage — ZVKD-1). From
the previous law from 1999 (Law on the Pro-
tection of Cultural Heritage — ZVKD) the main
classification of the protective status of heritage
remains: as heritage (archaeological remains, i.e.
archaeological sites, receive the status of protected
heritage by being entered in the register of cultural
heritage) and monuments declared by the state in the
case of national monuments or by the local commu-
nity in the case of monuments of local importance.
However, unlike the law from 1999, the new law
defined the archaeological heritage and activities
related to its protection much more precisely, and
above all introduced the concept of preventive pro-
tection.’

While the previous law defined archaeological
heritage in a very general way, the new law defined

¢ Preventive protection has been possible since 1999 on
the basis of the La Valletta Convention, which Slovenia ratified
that year, but until 2008 it was not prescribed in the Law on
the Protection of Cultural Heritage. On the introduction of
preventive protection in the procedures of state and municipal
spatial plans, see Stih (2012) and Mlakar (2012).
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Novi zakon jasno opredeljuje i funkciju istrazi-
vanja arheoloske bastine i po prvi put uvodi pojam
prethodnih istrazivanja:

*  Prethodno istraZivanje je istraZivanje basti-
ne odnosno arheoloskih ostataka koje je
potrebno obaviti da bi se dobile informacije
potrebne za vrednovanje bastine odnosno
arheoloskih ostataka pre pocetka fizickih
intervencija u prostoru odnosno pre izgrad-
nje, da se preciznije odrede mere zastite,
da se preciznije odredi arheoloska bastina
odnosno arheoloski ostaci pre fizickih inter-
vencija u prostoru odnosno pre gradnje ili
da se arheoloska bastina pre gradnje kon-
trolirano izmesti. Prethodno arheolosko
istrazivanje ukljucuje i obradu arhiva arhe-
oloSkog nalazista posle iskopavanja.’

Postupanju sa arheoloskim ostacima namenjena
su ¢ak 3 ¢lana zakona (26., 26.a i 27. Clan) gde
izmedu ostalog nalazimo i zahtev da je ovlas¢eno
lice obavezno da u roku od sedam dana istrazi da
li se u sluCaju nalaza radi o arheoloskoj bastini, da
mora sprovesti postupak upisa u registar bastine,
izdati privremeno reSenje o arheoloSkom nalazistu
do izvedbe prethodnih istrazivanja koje vazi 6
meseci (u tom roku naime mora biti reSen pravni
status zastite), u slucaju da su nalazi otkriveni na
zemljistu za kojeg investitor ve¢ ima vazecu grade-
vinsku dozvolu prethodna istrazivanja moraju biti
obavljena najkasnije 60 dana posle izdavanja reSenja
o arheoloskom nalazistu...

Za sva arheoloska iskopavanja potrebna je
dozvola nadleznog ministarstva (to su sadrzavali i
prethodni zakoni), novost u novom zakonu je ve¢ u
samoj terminologiji gde je re¢ o »kulturno-zastitnoj
saglasnosti (dozvoli) za istrazivanje i izmestaj basti-
ne«. lzmestanje bastine je de facto drugi pojam za
arheoloska iskopavanja odnosno istrazivanja posle
kojih se teren prepusta za gradnju, a bastina (predmeti
i dokumentacija) su »premesteni« u ovlas¢ene usta-
nove (zavode, muzeje i sl.) odnosno ne dolazi do
zaStite in situ. Novost u novom zakonu ti¢e se i
izvodenja i nadzora istrazivanja, stari zakon je obe
aktivnosti propisivao zavodima, dok novi zakon za-
vodu daje ovlas¢enja za nadzor nad arheoloskim ra-
dovima u skladu sa propisanim kulturno-zastitnim

8 Ova poslednja recenica je bila kljuéna za definitivno
uklju¢ivanje post-terenskih radova u istrazivanje odnosno fi-
nansiranje. Pre toga se vrlo cesto deSavalo, da je bio finansiran
od strane investotora samo terenski deo istrazivanja.

individual terms in much more detail;” here we list
only some of the most important ones:

*  An archaeological find is a movable arche-
ological remain, which was located in the
ground or underwater for at least 100 years.
Archaeological findings are also weapons,
ammunition and other army material, army
vehicles, boats, and their parts, which have
been underground or underwater for at least
50 years.

*  Archeological remains are all objects and
traces of human activities from past times
on the surface, in the ground, and in the
water, the preservation and study of which
contributes to the discovery of the historical
development of humanity and its connection
with the natural environment, and for which
the main source of information is archa-
eological research and for which it is po-
ssible to pre-identify that they have been
underground or underwater for at least 100
vears and have heritage characteristics...
Expertly identified and registered archaeolo-
gical remains become heritage.

»  Thearcheologicalsite is the original place of
depositing and discovering archaeological
remains. Expertly identified and registered
archaeological sites become heritage

*  Archiveofthe archaeological site is the result
of researching individual archaeological si-
tes together with all archaeological findings,
samples, and with complete documentation
which follow archaeological research and
post-field processing, and must be perma-
nently preserved as a whole in a way that
allows free access to experts and the general
public.

The new law also clearly defines the function of
archaeological heritage research and for the first ti-
me introduces the concept of Preliminary research:

* A preliminary research is a research of
the heritage,i.e. archaeological remains
that needs to be done in order to obtain

7 Big difference in both laws in the precision of defining
archaeological heritage, archaeological research, etc. concepts
is well illustrated by a small test. In the law from 1999 terms
archeology, archaeological and similar derivatives appearing
just 14 times in text, in law from 2008 such concepts appearing
162 times.
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uslovima. Istrazivanja (prethodna i druga, kao npr.
iskopavanja) nisu viSe predmet rada javne sluzbe
koja propisuje kulturno-zastitne uslove. No zavod
ipak nije u potpunosti izgubio pravo na istrazivanja
u svrhu zastite bastine. U odredenim slucajevima
promene drzavnih prostornih planova i gradnje za
vlastite stambene potrebe, gde je drzava placala
prethodna istrazivanja, zavod je takva istrazivanja
obavljao u okviru svoje javne sluzne. No o tome ¢e
biti viSe govora u daljem tekstu.

Od velikog znacaja je 34. ¢lan novog zakona koji
eksplicitno nalaze investitoru gradnje pokrivanje
troskova prethodnih istrazivanja kada se gradnja
planira na registriranom arheoloskom nalazistu od-
nosno gradnja zahteva promenu namene bastine od-
nosno spomenika. Isti ¢lan nalaze drzavi da sama
finansira prethodna istrazivanja u 4 slucaja:

1. Nalokacijama opredeljenim u vaze¢im pros-
tornim aktovima za koje nisu bile izvedena
prethodna istrazivanja u fazi pripreme tih
prostornih aktova.’

2. Ako se kasnije otkrije arheoloSko nalaziSte
na gradevinskom zemljistu koje je bilo
pregledano u procesu pripreme prostornih
planova i u prethodnim istrazivanjima nala-
ziste nije bilo otkriveno.

3. Ako je investitor fizicko lice koji na regi-
striranom arheoloskom nalazistu gradi ili
adaptira objekat za vlastite stambene potre-
be.

4. 4. Kod gradnje objekata na registriranom
arheoloskom nalazistu koji se grade za izvo-
denje delatnosti u javnom interesu.

Ovaj sumarni pregled kljucnih novosti u zakonu iz
2008. godine zavrsi¢emo sa najvaznijim promenama
koje zakon donosi u organizaciji javne sluzbe za
zaStitu kulturne bastine pre svega Zavoda za zastitu
kulturne bastine.'” Sto se pravnog statusa zavoda tice
tu nije doslo do veéih promena. I novi i prethodni za-
kon definiraju zavod kao samostalnu javnu ustanovu
koju je osnovala drzava i koju po zakonu finansira
Ministarstvo kulture koje vrsi i nadzor nad radom
zavoda, ali zavod nije deo tog ministarstva. Za po-
dru¢je kulturne bastine Ministarstvo kulture ima
poseban Direktorat za kulturnu bastinu, ¢iji glavni
zadatak Cine opSti upravni poslovi, usmeravanje i

? Za sve novije prostorne planove i akte prethodna istraziva-
nja su obavezna na osnovi ocene uticaja na okolinu.

"0 tom vise u Djuri¢ (2012). O sadasnjoj strukturi
ZVKDS videti i Pirkovi¢ (2014).
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the information needed for the evaluation
of heritage or archaeological remains
before the start of physical interventions
in the area or before construction, to mo-
re precisely determine the protection mea-
sures, to more precisely determine the
archaeological heritage or archaeological
remains before physical interventions in
the space, that is, before construction, or to
move the archaeological heritage in a con-
trolled manner before construction. The
preliminary archaeological research also
includes the processing of the archives of
the archaeological site after excavation.’

As many as 3 articles of the law (Articles 26,
26a, and 27) are intended to deal with archaeological
remains, where, among other things, we find the
requirement that the authorized person is obliged
to investigate within seven days whether, in the
event of a find, it is an archaeological heritage, that
he must carry out the procedure of registration in
the heritage register, issue a temporary decision on
the archaeological site pending the completion of
previous research, which is valid for 6 months (na-
mely, the legal status of protection must be resolved
within that period), in case the findings were
discovered on land for which the investor already
has a valid building permit, a preliminary research
must be done no later than 60 days after the issuance
of the decision on the archaeological site...

All archaeological excavations require a per-
mit from the responsible Ministry (this was also
contained in the previous laws), the novelty of the
new law is already in the terminology itself, which
refers to “cultural-protection consent (permit) for
research and relocation of heritage”. Relocation of
heritage is de facto another term for archaeological
excavations, 1.e. research after which the terrain is
given over to construction and the heritage (objects
and documentation) are “moved” to authorized insti-
tutions (institutes, museums, etc.), i.e. there is no
protection in situ. The novelty in the new law relates
to the performance and supervision of research,
the old law prescribed both activities to institutes,
while the new law gives the institute powers to
supervise archaeological works in accordance
with the prescribed cultural protection conditions.

8 This last sentence was crucial for the definitive inclusion
of post-field work in research i.e. funding. Before that, it often
happened that only the field part of the research was financed
by investors.
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razvoj sistema zastite kulturne bastine, medunarodne
konvencije i ugovori. Na uzem arheoloskom podrucju
direktorat je nadlezan za vodenje registra kulturne
bastine, proglaSavanje spomenika drzavnog znacaja i
za izdavanje kulturno-zastitnih dozvola za arheoloska
istrazivanja. Vrlo pojednostavljeno receno, direktorat
je organ ministarstva za upravne poslove na podrucju
zastite kulturne bastine, dok je zavod autonomna
stru¢na sluzba koja daje stru¢na misljenja, izvodi
istrazivanja, vrs$i nadzor nad istrazivanjima drugih
ustanova, priprema strucne podloge za prostorne pla-
nove i sl.

Na osnovi novog zakona iz 2008. godine postav-
ljena je nova organizacijska struktura ZVKDS. Pri
tome je znacajno napomenuti da je ve¢ 2003. godi-
ne zavod bio objedinjen a dotadasnji regionalni za-
vodi postali su ispostave bez statusa pravnog lica.
Zakon iz 2008. godine ukinuo je dotadasnje pravo
zavoda da bude jedini izvodac arheoloskih zastitnih
radova. Po novom zakonu arheoloska istrazivanja
(zastitna i druga) mogle su slobodno voditi javne
i privatne ustanove, koje su zadovoljavale uslove
iz pravilnika o arheoloskim istrazivanja i dobiti
odgovarajué¢i dozvolu za arheoloska istrazivanja od
strane Ministarstva kulture. Na tom podrucju uloga
zavoda postala je nadzor nad kvalitetom istrazivanja
u skladu sa propisanim kulturno-zastitnim uslovima
i standardima."

Novi je zakon predvideo dve glavne jedinice za-
voda:

1. Sluzbu za kulturnu bastinu koja se sastoji
od 7 regionalnih ispostava (nekadasnjih
regionalnih zavoda), ¢iji je glavni zadatak
izrada kulturno-zastitnih uslova i smernice
za konkretne investicijske projekte, saradnja
pri izradi prostornih planova i stru¢ni nadzor
nad arheoloskim istrazivanjima. Klju¢no je
spomenuti, da Sluzba za kulturnu bastinu ne
moze izvoditi istrazivanja za koje sama pro-
pisuje uslove i smernice.

2. Centar za konzervaciju sastavljen iz: Res-
tauratorskog centra, Centra za preventivnu
arheologiju i Istrazivacki institut zavoda. Za
sve tri sastavne jedinice centra za konzerva-
ciju vazi da ne mogu izdavati dokumenta
upravnog znacaja ve¢ samo strucne analize,
elaborate, izvestaje i sl.

11 Zapisnik o konzervatorskom nadzoru arheoloskih istrazi-
vanja postao je obavezan sastavni deo konac¢nog izvestaja kod
svih projekata, za koje takav nadzor propisuje Pravilnik o arhe-
oloskim istrazivanjima.

Research (preliminary and other, such as, for exam-
ple, excavations) is no longer the subject of the work
of the public service that prescribes cultural pro-
tection conditions. However, the institute has not
completely lost the right to research for the purpose
of heritage protection. In certain cases of changes in
state spatial plans and construction for own housing
needs (family homes — prim.trans.), where the state
paid for previous research, the institute carried out
such research as part of its public service. But there
will be more talk about that in the following text.

Of great importance is the 34th article of the
new law, which explicitly orders the construction
investor to cover the costs of preliminary studies
when construction is planned on a registered archae-
ological site, i.e. the construction requires a change
in the purpose of the heritage or monuments. The
same article instructs the state to finance preliminary
study by itself in 4 cases:

1. At the locations defined in the valid spatial
acts for which no previous research was
carried out during the preparation phase of
those spatial acts.’

2. If an archaeological site is later discovered
on construction land that was examined in
the process of preparing spatial plans and the
site was not discovered in the preliminary
study.

3. If the investor is an individual who is on a
registered archaeological site building or
adapting an object for their own residential
needs.

4. When building construction on a registered
archaeological site that is built for the per-
formance of activities in the public interest.

We will end this summary review of the key
innovations in the law from 2008 with the most
important changes brought about by the law in the
organization of the public service for the protection
of cultural heritage, primarily the Institute for the
Protection of Cultural Heritage.!'® As far as the
institution’s legal status is concerned, no major
changes have occurred. Both the new and the
previous law define the institute as an independent
public institution founded by the state and financed

° For all recent spatial plans and acts previous researches
are required on the basis of environment assesment .

" More about that in Djuric (2012). On the current structure
of ZVKDS, see also Pirkovic (2014).
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Zanas Clanak bitan je pre svega Centar za preven-
tivnu arheologiju, ¢iji je glavni zadatak izvodenje
prethodnih i drugih arheoloskih istrazivanja koja u
skladu sa svojim ovlas¢enjima propisuje Sluzba za
kulturnu bastinu i finansira drzava (npr. na prostorima
drzavnih prostorskih akata, stvaranju novih grade-
vinskih zemljista i podru¢jima spomenika u drzav-
nom i privatnom vlasnistvu). Dodatni zadaci Centra
za preventivnu arheologiju ukljucuju i druga istrazi-
vanja, promociju i metodoloski razvoj. Pri tom
nije nebitno spomenuti da Centar za preventivinu
arheologiju nije ogranic¢en samo na projekte koje po
zakonu finansira drzava ve¢ moze i samostalno nas-
tupati na tenderima u konkurenciji sa drugim javnim
i privatnim izvodac¢ima arheoloSkih radova."?

Zakon iz 2008. godine predvideo je i znacajan
podzakonski akt — pravilnik o arheoloskim istrazi-
vanjima i standarde arheoloskih istrazivanja (Pra-
vilnik o arheoloskih raziskavah, 2013). Za izradu
pravilnika Ministar za kulturu imenovao je 2010.
godine posebnu radnu grupu koju su sastavljali
stru¢njaci iz akademske, muzejske i zastitne sfere.
Rad na pravilniku potrajao je do 2013. godine kada
je pravilnik Ministarstvo kulture kona¢no potvrdilo.
Od svih sli¢nih pravilnika iz prethodnih perioda no-
vi pravilnik je bio daleko najdetaljniji i sadrzavao
je standarde za arheoloska istrazivanja, pravilnik
je imao 29 ¢lanova i 6 priloga na ukupno 41 strani.
Osnova za izradu standarda bila je posebna studija
Minimalni standardi izkopavalne dokumentacije
(2007) autora Predraga Novakovica, Darje Grosman,
Renea Masaryka i Matjaza NovS§aka koju je narucilo
Ministarstvo kulture. Pravilnik je predug da bi ga
na ovom mestu detaljnije predstavili. Svakako je
najbitnije napomenuti da je Pravilnik vrlo detaljno
razradio uslove i postupak izdavanja dozvola za
istrazivanja, jasno opredelio odgovornost svih uk-
ljucenih subjekata, predvideo odredene sankcije i
odredio standarde za istrazivacke metode i doku-
mentaciju.

Implementacijom novog zakona doslo je i do
formiranja nove Komisije za arheoloska istrazivanja.
Ta komisija je opredeljena je kao stalno strucno
savetodavno telo Ministarstva kojme se podnose
molbe za izdavanje dozvole za sva arheoloska is-
trazivanja. Komisija daje svoje misljenje na ute-
meljenost istrazivanja, osposobljenost i sastav is-
trazivacke ekipe, adekvatnost istrazivacke metodo-
logije, finansijsku odrzivost post-terenskog rada,
daje predloge poboljSanja u urganizaciji istraziva-

12 Vise o zadacima i radu Centra za preventivnu arheologiju
videti u Nadbath i Rutar (2012).
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by law by the Ministry of Culture, which also super-
vises the work of the institute, but the institute is
not part of that ministry. For the area of Cultural
Heritage, the Ministry of Culture has a special
Directorate for Cultural Heritage, whose main task
consists of general administrative affairs, directing
and developing the cultural heritage protection
system, international conventions, and agreements.
In the narrower archeological area, the directorate is
responsible for maintaining the register of cultural
heritage, declaring monuments of national impor-
tance, and issuing cultural protection permits for
archaeological research. In very simplified terms, the
directorate is an organ of the Ministry for Admini-
strative Affairs in the field of cultural heritage
protection, while the institute is an autonomous
professional service that provides expert opinions,
conducts research, supervises the research of other
institutions, prepares the expert basis for spatial
plans, etc.

Based on the new law from 2008 new organi-
zational structure of IPCHS (ZVKDS) was set. At
the same time, it is important to note that the institute
was already unified in 2003, and the previous regi-
onal institutes became branches without the status
of a legal entity. The law from 2008 abolished the
institute’s previous right to be the sole contractor of
archaeological protection works. According to the
new law, archaeological research (protective and
other) could be conducted freely by public and pri-
vate institutions, which meet the requirements of
the rules on archaeological research and receive the
appropriate permission for archaeological research
from the Ministry of Culture. In that area, the institu-
te’s role became the supervision of research quality
in accordance with the prescribed cultural protection
conditions and standards."!

The new law provided for two main units of the
institution:

1. The service for cultural heritage which
consists of 7 regional branches (former
regional institutes), whose main task is the
development of cultural protection conditi-
ons and guidelines for specific investment
projects, cooperation in the development
of spatial plans, and expert supervision of
archaeological research. It is important to

"' The record on the conservation supervision of archaeolo-
gical research has become a mandatory integral part of the final
report for all projects, for which such supervision is prescribed
by the Rulebook on Archaeological Research.
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nja, proverava da li su osigurani adekvatni uslovi
privremenog deponovanja nalaza i uzoraka i sl.
Pozitivna ocena komisije je stru¢na podloga za
izdavanje dozvole za istrazivanje koju izdaje Dire-
ktorat za kulturnu bastinu. PoSto komisija nije
upravni organ, Ministar kao predstavnik upravnog
organa teoretski moze doneti drugaciju odluku od
komisije ali onda snosi politicku odgovornost za
nepostovanje stru¢nog misljenja. U viSe od deset
godina rada te komisije takvih slucajeva prakti¢no
nije bilo. O velikom znacaju te komisije vrlo ilustra-
tivno govore brojke. Zbog velikog broja molbi za
dozvole komisija se sastaje sedmi¢no (oko 35 sasta-
naka godisnje) i od svog osnivanja 2009. godine
komisija je imala vise od 350 sastanaka na kojima
je pregledala priblizno 5.000 molbi za arheoloska
istrazivanja. Te brojke jasno govore i o koli¢inama
arheoloskih istrazivanja u Sloveniji u poslednjih
petnaestak godina.'

Nov zakonski i organizacijski okvir preventivne
arheologije sa svim potrebnim telima i sluzbama,
pravilnicima i standardima bio je tako konacno
uspostavljen u periodu izmedu 2008 1 2013 godine.
kao $to smo ve¢ rekli, najvecu transformaciju dozi-
vela je javna sluzba za zastitu kulturne bastine, koja
je postala glavni protagonist implementacije pre-
ventivne arheologije.

UCINAK PREVENTIVNE ARHEOLOGIJE
U SLOVENSKOJ ARHEOLOGIJI

Ucinak preventivne arheologije na Siru slo-
vensku arheologiju mozemo u najkracem obliku
opisati kao multiplikatorski. Videli smo kako je
proces formiranja sadaSnjeg sistema preventivne
arheologije imao veliki uticaj na promene u legisla-
turi, reorganizaciji javne sluzbe za zastitu kulturne
bastine, standardizaciji stru¢nog rada u arheologiji
i ulozi privatnog odnosno preduzetnickog sektora u
arheoloskoj bastini. U neposrednoj vezi sa razvojem
preventivne arheologije je i veliko povecanje koli-
¢ine 1 obima radova a time i1 znatno povecanje zapo-
slenosti u arheologiji. U vezi sa jako pove¢anim bro-
jem istrazivanja je i iznimno velika koli¢ina novih
podataka koja je uticala na promene u interpretaciji
arheoloske proslosti, produbljena specializacija u
arheologiji, uvodenje novih tehnologija i metoda.

Svakako je ¢injenica da je razvojem preventivne
arheologije doslo do prili¢ne promene ravnoteze

Y Vise o radu komisije videti u Brisnik, Kajzer Cafnik i
Novakovi¢ (2016).

mention that the Cultural Heritage Service
cannot carry out research for which it itself
prescribes the conditions and guidelines.

2. The Conservation Center is composed of:
the Restoration Center, the Center for Pre-
ventive Archaeology, and the Research
Institute of the Institute. For all three con-
stituent units of the conservation center, it
is valid that they cannot issue documents of
administrative importance, but only expert
analyses, studies, reports, etc.

For our article, the Center for Preventive Archae-
ology is important first of all, whose main task is
to carry out preliminary and other archaeological
research, which, in accordance with its powers,
is prescribed by the Cultural Heritage Service
and financed by the state (e.g. in the areas of state
spatial acts, the creation of new building land and
areas of monuments in state and private owner-
ship). Additional tasks of the Center for Preventive
Archaeology also include other research, promotion,
and methodological development. At the same time,
it is important to mention that the Center for Pre-
ventive Archaeology is not limited only to projects
financed by the state by law, but can also participate
independently in tenders in competition with other
public and private contractors of archaeological
work."?

The law from 2008 also provided for an impor-
tant by-law - the rulebook on archaeological rese-
arch and standards of archaeological research
(Rulebook on Archaeological Research, 2013). In
2010, the Minister of Culture appointed a special
working group, composed of experts from the aca-
demic, museum, and protection spheres, to draft
the rulebook. Work on the rulebook lasted until
2013 when the rulebook was finally confirmed by
the Ministry of Culture. Of all similar regulations
from previous periods, the new regulation was by
far the most detailed and contained standards for
archaeological research, the regulation had 29
articles and 6 attachments on a total of 41 pages.
The basis for the development of the standards was
a special study Minimal Standards of excavation
documentation (2007) by Predrag Novakovi¢, Darja
Grossman, Rene Masaryk, and Matjaz Novsak,
which was commissioned by the Ministry of Cul-
ture. The Rulebook is too long to present in detail

12 See more about the tasks and work of the Center for Pre-
ventive Archeology in Nadbath and Rutar (2012).
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odnosno prethodnog stanja u arheologiji u brojnim
domenama. Nabrojimo samo neke od znacajnijih:

a) udeo preventivnih istrazivanja danas iznosi
viSe od 95% svih istrazivanja u arheologiji u
Sloveniji $to jasno ukazuje da je slovenska
arheologija sve vise data driven nauka, da
njen razvoj umnogome uslovljavaju novi
podaci koji se pojavljuju izuzetnom brzi-
nom i u velikim koli¢inama. Tu svakako
dolazi do odredene nesinhronosti izmedu
novih podataka i njihovom ukljuc¢ivanju u
razli¢ite oblike arheoloskih interpretacija.
Interpretacijama je jednostavno potrebno
odredeno vreme da se razviju i budu pri-
hvacene a zna se desavati, da taj proces do-
datno otezavaju najnoviji podaci

b) lako je motiv preventivnih arheoloskih
istrazivanja potpuno drugaciji od motiva
iskljucivo istrazivackih projekata koji su
usmereni u istrazivanje konkretnih pitanja
i prioriteta, na duze staze se preventivna
arheologija pokazala izuzetno znacajnom i
za istrazivacku arheologiju. Kao prvo, vise
od 4.000 razli¢itih preventivnih projeka-
ta izvedenih u zadnjoj deceniji po celoj
Sloveniji, predstavlja izuzetan uzorak ko-
ji ni priblizno ponovljiv u istrazivackoj
arheologiji. Takav uzorak lokacija koje, iako
nisu bile odabrane po istrazivackim zeljama
1 potrebama, daje daleko bolju realnu sliku
arheoloskih sadrzaja u celoj zemlji i time
daleko bolju osnovu za postavljanje istra-
zivackih pitanja i prioriteta.

¢) Preventivna arhelogija postala je glavna
domena u kojoj su nasle posao privatna
preduzeca. Od 2008. godine dalje mogla
su samostalno kandidirati za arheoloske
poslove odnosno biti slobodno birana od
strane privatnih investitora. To je takva pre-
duzeca dovodilo u posve nove situacije.
Ako su privatna preduzeéa do 2008 bila
podizvodadi zavoda koji je pregovarao ar-
heoloske radove sa investitorima od te godine
dalje zavod ih viSe nije »pokrivao« ve¢ su
sama preduzec¢a (javna i privatna) morala
neposredno pregovarati sa investitorima.
Zavod je samo propisivao kulturnozastitne
uslove u kojima su bili odredeni metodi,
sadrzaj i dimenzije arheoloskog rada, dok su
sami izvodaci pregovarali sa investitorima
0 cenama, terminima izvodenja radova i
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here. It is certainly most important to note that the
Rulebook elaborated in great detail the conditions
and procedure for issuing research permits, clearly
defined the responsibilities of all involved entities,
provided for certain sanctions, and determined stan-
dards for research methods and documentation.

With the implementation of the new law came the
formation of a new Commission for Archaeological
Research. That commission is designated as a per-
manent expert advisory body of the Ministry to
which applications for the issuance of a permit for all
archaeologicalresearcharesubmitted. The committee
gives its opinion on the validity of the research, the
competence and composition of the research team,
the adequacy of the research methodology, the finan-
cial sustainability of the post-field work, makes
suggestions for improvements in the organization
of the research, checks whether adequate conditions
for the temporary deposit of findings and samples,
etc. have been ensured. The commission’s positive
assessment is the professional basis for issuing a
research permit issued by the Directorate for Cul-
tural Heritage. Since the commission is not an admi-
nistrative body, the Minister, as a representative of
the administrative body, can theoretically make a
different decision than the commission, but then he
bears political responsibility for disrespecting the
expert opinion. In more than ten years of operation
of that commission, there were practically no such
cases. Numbers speak very illustratively about the
great importance of that commission. Due to the
large number of applications for permits, the commi-
ssion meets weekly (about 35 meetings per year) and
since its establishment in 2009, the commission has
had more than 350 meetings where it has reviewed
approximately 5,000 applications for archaeological
research. Those numbers clearly speak about the
amount of archaeological research in Slovenia in the
last fifteen years."

A new legal and organizational framework of
preventive archaeology with all necessary bodies
and services, regulations, and standards was thus
finally established in the period between 2008 and
2013. As we have already said, the public service
for the protection of cultural heritage experienced
the greatest transformation, which became the main
protagonist of the implementation of preventive
archaeology.

3 See more about the commission's work in Brisnik, Kajzer
Cafnik and Novakovi¢ (2016).
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drugim poslovnim vidicima. Takva situacija
svakako je vodila u povecanje poslovnog i
menadzerskog znanja i iskustva tako u pri-
vatnim kao i u javnim preduzec¢ima i u mno-
gocemu je doprinela dizanju poslovnog kva-
liteta arheologije u §iroj javnosti.
Oslobadanje trzista u preventivnoj arheolo-
giji dovodilo je do novih situacija Cije se
dimenzije i u€inci nisu mogle odmah pre-
dvideti. Cinjenica je da privatni i javni in-
vestitori na tenderima ne traze najbolju ili
najoptimalniju »arheolosku uslugu«, vec
u krajnjoj perspektivi najjeftiniju. Njihov
poslovni interes interes nije §to bolje ocuvana
i istraZzena arheoloSka bastina ve¢ $to jefti-
nije »osloboden« teren za gradevinske rado-
ve §to je svakako dovodilo do razlicitih pri-
tisaka na izvodace arheoloskih radova i do
pojave dampinskih cena.'* Tu je znaGajnu
korektivnu ulogu imao stru¢ni nadzor zavo-
da nad kvalitetom 1 metodima radova, evi-
dencija nad pravovremenim predavanjem
konacnih izvestaja, stru¢ne recenzije izves-
taja, provera stru¢nih kvaliteta i referencija
struéne ekipe (koju je sprovodila Komisija
za arheoloska istrazivanja pri Ministarstvu
kulture) i jo§ neki drugi mehanizmi za koje
je praksa pokazala da imaju direktne ili
indirektne pozitivne posledice na kontrolu
kvaliteta (npr. dodatno usavrSavanje i in-
formiranje konzervatora o najnovijim meto-
dama i praksama zastite u inostranstvu, stru-
¢na savetovanja i sl.). Kontrola kvaliteta
svakako ostaje jedno od najznacajnijih
podrucja daljnjeg razvoja preventivne arhe-
ologije.

Razvojem preventivne arheologije i pre
svega angazovanjem privatnih arheoloskih
firmi doslo je do promene u razvoju meto-
da i tehnika rada. Ako su na pocetku na
tom podruc¢ju imale glavnu ulogu javne
ustanove, kao npr. Odelenje za arheologiju
Univerziteta u Ljubljani koji je razvijao
ucinkovite metode preventivnih istrazivanja
i uvodio nove tehnlogije rada, u zadnjih
petnaestak godina vodecu ulogu su preuzele
privatne firme 1 istrazivacka jedinica
ZVKDS (Centar za preventivnu arheologiju)
koji su najintenzivnije ukljuceni u vecéinu
preventivnih istrazivanja. Glavni motiv je

4 O tome vise u Novakovic¢ (2019).

THE EFFECT
OF PREVENTIVE ARCHAEOLOGY
IN SLOVENE ARCHAEOLOGY

The effect of preventive archacology on the bro-
ader Slovene archacology can be described in the
shortest form as a multiplier. We have seen how the
process of forming today’s preventive archaeology
system had a big impact on changes in the legislature,
reorganization of public service of the Protection of
Cultural Heritage, standardization of expert work in
archaeology, and the role of private i.e of the entre-
preneurial sector in the archaeological heritage.
In immediate connection with the development of
preventive archaeology are also great increases in
the quantity and scope of works and thereby a consi-
derable increase in employment in archaeology. In
connection with the greatly increased number of
research, there is an extremely large amount of new
data that has influenced changes in the interpretation
of the archaeological past, deepened specialization
in archaeology, and the introduction of new techno-
logies and methods.

It is certainly a fact that with the development
of preventive archaeology, there has been a consi-
derable change in the balance, i.e. the previous state
of affairs in archaeology in numerous domains. Let’s
list only some of the more significant ones:

a) the share of preventive research today is mo-
re than 95% of all research in archaeology
in Slovenia, which clearly indicates that
Slovene archaeology is increasingly a da-
ta-driven science, that its development is
largely conditioned by new data that app-
ear at an exceptional speed and in large
quantities. There certainly occurs a certain
asynchrony between new data and their
inclusion in various forms of archaecological
interpretations. Interpretations simply need
a certain amount of time to develop and be
accepted, and it often happens that the pro-
cess is further complicated by the latest data.

b) Although the motive of preventive archa-
eological research is completely different
from the motive of exclusively (academic —
prim.trans.) research projects that are aimed
at researching specific issues and priorities,
in the long run, preventive archaeology
has proven to be extremely important for
research archaeology as well. First of all,
more than 4,000 different preventive pro-
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svakako bio povecanje produktivnosti istra-
zivackog rada koji je prirodni interes tako
privatnih firmi kao i javnih ustanova koje se
takmice na trziStu rada. Tako danas privatne
firme samostalno rade i visoko tehnoloske
radove i1 dodatno ih unapreduju (geo-fizika,
LIDAR, 3D skeniranje, 3d modeliranje...)
pre svega na podrucju terenskih radova i
obrade nalaza i podataka.

Unovim legislativnim i trziSnim okolnostima
doslo je do novih oblika saradnje javnog i
privatnog sektora. Zbog izuzeno povecane
koli¢ine i obima preventivnih projekata, od
kojih su neki prelazili cenu od vise miliona
€ i zahtevali velike poslovne, menadzerske i
infrastrukturno-materijalne kapacitete izvo-
daca radova doslo je pojavljivanja poslovnih
konzorcijuma koji su udrzivali privatne i
javne ustanove. Prvi takav projekat bio je
2012. godine u projektu izgradnje gasovoda
koji je bio ocenjen na vise od 2 miliona €
i u kojem je radove izvodio konzorcijum
kojeg su sastavljali Odelenje za arheologiju
Univerziteta u Ljubljani, preduzece Arhej
d.o.o. i Institut za arheologiju. Model se po-
kazao vrlouspesnim i od tada se u skoro svim
slucajevima velikih projekata koji moraju
biti zavrSeni u relativno kratkom roku za
posao konkuriSu razli¢iti konzorcijumi. Na
takav nac¢in moguce je uc¢inkovito udruzivati
zahtevan broj stru¢njaka, opreme, reference
prethodnih projekata i finansijske kapacitete.
Kooperacija javnih i privatnih ustanova
donela je jos dodatne prednosti. Privatne
firme koje su bile prvenstveno usmerene u
izvodenje terenskih radova dobile su znatnu
pomo¢ u akademskim istrazivacima sa koji-
ma su povecavale kvalitet interpretacije svo-
jih radova odnosno imale na raspolaganju
kvalitetniuju kontrolu kvaliteta. Tako npr.
Pravilnik o arheoloskim istrazivanjima za-
hteva u slucaju arheoloskih iskopavanja
nezavisne recenzije finalnog izvestaja,
najcesce od strane priznatih stru¢njaka na
konkretnim podrucjima. Akademski istrazi-
vaci imali su i uticaj na post-terenske radove
jer su Cesto saradivali u dogovaranju koje
analize propisivati za konkretne projekte
(npr. osteoloske, mikro-morfoloske, analize
absolutnog datiranja, DNA, petroloske i
druge analize) koje su bile sastavni deo
obaveza u post-terenskoj fazi i koje je morao
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jects carried out in the last decade all over
Slovenia represent an exceptional sample
that is not nearly repeatable in (academic
— prim.trans.) research archaeology. Such
a sample of locations, which, although they
were not selected according to research
wishes and needs, gives a far better realistic
picture of the archaeological contents in the
whole country and thus a far better basis for
setting research questions and priorities.
Preventive archaecology became the main
domain in which private companies found
work. From 2008 onwards, they could
independently apply for archaeological
jobs, i.e. be freely chosen by private in-
vestors. This brought such companies into
completely new situations. If until 2008
private companies were subcontractors of
the institute that negotiated archaeological
works with investors, from that year on-
wards the institute no longer “covered”
them, but the companies themselves (public
and private) had to negotiate directly with
the investors. The institute only prescribed
the cultural protection conditions in which
the methods, content, and dimensions of the
archaeological work were determined, whi-
le the contractors themselves negotiated
with the investors about the prices, the dates
of the works, and other business aspects.
Such a situation has surely led to an increase
in business and managerial knowledge and
experience both in private and public com-
panies and in many ways contributed to rai-
sing the business quality of archaeology in
the general public.

The liberalization of the market in preventive
archaeology led to new situations whose
dimensions and effects could not be predicted
immediately. The fact is that private and
public investors are not looking for the best
or most optimal “archaeological service”
in tenders, but in the final perspective, the
cheapest one. Their business interest is not
the best preserved and researched archae-
ological heritage, but the cheapest possible
“liberated” terrain for construction works,
which certainly led to various pressures on
the contractors of archaeological works and
to the emergence of dumping prices.'* There,

4 See more about that in Novakovi¢ (2019).
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finansijski pokrivati investitor. U drugom
smeru, akademski sektor je imao najvece
koristi u pristupu do najnovijih otkrica,
kvalitetnih saradnika iz privatnih firmi i sva-
kako u sticanju iskustva rada u kontekstu
trziSta i preduzetnickom ambientu.

Bilobipogresno ako bi sve navedenerazvojne ko-
rake 1 dostignuca pripisali preventivnoj arheologiji.
Mozda bi bilo bolje re¢i da je sa preventivhom
arheologijom bio stvoren veliki potencijal koji je
bio u brojnim vidicima dobro iskoriSten za dobro
Citave arheologije 1 arheoloske bastine. Za uspesno
korisStenje tog potencijala potrebni su inicijativa i
znanje koje prevazilazi uske stru¢ne odnosno nauc¢ne
okvire i koje zna kako ugraditi stru¢no znanje
i njegovo sticanje u celopkupan korpus znanja.
Slovenska arheologija je, mozemo retroaktivno
re¢i, znala dobro iskoristiti svoje organizacijske,
infrastrukturne i intelektualne kapacitete i razviti
modernu preventivnu arheologiju kao odgovor na
njene najvece izazove. To naravno nije mogla posti-
¢i izolovano od sveta i bez poznavanja razvoja u
drugim zemljama. Upravo intenzivna saradnja na
medunarodnom planu i prenos znanja i iskustava
iz drugih zemalja do te mere je osnazio slovenski
arheologiju da je mogla vrlo suvereno izgradivati
moderan sistem zaStite arheoloske bastine u Cijem
stvaranju su se angazovale prakticki sve najzna-
Cajnije javne i privatne arheoloske isntitucije.

Naravno, sadasnji sistem preventivne arheologije
u Sloveniji nije bez problema. U zadnjih dvadesetak
godina pokazale su se odredene manjkavosti tako
na legislativnom planu kao i u praksi koje bi sva-
kako zavredele poseban kriticki osvrt kojeg na
ovom mestu nemamo dovoljno prostora. Toga su
dobro svesni slovenski arheolozi koji na osnovu
petnaestogodisnjeg iskustva rada po novom zakonu
o kulturnoj bastini i desetak godina sprovodenja Pra-
vilnika o arheoloskim istrazivanjima odli¢no poznaju
veéinu problema i pokusavaju ih resiti. No ono §to
je pri tome bitno reci je da se sistem preventivne
arheologije pokazao solidnim i dovoljno robusnim
tako da u njegovoj implementaciji nije dolazilo do
strukturnih anomalija. Jo§ vise, sistem je pokazao
brojne pozitivne (multiplikatorske) ucinke u §iroj
arheoloskoj struci i praksi koji ga jo$ vise afirmiraju.

a significant corrective role was played by
the institute’s expert supervision over the
quality and methods of works, records of
the timely delivery of final reports, expert
review of reports, checking of professional
qualities and references of the expert te-
am (conducted by the Commission for
Archaeological Research at the Ministry of
Culture) and some other mechanisms. which
practice has shown to have direct or indirect
positive consequences on quality control
(e.g. additional training and information of
conservators on the latest methods and practi-
ces of protection abroad, expert advice, etc.).
Quality control surely remains one of the
most significant fields in the further develop-
ment of preventive archaeology.

The development of preventive archaeology
and, above all, the engagement of private
archeological companies has led to a change
in the development of work methods and
techniques. If at the beginning public insti-
tutions played a major role in that area, such
as The Department of Archaeology of the
University of Ljubljana, which developed
effective methods of preventive research
and introduced new work technologies, in
the last fifteen years, the leading role has
been taken by private companies and the
research unit IPCHS (ZVKDS) (Center for
Preventive Archaeology), which are the
most intensively involved in most preventive
researches. The main motive was certainly
to increase the productivity of research
work, which is a natural interest of both
private companies and public institutions
that compete in the labor market. Thus, to-
day, private companies independently do
also high-tech work and further improve
them (geophysics, LIDAR, 3D scanning,
3D modeling...) primarily in the area of
fieldwork and processing of findings and
data.

In new legislative and market circumstances,
new forms of cooperation between the pub-
lic and private sectors have emerged. Due
to the exceptionally increased amount and
scope of preventive projects, some of which
exceeded the price of several million euros
and required large business, managerial
and infrastructural-material capacities of
the contractors, there was the emergence
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of business consortia that supported private
and public institutions. The first such project
was in 2012 on the gas pipeline construction
project, which was estimated at more than
€2 million, and in which the work was
carried out by a consortium composed of
the Department of Archaeology of the Uni-
versity of Ljubljana, the company Arhej
d.o.o. and the Institute of Archaeology. The
model proved to be very successful and since
then, in almost all cases of large projects
that must be completed in a relatively short
period of time, different consortia compete
for the job. In such a way, it is possible to
efficiently combine the required number of
experts, equipment, references from previ-
ous projects, and financial capacities.

g) The cooperation of public and private institu-
tions brought additional advantages. Private
companies that were primarily focused on
fieldwork received considerable help from
academic researchers with whom they
increased the quality of the interpretation of
their work, that is, they had better quality
control at their disposal. Thus, for example,
The Rulebook on Archaeological Research
requires, in the case of archaeological exca-
vations, an independent review of the final
report, usually by recognized experts in spe-
cific areas. Academic researchers also had an
impact on post-field work because they often
collaborated in agreeing on which analyzes
to prescribe for specific projects (e.g.
osteological, micromorphological, absolu-
te dating analyses, DNA, petrological and
other analyses) that were an integral part
of the obligations in post- field phase and
which had to be financially covered by the
investor. On the other hand, the academic
sector had the greatest benefits in access to
the latest discoveries, quality collaborators
from private companies, and certainly in gai-
ning experience working in the context of
the market and entrepreneurial environment.

It would be wrong to attribute all the mentioned
development steps and achievements to preventive
archaeology only. Maybe it would be better to say that
with preventive archaeology a great potential was
created, which was well used in many aspects for the
good of the whole archaeology and archaeological
heritage. Successful use of this potential requires
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initiative and knowledge that goes beyond narrow
professional or scientific frameworks and knows
how to incorporate professional knowledge and
its acquisition into the entire body of knowledge.
Slovene archaeology, we can retroactively say, knew
how to make good use of its organizational, infra-
structural, and intellectual capacities and develop
modern preventive archaeology as a response to its
greatest challenges. Of course, it could not achieve
this in isolation from the world and without knowing
the developments in other countries. Precisely the
intensive cooperation on the international level and
the transfer of knowledge and experience from other
countries strengthened Slovene archaeology to such
an extent that it was able to very sovereignly build
a modern system of protection of the archaecological
heritage, in the creation of which practically all the
most important public and private archaeological
institutions were engaged.

Of course, the current system of preventive
archaeology in Slovenia is not without problems.
In the last twenty years, certain shortcomings have
been shown both on the legislative level and in prac-
tice, which would definitely deserve a special critical
review, which we do not have enough space for here.
Slovenian archaeologists are well aware of this, and
based on fifteen years of experience working under
the new law on cultural heritage and ten years of
implementing the Rulebook on Archaeological
Research, they know most of the problems very well
and are trying to solve them. But what is important
to say is that the system of preventive archaeology
proved to be solid and robust enough so that there
were no structural anomalies in its implementation.
Even more, the system has shown numerous positive
(multiplicative) effects in the broader archaeology
profession and practice, which affirms it even more.
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Hasun BAPEMPO MAPTUHE3J, [llnancku HAITMOHAITHY UCTPAXKUBAYKHU CaBET,
WuctutyT 3a Hayke o Hacaely , Cantjaro ne Komnocrena, lllnanuja, david.barreiro @incipit.csic.es

IHPEBEHTUBHA APXEOJIOT'UJA Y LIITAHUJNA:
30 TOANHA UCKYCTBA

Ancmpaxm — Y 0BOj IIpe3eHTanrju hemo yKpaTko OnucaTy MIMaHCKO UCKYCTBO Y BE3H Ca TPEBEHTUBHOM apXEOJIOTHjOM.
Kpenyhemo ca ocBpTOM Ha ycBajame U IPUMEHY TeMeJBHOT TokyMeHTa — KorBernnuje u3 Jla Banere (1992. roquae), u Ha
Jp>KaBHE M pernoHanHe 3akone y lllnanuju, mMajyhu y Buay na cBaka peryja uMa CBOj COIICTBEHH PETryJIaTUBHH CHCTEM
Y TOM TIOTJIETTY.

HcrpaxknheMo MHCTUTYIMOHAIHN OKBHP YIIPaBJbarba apXEOJIOMKIM HaclieljeM, Kao 1 KOHTEKCT y KOjeM Ce CIIPOBOJIN
IIPEeBEHTHBHA apxeojoruja. Jlasse, uctpakuheMo COIMOEKOHOMCKY CTPYKTYpY IPEBEHTHUBHE apxeolsioruje y mpodecu-
OHAJTHUM CEKTOPUMA KOjH CY je OOJMKOBAIM U CIPOBOIVIIN Y TIOCIIEIBUX TPHIECET TOIMHA.

Taxolhe hemo ce mozabaBuTH HAYMHOM Ha KOjH j€ OpraHH30BaHa IPeBEHTUBHA apxeosiornja y Lllnanuju, ynpkoc pernoHan-
HHUM pa3iiiKaMa, ¥ Kako ce yIpaBba IPOIEHOM 1 paheeM yTHIlaja H3a3BaHnX IIPOjeKTUMa, INTAHOBHMa M IIPOT paMiMa
KOjHu MOIU(HKY]Y TEPUTOPH]Y.

3aBpummheMo KPUTHYKOM aHAJIM30M IIPHIMEHE ITPEBEHTHBHE apXeojoruje, Goxkycnupajyhn ce Ha lbeHe KOPUCTH U ITPEIHO-
CTH y OJJHOCY Ha IIPETXOJHN MOJIET ¥ Harjamasajyhn mene mpodiieMe 1 HelocTaTke, Kao 1 npeiaxkyhn Moryhe Haunne
3a HalpeaK y OBOM OOJIMKY apXeoJIoTHje.

Kwyune peuu — IlpeBentuBHa apxeonoruja, lllnanuja, Yrpaspame apxeonomkuM Hacielhem, ApXeosomka CTpyKa,
[IporieHa apXeoJIOMIKHUX YTHIAja, APXEOIOMIKA MOHUTOPUHT, OJp>KUBOCT.

David BARREIRO MARTINEZ, Spanish National Research Council,
Institute of Heritage Sciences (INCIPIT-CSIC), Santiago de Compostela, Spain
david.barreiro @incipit.csic.es

PREVENTIVE ARCHAEOLOGY IN SPAIN:
30 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Abstract — In this presentation, we shall briefly describe the Spanish experience in relation to preventive archaeology. We
shall begin by referring to the adoption and implementation of the founding document, the Valletta Treaty (1992), and to
the State and regional legislation in Spain, bearing in mind that each region has its own regulatory system on this issue.
We shall examine the institutional framework of the management of archaeological heritage, as well as the context in
which preventive archaeology is carried out. Furthermore, we shall explore the socio-economic structure of preventive
archaeology in the professional sectors which have shaped it and carried it out over the past thirty years.

We shall also outline how preventive archaeology is organised in Spain, in spite of its regional differences, and how
the assessment and monitoring of the impacts caused by projects, plans and programmes which modify the territory are
managed.

We shall end with a critical analysis of the application of preventive archaeology, focusing on its benefits and advantages
with regard to the previous model and stressing its problems and insufficiencies, as well as suggesting possible ways of
making progress in this form of archaeology.

Keywords — Preventive Archaeology, Spain, Archaeological Heritage Management, Archaeological Profession, Archaeo-
logical Impact Assessment, Archaeological Monitoring, Sustainability.
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Kparka yBoaHa HannomeHa
0 reorpag)cKoM KOHTEKCTY

nanuja je nemoxparcka apxasa of 1978. ro-
JMHE, Kaja je JOHeT cafallibu ycraB. Jlukrartop,
renepan ®panko, koju je 6uo Ha Biactu on 1939,
HAaKOH JP>KaBHOT yaapa KOj! je JoBeo 10 TpahaHckor
para xoju je pesyntupao ca oko 700.000 mpTBHX,
ympo je 1975. [lpBe aBe neuenuje GppaHKUCTUUKOT
pexxumMa (otmpunuke m3Mehy 1939. u 1959) kapax-
Tepucanu cy melyHapojHa W30Jjaiidja, BEIUKO CH-
POMAIITBO ¥ €KCTPEMHA MOJIMTHYKA U KYJITYpHA pe-
mpecuja. M3mehy 1960. u 1975. romune, mako jour
YBEK 0/ TBO3/ICHOM TIECHUIIOM JAUKTATYpE, TOCTOja0
je ompeheHu CTeneH TNOJUTHYKE OTBOPEHOCTH H
yOp3aHoTr MPUBPEAHOT pacTa, O3HATOT Kao ,,pa3Boj-
HoCT™ (,,desarrollismo®) koju je OMO TUIAHUpPAH, K
HEOpraHM30BaH.

[Touetkom 1980-ux cTBOpeHa je Ap>kaBa Koja je
noyiesbeHa Ha 17 perrmona, No3HaTHX Kao ayTOHOMHE
3ajennuLe (AC). CBakoM pernoHy cy 10A€/beHA IIH-
poka yrpaBsbauka omnanihema (Koja ce oJHOCce, Ha
npuMep, Ha KyJITypy ¥ )KHBOTHY CPE/IMHY), HaKO ce
[Imannja HE MOXKe cMaTpaTH (heaepaTTHOM JPIKABOM.
Y6p30 HakoH Tora, 1986. roqune, lllmanuja je moc-
TaJla WIaHMIa Tajamme EBporcke ekoHOMCKe 3ajel-
HULIE.

Jenan on peruona, ['anuiuja, cMEImITEH Ha ce-
Bepo3amnany 3emibe, e ce Hamazu MHcTuTyT 32
Hayke o Haciehy (INCIPIT), umeanHo je mecto
3a CTaBJbAbE y CPEIMINTE MaKEe Yy CMUCIY IIpe-
BeHTUBHE apxeojoruje. To je jemHa oIl TaKO3BaHUX
,,FCTOPHjCKHX HAIIMOHATHOCTH YHYTap IIMaHCKe
npkaBe (3ajenHo ca Karamonujom u backujom), ca
CBOJUM je3WKOM U Ofjpel)eHMM ayTOHOMHHM HWHCTH-
Tylijama Koje Ta pas3liMKyjy OJ OCTaTka 3eMJbe,
MaKo HallMOHAIMCTHYKA ocehama HUKa/1a HUCY NMa-
Jla UCTM MHTEH3UTET Kao y JApyra JBa IOMEHyTa
peruona. ["anuiyja HeMa BUCOK HUBO JPYILTBEHOT U
E€KOHOMCKOT pa3Boja (et b /111 1o riiaBu cTaHOBHUKA
je MCIION MIMTAaHCKOT TpoceKa U JIAJIeKO UCIION OHOT
y EBporckoj yHHjK), a OHa je M3pa3uTo pypaiHa
3ajenuna (camo 35% HEHOI CTAaHOBHUIITBA YKHUBH
y IrpaioBuMa, A0K yKymnaH Opoj npenasu 60.000 cra-
HOBHHKa). YIIPKOC TOME, JyTH HU3 TOJMHA TO je OHO
ciieHapHo Tekyhe W pelaTUBHO CHAKHE ITOJMTHKE
MIPEBEHTUBHOT Hacieha Koja je ciayxuia kao pede-
pEHTHa Tauka 3a JIpyre ayToHOMHe 3ajeauie. Mehy-
THM, MHOTU HaIlld apryMEHTH BaXke 3a JApiKaBy y
LENMHY, jep UMaMO PacIiojiOKUBE MOAATKE U O TOME.

Brief introductory note
on the geographical context

Spain has been a democratic state since 1978,
when the current constitution was passed. The dic-
tator, General Franco, who had been in power since
1939 following a coup d’état which led to a civil war
resulting in some 700,000 deaths, had died in 1975.
The first two decades of the Francoist regime (ap-
proximately between 1939 and 1959) were charac-
terised by international isolation, great poverty and
extreme political and cultural repression. Between
1960 and 1975, albeit still under the iron fist of the
dictatorship, there was a certain degree of political
openness and accelerated economic growth, known
as “desarrollismo” (“developmentalism”) which
was planned but disorganised.

In the early 1980s, a state was forged which
was divided into 17 regions, known as Autono-
mous Communities (AC). Each region was grant-
ed wide-ranging management powers (relating, for
example, to culture and the environment), although
Spain could not be considered to be a federal state.
Shortly after, in 1986, Spain became a member of
what was then called the European Economic Com-
munity.

One of'the regions, Galicia, situated in the north-
west of the country, where the Institute of Heritage
Sciences (INCIPIT) is located, is an ideal place to
put the spotlight in terms of preventive archaeolo-
gy. It is one of the so-called “historical nationali-
ties” within the Spanish state (along with Catalonia
and the Basque Country), with its own language and
certain autonomous institutions which distinguish
it from the rest of the country, although nationalist
sentiments have never had the same intensity as in
the other two regions. Galicia does not have a high
level of social and economic development (its GDP
per capita is below the Spanish average and far be-
low that of the European Union), and it is an emi-
nently rural community (only 35% of its population
live in cities of more than 60,000 inhabitants). Even
so, it has been the scenario of an on-going and rel-
atively robust preventive heritage policy for many
years, which has served as a point of reference for
other ACs.

However, many of our arguments are valid for
the state as a whole, as we also have data available
in this regard.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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3aKoHOJaBHM OKBHUP
npeseHTuBHe apxeosoruje y lllnanuju

J1a Ou ce OTKpHMIIO KaKo MPEBEHTHBHA apX€0JI0THja
¢dyHKIMOHHUIIE Yy onpel)eHo] 3eMIbH, HEOIXOIHO je
HajIIpe MPOYYUTH KaKo je MpUMUIA, YIoTpeOmia u
paTu(UKOBaia JOKYMEHT KOjH CE€ MOXE CMaTpaTh
»TeMesbHM ™ (JIa Banera ninu ManTa KoHBeHITHja 13
1992, y nasbem Tekcty camo ,,Manra®). V Ilnanuju
je oBaj nokymeHT patudukosa 201 1. ronune (BOE
2011), nako cy ce HeroBH MPUHIMNN TPUMEHUBAIN
ox movetka 1990-ux.

Jlp>xaBHU 3aK0H 0 HCTOpHjcKoM Haciehy u3 1985.
rOIMHE HE IIOMHUIE CKCIUIMLOUTHO NPEBEHTHBHY
apxeosorujy (kao HM mpencrojehn 3akoH KOju je
TpeHyTHO Yy (azu manupama; MCD 2021), anu Ha-
BOJIM JIa HaJUIS)KHA yIpaBa MMa MHTEpEHIIUje y T10-
ey Hacneha. Y rommHama HakoH 1985. roxmme,
CBaka O]l ayTOHOMHHX 3ajeIHWIIa je pa3BHia CBOje
3akoHOAaBcTBO 0 Haciehy (Querol 2010), 3ajemHO
ca JIpyruM pErHOHaJIHUM 3aKOHUMa KOjU CY TEKUIIU
3ajelHIYKOM pe3ynTary y oOOJIaCTH INPEBEHTUBHE
apxeoJioruje.

Y KOHTEKCTy TPaBHOT pa3Boja M TEPUTOpHjaTHE
MOJICPHU3AIINjE PAJH TPEBA3HIIAKEHA TTONUTHIKE
U EKOHOMCKE HEpa3BHjEHOCTH 3eMJbE, jaBWJIa Ce
morpeda 3a ympaBibalkbeM KyJITYpHHM HaciieheM,
YTPOKEHUM 300T jaBHUX MH)KEHHEPCKHUX PaIoBa v pas-
JUYUTHX TIpOojeKaTa MoJu]HKaIMje XUBOTHE Cpe-
JIMHE, Kao IITO Cy IyTEBU U ayTOIyTEBH, LICBOBOM,
HOBH Pe3epBOapu, BeJIMKa HHOPACTPYKTypa H peMo-
JeTMpamke cucTeMa arpoirymapcrBa. Behuna oBux
PETHOHAIHUX 3aKOHa O Haciehy, Koju cy ce IojaBuin
Ha Tpary HallMOHAJIHOT 3aKOHA, HHje MTOMUbaja Ipe-
BEHTUBHY apXeoJIOTH]y, HaKO Cy NOMHIbAIU HbCHY
perynatuBy. Ha mpumep, IpBH 3aKOH O KyJITYpPHOM
Hacnely y Fanmuiuju, koju natupa u3 1995, ronune
(BOE 1995), 6mo je orpaHuyeH Ha 3aXTeB HaJUICKHE
aJIMUHUCTpaNMje y obmacTu KyaTypHOT Haclieha ma
oOaBecTH Biaay | anuiwje o OMII0 KOjUM MPOjeKTHMa
KOju OM MOTIM Ja yTHYy Ha KyIATypHY OaIlTHHY
pernoHa. Mehytum, nBe rommHe KacHmje, 1997.
roAIMHe, ypenda KOjoM ce peryiuile apXeoJoliKa
nenaraoct y ammmuju (DOG 1997) monmenmna je
apXEeOJIOIIKE AKTUBHOCTH Y YETHUPH THIIA: UCTPAXKU-
Bambe; OUyBambE WIN YHAIIpeheme; MpeBeHTrBa (Kaia
pag Moke YTHLATH Ha JOKYMEHTOBAaHY HMOBHHY
WIM TIOCTOJU PHU3MK O]l EKCXyMallMje OCTaTaka); u
cracaBame (Kaaa Cy ce JEeCHJIM HEOYCKHBaHH J0-
rahaju u motTpeOHoO je moHeTH Mepe). Tako je Ha Tpe-
7a3y BEKOBA, Y 3aBUCHOCTH O] CBaKe ayTOHOMHE
3ajelHHIIEe, IPEBEHTHBHA apXEoJIoruja royena Ja Ha-
Jla3u CBOjE MECTO y 3aKOHO/AaBCTBY 0 HacJely.

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

The legislative framework
of preventive archaeology in Spain

In order to discover how preventive archaeology
works in a certain country, it is necessary to start
by examining how it has received, employed and
ratified the document which can be considered to
be “foundational” (the Valletta, or Malta, Treaty of
1992, hereinafter referred to simply as “Malta”). In
Spain, the ratification of this document took place in
2011 (BOE 2011), although its principles had been
applied since the beginning of the 1990s.

The state law on historical heritage of 1985
does not refer explicitly to preventive archaeology
(as does the forthcoming law, which is currently in
the planning phase; MCD 2021), but it does state
that the competent administration has authority in
terms of heritage. In the years after 1985, each of the
ACs developed its own heritage legislation (Querol
2010), along with other regional laws which con-
verge in the sphere of preventive archaeology.

In the context of legal development and territori-
al modernisation to overcome the country’s political
and economic underdevelopment, the need arose for
the management of cultural heritage, in danger due
to public engineering works and different projects
of environmental modification, such as roads and
motorways, pipelines, new reservoirs, large infra-
structures and the remodelling of agroforestry sys-
tems. The majority of these regional heritage laws,
appearing in the wake of the national law, did not
make mention of preventive archaeology, although
they did mention its regulatory developments. For
example, the first cultural heritage law in Galicia,
dating from 1995 (BOE 1995), was limited to requir-
ing the competent administration in cultural heritage
to inform the Galician government of any projects
which might have an effect on the region’s cultur-
al heritage. However, two years later, in 1997, the
decree regulating archaeological activity in Galicia
(DOG 1997) classified archaeological activities into
four types: research; conservation or enhancement;
preventive (when work may affect documented as-
sets or there is a risk of exhuming remains); and res-
cue (when unexpected events have taken place and
it is necessary to adopt measures). Thus, at the turn
of the century, depending on each AC, preventive
archaeology began to find its place in heritage leg-
islation.

Likewise, regional environmental laws also be-
gan to incorporate European Union guidelines relat-
ing to the need to carry out environmental impact
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Hcto Tako, pernoHaIHu 3aKOHH O )KUBOTHO] Cpe-
JIMHU Cy, Takohe, Mmoyenu Ja YKIJbY4yjy CMEpHHUIIC
EBporicke yHIje K0je ce 0qHOCe HAaTIOTpeOy 3a CIIPOBO-
hemeM cryauja yTHIaja Ha JKUBOTHY CpeIWHY, Ha
ocHoBy [upektuse Casera 85/377/ EEC. Kynrypno
Haciehe je mehy ¢axTopuma Koju YMHE KUBOTHY
cpenuny. [lakie, ApyruM IMyTeM 3allTHTE OKPYKeHba,
3aKOHOJIABCTBO je Takole 3alTUTHIO TPEBEHTUBHY
apxeosorujy y pazmmauraM AC.

Melytum, U TUX TOOMHA Cy 3a0eeXeHe HH-
TEH3MBHE AaKTHBHOCTH Yy TIOTJIEAY PEruOHaIHOT
IUTaHUpama, a JIoKajiHe yrpase (Beha), moyeB oj
HajBehMX TpajioBa, rmoyese Cy Ja JIOHOCE CONICTBEHE
ypOaHUCTHYKE TUIAHOBE, Y HACTOjalby Ja HCIPaBe
i yosake, KOJIIMKO Cy MOTJIe U Kaja cy xTene (IITo
HUje YBEeK OHO CITy4aj) pa3BojHe KatacTpode nepuosa
,»Pa3BOJHOCTH ",

VY OKBHpY OBHX IIJIAHOBA, KYJITypHa OallTHHA je
royveria Jia ce ITUTH TEPMUHAMA Ko IITO ¢y ,,entornos
de proteccion® (,,3amrrhena 30Ha“, HEMITO HA TOJIA
myTta m3mehy YHeckoBe ,,0adep 30He™ 1 ,,3amTinheHe
okomHe ICOMOS-a), Koju cy uMaiu 3a IHJb Jia
crpedye HMXOBO YHHIITABAKE WM HACTOjaId Jia
y3My y 003Up HBHXO0BO MOCTOjakhe, IPUIMKOM ILIaHH-
pama mpojekara Koju Oum MoaupuKoBamu Tej3axK.
MehyTtam, TipobiieMH KOju Cy HACTamu y ypOaHuM
cpenuMHamMa OWJIM Cy CJIOKEHUjH W HPETWIN Cy Ja
CTBOpE KOHTPOBEP3€, KA0 ILTO je U AaHAC CIIy4a].

Jenno uzy3eTHO epUKACHO CPEICTBO TPHUMEHHECHO
y Tamunuju (Mako He W y JAPYrUM ayTOHOMHHM
3ajemaumama — AC) 6umm ¢y ,,Normas Subsidiarias y
Complementarias de Planeamiento® (Cyncuaujapan
1 KOMIUIEMEHTapHU CTaHAAPIM IIaHUPakba), JOHETH
1991. OBuM TpaBUIHUKOM, M JOK HHjE MOCTOjao
noce0aH IUIaH 3a CBaKW CAaBET, OMJIO je HEOIXOIHO
nomroBaTH onpehene renepuuku 3amruhene odna-
CTH KOj€ Ce THIy CBHX J00apa, 4aK M aKo IPETXOIHO
HUCY OmytakarajgornzoBana, uTo 200 M 3a apxeosomiKa
Hanazuta, 100 M 32 apXUTEKTOHCKE JIOKAJIUTETE U
50 M 3a etHOrpadcke nokanutere. CBU rpal)eBUHCKU
paoBU WM TIPOjEKTH KOjU YTHUY Ha OBa MOJpydja
Mopaiu Ou 1a Oy 1y MpeaMeT U3BEINTaja peJieBaHTHE
yIpaBe 3a Haclehe.

W3 rope HaBeJeHUX pa3iiora, U yIpKoc IpodIeMu-
Ma KOje MpeacTaBibajy MPUTHCLH ypOaHOT pa3Boja,
TUIAaHUPAabe, 3ajeJHO Ca 3aKOHOAABCTBOM O Haclelhy
W JKMBOTHOj cpeanHH, OMo je Tpehu cTy0 Ha Kome
je m3rpal)eHa TpeBeHTHUBHA apXeoJIOTHja y TPaBHOM
oksupy lllnanwnje.

Y Benmukoj Mepu 3axBalbyjyhu TpEeBEHTHUBHO]
apXeoJIoTHjH, jaBHA yIpaBa je ojadaja cBOje MHBEH-
Tape W Kartajore KyJlTypHuX jobapa (Koju jeasa Ja

studies, based on Council Directive 85/377/EEC.
Cultural heritage is among the factors which make
up the environment. Therefore, via a second envi-
ronmental path, the legislation also safeguarded pre-
ventive archaeology in the different ACs.

However, those years also witnessed intense ac-
tivity in terms of regional planning, and local ad-
ministrations (councils), beginning with the biggest
cities, started to pass their own urban development
plans, which sought to correct or mitigate, as best
they could and when they so desired (which was not
always the case), the developmental disasters of the
period of “developmentalism”.

Within these plans, cultural heritage began to be
protected via terms such as “entornos de proteccion”
(‘protected zone’, something halfway between the
UNESCO’s ‘buffer zone’ and the ‘setting” of ICO-
MOS), which aimed to prevent their destruction or
sought to take into account their existence when
planning projects which would modify the land-
scape. However, the problems arising in urban areas
were more complex and tended to generate contro-
versy, as is still the case.

One extremely effective tool applied in Gali-
cia (although not in other ACs) were the “Normas
Subsidiarias y Complementarias de Planeamiento”
(Subsidiary and Complementary Rules for Plan-
ning), passed in 1991. By way of these rules, and
while there was no specific plan for each council, it
was necessary to respect certain generic protection
areas concerning all assets, even if they had not pre-
viously been catalogued, namely 200 m for archaeo-
logical sites, 100 m for architectonic sites and 50 m
for ethnographic sites. Any building work or project
affecting these areas would have to be the subject of
a report by the relevant heritage administration.

For the above reasons, and in spite of the prob-
lems posed by urban development pressures, plan-
ning, along with heritage and environmental legisla-
tion, has been the third pillar upon which preventive
archaeology has been built in Spain’s legal frame-
work.

Largely thanks to preventive archaeology, the
public administration has bolstered its inventories
and catalogues of heritage assets (which hardly
existed until the 1980s), reflected on a map which
is continually being updated, and preventive ar-
chaeology has remained an appropriate strategy for
managing archaeological heritage in a context of
modernisation, in spite of its intrinsic and extrinsic
problems (as shall be observed below).

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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cy mocrojamu 70 1980-ux), mTo ce ompaxaBa Ha
Mary Koja ce HEMPECTaHO aKypupa, a MPEBCHTUBHA
apxeoJIoTHja je ocrana oaromapajyha crparermja 3a
yIpaBibambe apXeoJIoKUM HacieheM y KOHTEKCTY
MOJIEpHU3AIIH]e, YIPKOC leHHM YHYTPAIITEHHM U CII0-
JballllbuM TpobieMuma (mro he 6urn pazmatpaHo y
HACTaBKY).

IIpodecuonanna crpykrypa
npeseHTuBHe apxeosoruje y lHlnanuju

[IpomeHne Koje Cy ce aecuie y noriaeny ynpasba-
Ba Haciehem cy, 3ays3Bpar, JOBele O HpOMEHa
Yy COIHOJIONMIKO] W TPO(PECHOHATHO] CTPYKTYpH
apxeosoruje. J[Ba HOBa ceKkTopa Cy ce IojaBmia Ha
CLICHH, OCUM aKaJIeMCKe apXxeoyioruje (ImoBe3aHa ca
YHUBEP3UTETHMA U UCTPAKUBAYKAM LICHTPUMA).

C jemHe crpaHe, pa3IMYMTH HUBOU BIACTH MO-
pany cy Ja aHraxyjy KBaJu(UKOBaHO 0coOJbe 3a
YIIPaBJbahe CITydajeBUMa KOjH ce OJHOCE Ha KYITYp-
HO Hacnehe, kKao W 0cobJbe 3a pan y My3ejuma |
apxuBuMa. OBy pajHy CHary 4YMHWIM Cy TeK AH-
TUTOMUPAHH CTPYUHbally (apXUTEKE, apXEO0JI03H, UCTO-
puyapu), Koju Cy MOpaJIM Jia Hayde Ja yIpaBbajy
HacielheM oK Cy paawiy, jep 3a ’bUX HHje IMOCTojaia
roceOHa oOyka. TpenytHo, y LlImanuju Kao meInHH,
Moro 6u ma Oyne oxo 400 apxeosora Koju pane 3a
jaBHY aJIMHHHUCTpanHjy (Ipema rpy0oj MpoueHH Imo-
naraka u3 [‘anuiyje, mro ce Moxe BUIeTH y: Sanchez
2017).

On cTpane wHCTHTYTHja (OMITO 1a Cy aKaJIeMCKe
WA aJIMAHUCTPAaTHUBHE) HHUje OMJIO TOKYIIaja 1ia ce
CTBODY jaBHH OpraH Be3aH 32 PEBEHTUBHY apXeoJIo-
rHjy, Kao mwTo je ciaydaj ca INRAP-om y ®paniyckoj
(Demoule 2002). 1 I1Inancku MHCTHTYT 3 KYATYpHY
Oamruny (Instituto del Patrimonio Cultural de Es-
pana — IPCE) n HajMohHU]jH pernoHaIHA WHCTUTYT
— AHJaMy3WjCKM MHCTHUTYT 32 UCTOPHjCKO Hacnehe
(Instituto Andaluz de Patrimonio Histérico — IAPH)
00aBJbajy 3Ha4ajaH Mocao, UaKko je TO MO HUXOBOM
COIICTBEHOM TPOTrpaMy M HHj€ OPUjeHTHCAHO Ka Ipe-
BEHTUBHOM JICJIOBAMbY.

OHO 1ITO ce IOTOIUIIO je CTBaparhe HOBE HUIIIC Ha
TPXKUIITY 32 HE3aBUCHH MTPOQECHOHATHU CEKTOP, K0
y IpyTHM 3eMJbama, IonyT YjenumeHor KpasbeBcTBa
n Xomanmuje (Guermandi and Salas-Rossenbach
2013). V paznmuuntuMm pernonuma llnanuje, kao u
y EBpomu (Aitchison 2009b; Guermandi and Salas-
Rossenbach 2013; YAT 2014), u npeBeHTHBHa U
criacujiayka apxeosjoruja cy Owie BEIHKU CEeKTOPH
3aIolbaBamka U 0OTraT U3BOP OATroBapajyhux MHBEH-
Tapa KynTypHux nobapa. Y 2016. roguau, oko 800

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

The professional structure
of preventive archaeology in Spain

The changes which have taken place in terms of
heritage management have, in turn, led to changes
in the sociological and professional structure of ar-
chaeology. Two new sectors appeared on the scene,
in addition to academic archaeology (linked to uni-
versities and research centres).

On the one hand, the different areas of govern-
ment had to take on qualified staff to manage cases
relating to cultural heritage, as well as staff to work
in museums and archives. This workforce was made
up of new graduates (architects, archaeologists, his-
torians), who had to learn to manage heritage as they
worked, as there was no specific training for them. At
present, in Spain as a whole, there could be around
400 archaeologists working for the public adminis-
tration (according to a rough estimate of data from
Galicia, which can be consulted in Sanchez 2017).

From the institutions (be they academic or ad-
ministrative), there was no move to create a pub-
lic organism linked to preventive archaeology, as is
the case of the INRAP, in France (Demoule 2002).
Both the Instituto del Patrimonio Cultural de Espaia
(IPCE, Spanish Cultural Heritage Institute) and the
most powerful regional institute (the Instituto Anda-
luz de Patrimonio Historico, IAPH, Andalusian His-
torical Heritage Institute) carry out significant work,
although this is with their own agenda and is not
oriented towards preventive action.

What did take place was the creation of a new
niche in the market for an independent profession-
al sector, as in other countries such as the United
Kingdom and the Netherlands (Guermandi and
Salas-Rossenbach 2013). In the different regions of
Spain, as in Europe (Aitchison 2009b; Guermandi
and Salas-Rossenbach 2013; YAT 2014), both pre-
ventive and rescue archaeology have been the great
sectors of employment, and a rich source of the
respective inventories of heritage assets. In 2016,
around 800 archaeologists in Spain were working
for private companies (as employers or employees),
although this figure has gone down following the
economic crisis. Indeed, in 2009, more than 2,350
workers had been identified (Parga-Dans 2010; Par-
ga-Dans and Varela-Pousa 2014; Sanchez 2017).
This figure may be increasing again due to the rel-
ative stability and possible recovery of the sector,
although no data are, as yet, available in this regard.

Academic archaeology initially rejected the idea
of becoming involved in preventive archaeology,
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apxeoJoray llInanuju paauno je 3a npuBaTHE KOMTIa-
HUje (Kao MOCIIOIABIM WK 3aIl0CIICHH ), HaKO j€ OBaj
Opoj orao HaKOH €KOHOMCKe Kpu3se. Yucruny, 2009.
rofuHe uaeHTU(HUKOBaHO je Buiue ox 2.350 paaHu-
ka (Parga-Dans 2010; Parga-Dans and Varela-Pousa
2014; Sanchez 2017). OBa uugpa ce MOXKe ITOHOBO
noBehatu, 300T penaruBHEe CTaOWMIIHOCTH U Moryher
OIIOpaBKa CEKTOpa, MaKo 3a caja HeMa IOoAaTaka o
TOME.

AKkazieMcKa apxeoJioryja je y modeTky oaoarmia
Haejy Aa ce YKJbYYH Y TPEBEHTHBHY apXeoJIOTH]Y,
onTyXXyjyhn je ma je nmakaa ¢gopma YMETHOCTH, Y
CITy’kKOM MHTEpeca MOJACPHHU3AIM]jE W HECTIOCOOHA 1a
NPY>XH OATOBOPE HA HABOJIHO JITUTUMHA THTAama
JWCIMTUTMHE W, Ha Taj] HAYWH, JIa TCHEPUINEC 3Harba.
Nzyszerak je Taga Omna McrpaxuBauka rpyma 3a
niej3akHy apxeonorujy (Grupo de Investigacion en
Arqueologia del Paisaje) YuuBep3urera y Cantjaro
ne Kommocrenu (Santiago de Compostela) (1989),
KOja je, HaKOH MHOTHX yCIIOHA M 11a/I0Ba, HA KPajy 1Mo-
crana nanammsy INCIPIT (ox 2010), nakopriopupa y
[Inanckn HarmoHaHU uctpaxupadku caBeT (CSIC).
HMako je oBaj MHCTUTYT HEKOJIMKO ITyTa MEHA0 HAa3HBE
y TOCJIENHBUX TPUIECET TOIMHA, Y JA/beM TEKCTY
hemo ra HazmBatu cagammsum nMeHoM (INCIPIT).

INCIPIT ce koHcoymmoBao 3axBajbyjyhu cBOM
yuenlly y mporpaMmuMa yrpaBibamba apXeoJIONIKHM
YTHIIAjeM BEIHKHX WH(PPACTPYKTypa pa3BHjeHUX Yy
lamumuju 1990-ux (ayTomyTeBH, racoBoAuM u Had-
TOBOJIH, BETPOIIAPKOBH, UT/. ), MOIITO j& OMII0 MHOTO
nocna (TpBH JIe0 ayTomyTa y 1emnoj ['amumnuju otBo-
peH je ek 1979). V okBupy OBHX MpojekaTa, Koju
Cy Y JEAHOM TPEHYTKY YKJbYUMBAJIU IIE€JECETaK pa-
JHUKA, CIPOBEICHE Cy CIelujaan3oBaHe o0OyKe
n3 00JacTH ylpaBibarba apXCOJOIIKUM Haciehem,
YKJBYUyjyhu crienujaim3oBaie W TIOCTAUITIOMCKE
kypceBe u3amehy 1999. u 2001. romuue, y kojuma
Cy YYeCTBOBaJM MHOTY JbYAM W3 APYTHX 3eMalba,
BaH ['amumumje u [llnanuje. Tako je cTBopeHa pagHa
CHara crielyjanicra, OOyu4eHHX y HajcaBPEMEHHjUM
TEXHHKaMa W METO/O0JIOTHjamMa, CIIOCOOHUX J1a edu-
KacHO, TIOY3[aHO ¥ Op30 W3BOJAE HWHTEPBEHIH]jE
(mpernename TepeHa, MOHUTOPHHT, OyIIeHme, NCKO-
NaBame), 0J1 KOjuX Cy HeKH HacTaBuiIH Ja paje y IN-
CIPIT-y HeKOJIMKO TO/MHA HAKOH 3aBpIIeTKa 00yKe.
Behunna mux mopaina je na narmyctu INCIPIT kama my
ce CMamHo 00HMM TI0CTIa y CMUCITY IIPEBEHTUBHE apXe-
onoruje (ox 2005. rognHe ma Hagasbe), a TOceOHO
ycnen ekoHoMmcke kpuse 2008. romune. Muoru of
OBHUX JbYJIM CYy HACTABWIIM Jla pajie y apXeoJOTHjH,
ocHuBajyhu npeny3eha wim panehn 3a BuX, Win cy
KacHMj€ MOCTaIN JIPYKABHH CITyKOCHUIIH.

accusing it of being a false form of the art, at the
service of the interests of modernisation and inca-
pable of providing answers to the supposedly legit-
imate questions of the discipline and, thus, generat-
ing knowledge. The exception at that time was the
Grupo de Investigacion en Arqueologia del Paisa-
je (Research Group in Landscape Archaeology) of
the University of Santiago de Compostela (1989),
which, after many ups and downs, ended up becom-
ing the present-day INCIPIT (since 2010), incorpo-
rated within the Spanish National Research Council
(CSIC). Although this institute has changed names
several times over the past thirty years, it shall be
referred to hereafter by its current name (INCIPIT).

The INCIPIT consolidated itself thanks to its
involvement in management programmes of the ar-
chaeological impact of the great infrastructures de-
veloped in Galicia in the 1990s (motorways, gas and
oil pipelines, windfarms, etc.), as there was a great
deal of work to do (the first stretch of motorway in
all of Galicia was not opened until 1979). In the
framework of these projects, which, at one point, in-
volved fifty workers at one time, specialised training
activities were carried out in archaeological heritage
management, including the teaching of specialisa-
tion and postgraduate courses between 1999 and
2001, in which many people from outside of Gali-
cia, and Spain, participated. Thus, a workforce of
specialists was created, with training in up-to-date
techniques and methodologies, capable of carrying
out interventions (field surveys, monitoring, drilling,
excavation) efficiently, reliably and rapidly, some of
whom continued to work in the INCIPIT for some
years after concluding their training. The majority
of them had to leave the INCIPIT when its workload
in terms of preventive archacology reduced (from
2005 onwards), and particularly as a result of the
2008 economic crisis. Many of these people contin-
ued to work in archaeology, setting up companies
or working for them, or later became civil servants.

In addition to training, the INCIPIT developed
a line of applied research which sought to establish
working standards and methodological tools for
impact management, based on the most advanced
techniques and methodologies developed up to that
time (for example, Harris’s stratigraphic method and
satellite positioning systems, which were opened up
for civilian use at the end of the 1980s). Although
research work on impact management was not pur-
sued in subsequent years, the methodological pro-
posals which emerged from the INCIPIT still sus-
tain a large proportion of the preventive archaeology

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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[lopen o6yxe, INCIPIT je pa3suo nuHUjY
MIPUMEHCHUX HCTpaXkMBamka KoOja Cy Hacrojajia
Jla YCIIOCTaBe pajHE CTaHIapAe W METOMOJIOLIKE
amare 3a YNpaBJbalke YTHUIAjeM, 3aCHOBaHE Ha
HajHATIpETHUjUM TEXHUKaMa W METOJoJIOTHjaMa
KOje Cy II0 Taja pas3BHWjeHe (Ha mpumep, XaphcoBa
cTparurpad)cka METo/la W CHCTEMH 32 CaTeIUTCKO
MO3ULMOHUPAbE, KOJU Cy KpajeM OcaMIIeCeTHuX
roguHa 20. Beka OTBOPEHU 3a LUBHJIHY YHOTpeEOY).
Hako ucTpakuBauku pajg O yNpaBibamby YTHIAjeM
HUje BOheH y HapeqHMM TOAWHAMa, METOJOJOIIKH
npenyiosn koju ¢y npom3annia w3 INCIPIT-a u mame
OZp’KaBajy BEJIMKH JI€O MPEBEHTHBHOT apXEOJIOIIKOT
pama xoju ce crnpoomu y lammuumju u Ilnanwuju,
MaKo ca MPEAHOCTUMA JaHAIllFhe TEXHOJIOTHjE U ca
HOBMM MOTYhHOCTMMa KOje Ipy)ka jaBHA yrpaBa
(HanpeaHUje YpOAHNCTHYKO TUIAHUPAFhE, TUTUTAITH-
30BaHU MHBCHTAPH, UTII.).

VY naHamime BpeMe je 0ciabuo akaJeMCKU CTaB
KOH(POHTHpama ca MPEBEHTUBHOM AapXEOJIOTHjOM.
CtyzaeHTH NMajy paJHy IPaKCy Y apXeoIOIIKHM KOM-
MaHujaMa, a 3aroclIeHN Y NMPUBATHUM KOMITaHWjaMa
ce o0yd4aBajy MyTeM NOCTAMILTIOMCKHX KypceBa H
MacTep CTy/Hja Ha Pa3INIUTHM IIITaHCKUM YHHUBEP-
suretnMa. Mmak, jpyauma Huje J1ako n1a 3apalyjy 3a
KHMBOT O] apXCOJIOMIKKUX pajioBa, OMIo 1a ce pagu o
OCHUBamY COICTBEHUX Mpemy3eha, Kao 3amocicHu
WIM Kao camo3amnocieHd. I3Bemraju mpojekra
,»OTKpuBame apxeonora y Eporm™ (Discover-
ing the Archaeologists of Europe project) npyxajy
nHdopmanuje y Be3u ca TuM: 10K je npe 2008. cextop
pacrao y cBuM 3emsbama (Aitchison 2009a:13), y
JIPYTOM M3BEIITAjy j€ YOUeH 3] Y HEKOJIHMKO 3eMajba
(Aitchison 2010: 25-29; YAT 2014: 21). Y onum
3eMJbaMa y KOjuMa je CEKTOp pacTao, YCIOBH pana
Cy omnaym (Mambe CTaOMITHOCTH, BUILIE HECUTYPHOCTH;
Cleary et al. 2014). ¥V Illnanuju cy MHOTE KOMIIaHH]€
(42%) Hecrae, a HE3aMOCICHOCT Y CEKTOPY JOCTHUTIIA
je ckangano3He HuBoe (66%; Parga-Dans u Vare-
la-Pousa, 2014:8; Parga-Dans et al. 2016). danac,
nako CyOjeKTHBHO (HeMa a)XypHpaHWX IM0JaTaka),
youeH je onpehenm crereH cradbwnmsanuje (Diario
de Cadiz 2019) nocnenmwux roguna (Sanchez 2017).
Meljytum, ykymHe udpe HACY OHO HITO cy Ouie y
3naTHO 7002 (Aitchison 2009b).

IIpouenype npeBeHTUBHE apXeoJiOruje
y llnanuju

YHpKoc COTNCTBEHUM MoTemKohama, MpeBeHTH-

BHA apXeoJIoTHja ce KOHCOIHUIOBANIA Ka0 PEJIATUBHO
euKacHa cTpaTertja y morieay 3aIllTUTE U YIIpaBJba-
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work being carried out in Galicia, and Spain, albeit
with the advantages of today’s technology and with
new opportunities provided by the public adminis-
tration (more advanced urban planning, digitalised
inventories, etc.).

These days, the academic attitude of confronta-
tion with preventive archacology has weakened. Stu-
dents do work experience in archaeological compa-
nies and employees of private companies are trained
via postgraduate courses and master’s degrees in
different Spanish universities. Even so, the situation
is not easy for people to make a living through ar-
chaeological work, be it setting up their own com-
panies, as employees or as self-employed workers.
The reports of the Discovering the Archaeologists of
Europe project provide information in this regard:
whereas prior to 2008 the sector grew in all coun-
tries (Aitchison 2009a:13), in the second report, a
decline was observed in several countries (Aitchison
2010: 25-29; YAT 2014: 21). In those countries in
which the sector grew, working conditions declined
(less stability, more precarity; Cleary et al. 2014). In
Spain, many companies (42%) disappeared and un-
employment in the sector reached scandalous levels
(66%; Parga-Dans and Varela-Pousa, 2014:8; Par-
ga-Dans et al. 2016). Today, although subjectively
(no updated data is available), a certain degree of
stabilisation (Diario de Cadiz 2019) has been not-
ed over recent years (Sanchez 2017). However, the
overall figures are not what they were in the golden
age (Aitchison 2009b).

The procedures of preventive archaeology
in Spain

In spite of its difficulties, preventive archaeolo-
gy has become consolidated as a relatively efficient
strategy in terms of the protection and management
of archaeological heritage in Spain and in other
countries (Guermandi and Salas-Rossenbach 2013).
Indeed, there is no alternative. There may be differ-
ent models of preventive archaeology, which can be
improved, but preventive archaeology must contin-
ue because, for now, it is the only acceptable guaran-
tee for the preservation of archaeological heritage.

In the environmental field, progress has been
made from impact assessment procedures reduced
to specific projects to strategic environmental as-
sessment procedures which can also be applied to
plans and programmes. Even urban development
planning must be submitted to this environmental
evaluation.
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Wa apxeonomkuM Haciehem y llmannju n apyrum
3emsbama (Guermandi and Salas-Rossenbach 2013).
Mokaa mocToje pa3iMuuTH MOJENIN INPEBEHTUBHE
apXxeoJoruje, KOju ce MOTY YHalpeIuTH, ajlu Ipe-
BEHTHBHA apXeoJIoTHja 1 JIajbe MOpa Jia Ce CIIPOBO/IH,
jep je 3a cama jemuHa TPUXBATJBMBA TapaHIlHja 3a
OYYBamE apXeOJIONIKOT Haceha.

VY o0acTy )KUBOTHE CpeMHE, IOCTUTHYT j& Ha-
IpeiaK of MpolLeaypa MpOLEHE YTHLAja CBEJCHUX
Ha crieliu(UIHe MPOjeKTe 0 MOCTYIaKa CTPATEIIKE
MPOIICHE XKMBOTHE CPEJMHE, KOju ce Takohe Mory
MPUMEHUTH Ha TUIAHOBE W mporpame. Yak W riaHu-
pame ypOaHoTr pazBoja Mopa OWTH TIOJBPTHYTO €Ba-
Jyalyju )KUBOTHE CPEIUHE.

VY HacTaBKy, KaTeropmja ,,niej3axx”’ noduja mec-
TO y 3aKOHOIABCTBY W urpahe 3Ha4ajHy YIoOry y
MIPEBEHTHBHO] apXeonoruju y 6ymyhHoctu (y ctBapw,
KaTeropuja ,,KyITypHHU Tiej3aX’ je jemHa o7 HOBHHA
y HalpTy HOBOT' INMAHCKOT 3aKOHA O HUCTOPHjCKOM
Hacnely), nako, 3a cama, nBe obOmactu (TI€j3aX H
HacJyele) Aenyjy Ha peJaTHBHO OIBOjEHUM HUBOMMA.

Melyrum, npeBeHiuja, crpareruja u nosehame
o0nMa He TIOJpa3yMeBajy Ja CE YHUIITEHHEC YBEK MOXKE
cnpeunTh. Jlobpa mporieHa Tpeda i1a Oyze y cTamy 1a
npeaBuau Moryhe mpoOiieMe U OCMHUCIH CTpaTerHje
MHUHUMH3Hpaka yTUlaja, Kao MTOo je IPOKIaMOBaHO
y KonBenuuju u3 Jla Banere. [la 6u ce To mocturio,
MOoTpeOHO je JAeTajbHO carjielaTh HUBO CBAKOT TPO-
jeKTa, jep mpolieHa yTHUIlaja Ha KUBOTHY CPEIUHY U
JlaJbe MpeJICTaBba (HYHAaMEHTAHU MOCTYIAK y TIpe-
BEHTUBHO] apXEOJIOTHjH.

to ce ose mpouenype tude, INCIPIT je y
nponutocT, (opMupajyhn KOHCEH3yC ca OpyruM
CTpy4YmaluMa, JH33ajHAPa0 CKYN KOHIETTYTHHX
ajata ¥ MeTOAOJIOMKHX TpoTtokona, (Criado et al.
1998; Parcero-Oubinia et al. 1999; Barreiro 2000;
Amado et al. 2002; Barreiro 2004), koju Cy jorr yBek
Ha cHa3u. OBje heMo HacTOjaTH J1a MMOKaXXEMO KaKo
OBU TIPOTOKONHM (PYHKIMOHHINTY Ha KOHKPETHOM
CIIy4ajy: yIpaBJbabe YTHIAjeM BETpOIapKoBa Ha
JKHBOTHY cpequHy y [anumuju.

Ipumep xkpo3 cmyoujy cryuaja:
eemponapkosu y I anuyuju

Cpemunom 1990-ux, pernonansa Brnaaa [ anwmmje
mokpeHyna je CTpaTemku TUIaH EHeprHje BeTpa
3a ['ammuujy (Plan Eolico Estratégico de Galicia —
PEEG,), xoju je yKJby4HBaO MHOTO BETpa, ajld HE U
MHOTO CTpaTeruje, a joul Mame IuiaH. [lmaHuHcke
obnactu ["anumuje mocrase cy MOTEHIM]allHU BETPO-
MApKOBH, OCTaBJbajyhM TOTOBO HHMMAJO IPOCTOPA

Furthermore, the category of “landscape” is
gaining a place in legislation and will play a signif-
icant role in the preventive archacology of the fu-
ture (in fact, the category of “cultural landscape” is
one of the novelties in the draft of the new Spanish
historical heritage law), although, for now, the two
fields (landscape and heritage) work on relatively
separate levels.

However, prevention, strategy and an increase
in scale do not imply that destruction can always be
prevented. A good assessment should be aware of
how to anticipate possible problems and design im-
pact minimisation strategies, as was proclaimed in
the Valetta treaty. To achieve this, it is necessary to
look in detail on the level of each project, as envi-
ronmental impact assessment continues to be a fun-
damental procedure in preventive archaeology.

As far as this procedure is concerned, in the
past, the INCIPIT designed a set of conceptual tools
and methodological protocols, forming a consensus
with other professionals (Criado et al. 1998; Parce-
ro-Oubifia et al. 1999; Barreiro 2000; Amado et al.
2002; Barreiro 2004), which are still in force. Here,
we shall seek to exemplify how these protocols
work via a specific case: the management of the en-
vironmental impact of windfarms in Galicia.

Exemplification via a case study:
windfarms in Galicia

In the middle of the 1990s, the regional govern-
ment of Galicia set in motion the Plan Edlico Es-
tratégico de Galicia (PEEG, Strategic Wind Energy
Plan for Galicia), which included a lot of wind but
not a great deal of strategy, and even less of a plan.
The mountainous areas of Galicia became potential
windfarms, leaving hardly any land for geological,
landscape, biological or heritage reserves. These ar-
eas were divided up between different companies,
none of which were willing to give up their share.
Today, the 4,500 wind turbines installed generate an
annual profit of €700 million (Alcayde 2021). What
is more, there are still 1,000 more turbines in the
planning phase, along with 800 new applications
(Consello 2021:17).

Our research group took on the challenge of
designing a programme to evaluate the archaeolog-
ical and heritage impact of the PEEG (Villoch et al.
1998). This programme included a methodological
proposal, which was completed in a specific vol-
ume dedicated to archaeological impact assessment
(Barreiro 2000), in which the phases of a technical

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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3a TEOJIOIIKe, TIej3aKHe, OWMOJIONIKE WM pPe3epBe
nacieha. OBe obnactu cy Oumiie mopesbeHe usmely
Pa3IMYUTUX KOMIIAaHH]a, O/ KOjUX HHUjeAHa HUje Oma
BOJhHA JIa € OJIpeKHe cBoT yaena. Jlanac,4.500 uncra-
JMpaHUX BETPOTYpOMHA CTBapa roIUIIHU TPO(UT 07
700 mummona espa (Alcayde 2021). [taBure, jormt
1.000 TypbOwuHa je jomr y hasu miaHupama, 3ajeTHo ca
800 nosux npujasa (Consello 2021:17).

Hama uctpakuBayka rpymna npuxsaTuia je u3a-
30B JIa OCMHCIIY MIPOTpaMm 3a MPOIEHY apXeOoJIOMIKOT
u kyntypHor yrunaja PEEG-a (Villoch et al. 1998).
OBaj mporpam je caapkao METOIOJIOIIKH TPEIIoT,
KOjU je HauumeH y MmoceOHOM o0mMy, moceheH
npoueHu apxeosomkor yrunaja (Barreiro 2000), y
KOME Cy HaBeJieHe (a3e CTy/Iuje TeXHUUKOr yTUllaja
(Y OKBHpY TIOCTYIIKa TPOIICHE YTUIIdja Ha KUBOTHY
cpenuHy), Koja 0u Tpebaio qa 00yXBaTH YSTHPH TJIa-
BHA aCIIeKTa:

1. AHanu3a TpojeKTa: y Kojoj je HajBaXKHHjU
ACTeKT WACHTU(HUKOBATH IITa AKTUBHOCT
rpal)eBUHCKOT areHTa WMILIMIUpA Y CMHC-
Jqy JAeCTpyKIHje, TPOMEHE OKpyXKema W
nepuenTuBHOr ydemha. Y ciydajy BeTpo-
napka, eKCIIepUMEHTUCAIN CMO Ca TeHepH-
YKMM CKYIOM YTHI@ja KOjU je YKJbYUHBaO
cBe Moryhe arerce nmpomMeHa u lUXoBe ede-
KTE Ha KMBOTHY CPE/IMHY.

2. CacraBibame HHBEHTApA: CACTOJH CE O] EBH-
JEHTUpamka U JJOKYMEHTOBabha NMOBUHE Ha
OCHOBY HCTPayKMBamba 3€MJBHIITA KOj€ TPIH
yrunaje. OB0O Mopa YKJbYYHBATH MPOLCHY
nobapa, mTO OM TOJpa3yMeBao IMPOICHY
UXOBOI' CTakba OYYyBAHOCTH M ECTETCKUX
KBQJIUTETa, HHHXOBOT MH()OPMATHUBHOT II0-
TEHIIWjaa, acouujaTuBHy (y 4YeMy je Hu-
XOB JONPHHOC 33jeJHHLH Y CMHCIY HbEHE
JPYLWITBEHOCTH) W CUMOONHMYKY (IITa OHU
3Ha4Ye 3a 3ajeJHUILy) BPEAHOCT, Ta YaK U
BUXOBY MOTyhy BpemHOCT Kao pecypca (exo-
HOMCKHUX ¥ 00pa30BHUX).

3. Jujarnosa ytunaja: poKycrupaHa Ha IpOLICHY
MOTEHIMjATHOT yTUIaja (KPUTUYHOT, 3HAYaj-
HOT, YMEPEHOT, KOMIAaTHOMITHOT MJIM HEMo-
ctojeher) Ha cBako oJ1 0Oapa Koja ce HajIase
y ToApyYjy Koje TPIHU yTHIaje, Ha OCHOBY
3aKOHCKHM YTBph)EHHX Kareropwja 3aIuTHTE.
Hako je Moryhe U3BpIINTH 33jeTHUUKY TPO-
HeHy, y3umajyhu y o03up KynTypHa Wi 4aK
nej3axxaa nozpydja (ako AC kopucTH OBe
KaTeropuje), HOPMAaJIHO j& J1a TIOCTOjH TI0je-
JIMHAYHA TPOIIEHA YTUIIA]a 32 CBAKO KYJITYPHO
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impact study were outlined (within the framework
of an environmental impact assessment procedure),
which should include four main aspects:

1. An analysis of the project: in which the
most important aspect is to identify what the
activity of a construction agent implies in
terms of destruction, alteration of the envi-
ronment and perceptual involvement. In the
case of a windfarm, we experimented with a
generic set of impacts which included all the
possible agents of alteration and their effects
on the environment.

2. The drawing up of an inventory: which con-
sists of the recording and documentation of
assets based on the prospection of the affect-
ed land. This must include an evaluation of
the assets, what would be implied in the as-
sessment of their state of conservation and
aesthetic qualities, their informative poten-
tial, associative (what is contributed to the
community for its sociability) and symbolic
(what they mean for the community) value,
and even their possible value as resources
(economic and educational).

3. A diagnosis of the impact: focused on eval-
uating the potential impact (critical, severe,
moderate, compatible or non-existent) on
each of the assets which are located in the
affected area, based on the legally estab-
lished protection categories. Although it
may be possible to carry out a joint assess-
ment, taking into consideration cultural or
even landscape areas (if the AC employs
these categories), it is normal for there to
be an individual impact assessment for each
asset, carried out by crossing its heritage as-
sessment (obtained in step 2) with an evalu-
ation of the impact (obtained in step 1) and
its respective context of protection.

4. The establishment of protective and correc-
tive measures: distinguishing a) preventive
and protective measures (preventing the im-
pact and protecting the heritage assets), and
the exclusion and caution areas and signage;
b) palliative measures (mitigating the im-
pact, though not preventing it); and compen-
satory measures (compensating the impact
generating additional knowledge, applied in
irrecoverable or unavoidable impacts).
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JI00pO, M3BPILCHA YKPIITAKHEM HEroBe Tpo-
nene Hacieha (moOujeHe y Kopaky 2) ca
BpEIHOBAHEM yTHIIAja (TOOHjCHUM Y KOpaKy
1) 1 onroBapajyher KOHTEKCTa 3aIlITHTE.
YenocTapibame 3aIUTUTHAX U KOPEKTUBHUX
Mepa: y3 pa3iMKOBamE a) MPEBEHTUBHUX U
3alITUTHUX Mepa (ClpevaBame yTUlaja |
3amTUTa KYJITypHUX jg00apa), U Toapydja
W O3HaKe WCKJby4eHa M YI030pema; 0)
MaJMjaTUBHUX Mepa (yOnakaBame YTH-
1aja, ajJd HE W CHpeyYaBar-e MCTOT); U KOM-
MEH3AIMOHNX Mepa (KOMIIeH3alluja yTullaja
CTBapamEM JIOJJATHOT 3HaHa, IPUMEHHEHOT Y
HETOTIPaB/FUBUM WITH HEM30€KHIM YTHIIA] -
Ma).

[Tporpam kopuroBamwa je, Takohe, THIU3HPAO
pamme Koje Tpeba CIpOBECTH TOKOM CBake Qase
H3rPaJIbe IaTOT IPOjeKTa:

1.

daza Kkoja mpeTxoAM W3BOhEmY MpojeKTa
j€ BpeMe 3a MpUMEHY 3alITUTHUX Mepa KO-
je TmoapasymeBajy HEKy BpCTy ITyTOKas3a,
W 3a MpOBEpy, TOKOM Mpunpeme 3a (azy
W3rpajbe, Ja JIM KOHAaYaH W3MIIea TIpo-
jeKTa ojaroBapa TPOIEEHEHOM IIPOjeKTY,
notBphyjyhu na cy crpoBeneHe nujarHose
n nasme Bakehe. Mcro Tako, oBo je Bpeme
32 00aBJbalbE aPXCOJIONIKUX PAJU  Jie-
¢uHKMCcaHMX oO0JlacTMMa y KOjUMa je€ Heo-
IIXOJHA AapXEoJOIIKa WHTEPBEHIMja TIpe
MOYEeTKA PasioBa, Kao HITO Cy eBaTyalllioHA
UCTpaKMBamba (Ha MpUMep, y TOTSHIHjATHIM
o0ylacTuMa Tie ce MOTY MHCTaJIUpaTu eje-
MEHTH MpOjeKTa, Kako OW ce MpPEeABUACIO
UXOBO CBEHTYAITHO YHUINTCHE) HIH Marbe
pajb-e WIM aKTUBHOCTH KO IITO Cy UCITHTH-
Bame Mpodria 3eMJbHUINTA, YHIThEHhe Bere-
Taluje u cil.

VY ToKy HM3BpILIeHa MPOjeKTa U3BOAE CE JBa
3anarka. C jeqiHe ctpaHe, rpal)eBUHCKH pajio-
BU Mopajy outn npahenn (o cTpane apxeo-
JIora - IpUM.yp.) Kako Ou ce JOKyMEHTOBaIa
moryha otkpuha, mpernenom (GopMHpaHUX
MCKOIIa, KaKo y MPpo(uIIMa 3eMJBHIIITA, TAKO
Y Ha UCKOIIaHWM MOBpLIMHaMa (6a3ze BETpo-
MapKoBa, POBOBH 3a KaOJIOBE, HACUIIN WTII.)
U y TOMHIIaMa yKJIOmeHe 3emibe. C mpyre
CTpaHe, MOHHTOPHHI CE€ MOpa CIIPOBOIUTH
KaKo OW ce OJpKaJTi MOYETHU YCIIOBH, KaKO
y morjeny npoueHa y asu eBanyanuje,
TaKO M OHHMX BepU(UKOBAHUX y (a3u mpe

The correction programme also typified the ac-
tions to be carried out during each of the construc-
tion phases of a given project:

The phase prior to carrying out the project is
the time to apply protective measures which
involve some kind of sign-posting, and to
verify, during the readiness for construction
phase, that the definitive layout of the proj-
ect corresponds with the project assessed,
verifying that the diagnoses carried out are
still valid. Likewise, this is the time to per-
form the archaeological actions defined by
the areas in which an archaeological inter-
vention is necessary before the work can
begin, such as the evaluative surveys (for
example, in the potential areas where ele-
ments of the project may be installed, in or-
der to anticipate their possible destruction)
or lesser actions such as the examination of
soil profiles, clearing away vegetation, etc.
During the execution of the project, two
tasks are performed. On the one hand, the
construction work must be monitored in or-
der to document possible findings, via the
reviewing of the clearance, both in the soil
profiles and in the excavated areas (bases
of wind turbines, ditches for cabling, em-
bankments, etc.) and in the piles of removed
earth. On the other hand, monitoring must
be carried out in order to maintain the initial
conditions, both in terms of the estimates
in the evaluation phase and those verified
in the phase prior to the construction. This
implies the surveillance of the movements
and circulation of machinery, guaranteeing
distances and degrees of impact, verifying
that there are no new impacts or unforeseen
incidents (stockpiling, dumping, vegetation
clearance, etc.) and renewing signage when
necessary.

After the project has been completed, it is
not common for there to be actions related
with the management of the assets affect-
ed by the project in the case of windfarms,
unless some kind of compensatory mea-
sure has been established which implies
subsequent action, such as the creation of
an archaeological route or the installation
of signage. These should be cared for and
maintained by the development company
which exploits the site.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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m3rpaame. To moapasymeBa HaI30p KpeTama
U IUPKYJIHCaba MallliHA, FAPaHTOBAE Y ia-
JbEHOCTU M CTeleHa YTHIaja, MpoBepy Ja
HEMa HOBHX YTHIAja WM HelpeaBUl)eHHX
MHIMJCHATA (JCTIOHOBAKE W OUIarame
MaTepHjaja W OThajga, yuiiheme TepeHa
O]l BereTaiyje, UTi.) U OOHABIbAE CUTHA-
JHM3almje Kaaa je To TOTpeOHo.

3. Haxkon mTo je mpojekar 3aBpiieH, Huje yoOu-
YajeHo Ja TOCTOje pajme y Be3W ca ympa-
BJbabeM n00apa Ha Koje TpojeKaT yTuie y
CIIy4ajy BETPOINApKOBa, OCUM aKO HHje YCII0-
CTaBJbCHA HEKA BPCTa KOMIICH3AIMOHE Mepe
KOja moipasymeBa oArosapajyhe akuuje, kao,
Ha TIpUMeEp, M3paja apXeoyollKe PyTe HIIH
MocTaBJbamke curHanmmzanje. O mwuma om
Tpebato 1a OpHHE U 1a X CITPOBOIH Pa3BOjHA
KOMITaHHja KOja KOPHCTHU JIOKAJIHUTET.

Teopercku, Kajga je TpojeKaT 3aBpIICH, M aKo
HE TI0CTOje MOCeOHE CMEPHUIIE Ol CTPaHE ajMUHU-
CTpardje 3aay’keHe 3a Haciehe, oBo je BpeMe ma ce
1ocao TpHBEE Kpajy W Jla ce Mpejajy peleBaHTHH
W3BEIITajH.

Ocraje ma ce BUAM Ja JU Cy OBE CMEpHHIEC
¢ynknuonucane win He. ['oguae 2004. objaBbeHa
je cryauja (Cacheda 2004) koja je aHanu3upaia paj
HaIie rpyme 10 Taaa. AHaTU3upaHe Cy yKymHO 142
apXeoJIoIIKe CTy/IMje YTHIaja Ha BETPONAPKOBE, O
kojux camo 17 (12%) Huje TOKYMEHTOBaJIO HUKAKBE
enemeHte Hacieha. Y mpeocranux 125 u3BemTaja
JnokyMeHToBaH je 1.361 eHTuTeT OAllTUHE CBUX
BpCTa; Tpe CBera, MErajuTcke TpOOHHIE KACHOT
Heomuta (611), amm w kamena ymeTHOCT (36),
Hacesba W3 rBo3AcHOr 100a (39) WU MHOTHM €THO-
rpadcku  eneMeHTH (KpPCTOBH, HCTOPHjCKE CTase,
KyJITHBAllMOHE W CTPYKType 3a MalllbaKe HTA.).
Crora je yuenihe y PEEG-y cTBopmiio o0uibe 10Ky-
MeHTarje o Hacnel)y no 2004. romune. Ilocme Te
TOJIMHE, HAlll THM je CIPOBEO Marmbe MCTPaKHBamba,
U TO CIopHjuM KypcoMm. MehyTtuMm, y3umajyhu y
003up na cy m0 2020. roqune y ['anunuju nsrpahena
233 Berponapka, ca jom 162 y ¢a3u mmaHupama,
MOJKE Ce€ MPETIOCTaBUTH Jla OM ce Opoj cpejcTaBa
3aatHo ToBehao om 2004. rommHe, Mako Cy MHOTH
BETPONAPKOBH MPOIINPEH-E MPETXOJHO POyJaBaHe
00J1acTH, ITO CaMMM THM HMIUTMLIMpA J1a Ou ce |
cTomna MojaBJbMBamba HOBHX CHTHTETa Takohe cma-
BHIA.

On 1.361 1oKyMEHTOBAaHOT €HTHUTETA, PETUCTPO-
BaHO je 115 kpuTHUHUX yTHuIaja (orpoMHa BehwHa,
100 kpuUTHYHHX yTHIAja, H30ETHYTO j€ jeITHOCTaB-
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In theory, once the project has been completed,
and if there are no specific guidelines on the part of
the heritage administration, this is the time to draw
the work to a close and deliver the relevant reports.

It remains to be seen whether these guidelines
have worked or not. In 2004, a study was published
(Cacheda 2004) which analysed the work carried
out by our group up until that time. A total of 142
archaeological impact studies in windfarms were
analysed, of which only 17 (12%) did not document
any heritage elements. In the remaining 125 reports,
1,361 heritage entities of all kinds were document-
ed; above all, megalithic tombs of the Late Neolithic
(611), but also rock art (36), Iron Age settlements
(39) and many ethnographic elements (crosses, his-
torical paths, cultivation and pasturing structures,
etc.). Therefore, involvement in the PEEG generated
an abundance of heritage documentation up to 2004.
After that year, fewer studies were carried out by our
team, and at a slower rate. However, taking into ac-
count that, by 2020, 233 windfarms had been built in
Galicia, with 162 more in the planning phase, it can
be supposed that the number of assets would have
increased considerably since 2004, although many
of the windfarms are extensions of previously stud-
ied areas, thereby implying that the rate of appear-
ance of new entities would also have diminished.

Of these 1,361 documented entities, 115 criti-
cal impacts were registered (the vast majority, 100,
were avoided via simple modifications to the con-
struction projects; the remaining 15 did not require
modification), along with 215 severe, 196 moderate
and 282 compatible impacts (Cacheda 2004:37).
This gives some idea of the importance of a preven-
tive strategy in order to prevent the destruction of
heritage assets. In this way, the heritage administra-
tion can contribute to the environmental declaration
a detailed report of the impacts generated by the
windfarms on cultural heritage, as well as a specific
correction plan which must be implemented during
the construction of each windfarm. In another study
(Cabrejas 2010), the effectiveness of monitoring
and impact correction actions in windfarms (which
always guarantees that the projections of the evalu-
ation phase are fulfilled) was studied. In the course
of this work, 300 new entities (generally groups of
lithic materials, which were not visible on the sur-
face, but also rock art and megalithic tombs) were
documented and no significant physical impacts on
previously documented sites were caused.

In spite of the time elapsed since these studies,
it is clear that it is still necessary to maintain a level
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HUM HM3MeHaMma Tpal)eBUHCKUX IIpojeKaTa; MpeocTa-
qux 15 HuCy 3axTeBajie M3MEHE), 3ajeaHo ca 215
TemkuX, 196 ymepeHHMX W 282 KOMIATHOWITHUX
yranaja (Cacheda 2004:37). OBo pnaje M3BECHY
NPEACTaBy O BAXXHOCTH IPEBEHTUBHE CTpATETHje
Kako OM ce chpedwsio yHWINTaBame Hacieha. Ha
0Baj HauWH, yIpasa 3a Haclehe Moxe 1a JonpuHece
3allITUTH JKUBOTHE CPEIMHE JICTaJbHUM H3BEIITajeM
0 yTUIajuMa BeTpomapka Ha KyIATypHO Hacnele,
Kao W MOCEOHMM TUIAaHOM KOpEKIHje KOjH ce Mopa
MPUMEHUTH TOKOM H3Ipaibe CBAKOT BETPOMApKa.
VY npyroj crymuju (Cabrejas 2010) npoyuaBaHa je
eukacHocT mpahema U aKTUBHOCTH KOPHUTOBamba
yTHIaja y BETPOMApPKOBHMA (IITO YBEK TapaHTyje
na cy mpojeknuje (ase eBanyandje HCIYHEHE).
VY ToKy oBOr paza gokymenroBaHo je 300 HOBuX
eHTuTeTa (YrJaBHOM TpyIe JUTHYKOI MaTepHjaia,
KOjM HUCY OWJIM BHJJbHBU Ha MOBPIIMHH, alH U Ka-
MEHa YMETHOCT W METAUTCKE TPOOHUIIE) W HHUCY
MPOY3POKOBAHU 3HAYAjHUjH (DU3WYKHA YTHIAjU Ha
paHHje JTOKYMEHTOBAHE JIOKAJIHUTETE.

Ynpkoc BpeMeHy KOje je MPOTEKIIO O OBUX CTY-
7IMja, jacHO je Ja je ¥ ajbe MOTPeOHO OApKaBaTH HUBO
PHUTOPO3HOCTH, TIOIITO CE BETPONAPKOBH jOII YBEK
rpajic U joll yBEK TOCTOje JIOKATUTETH KYJITypHOT
Hacieha koju cy yrpokeHH. Mako je, ca TeXHHIKe
Tayke TienuinTa, GU3NYKKA YTUIA] Ha Haciehe mo-
Oapa penaTMBHO TOJA KOHTPOJIOM, Ca BHU3YCIHHM,
MEepPUENTHBHIM U T1€j3aKHIM yTHUIIAjeM je MpodieM
Jpyraduju, 1 MHOTO ra je Texxe u3behu. Ocraino je
JOIII MHOTO TIPHMEHCHUX HCTPaKWBama Koja Tpeda
Jla ce CTPOBEAY Y OBOj OOJIACTH, HAaKO CE jOII YBEK
00jaBJbyjy 3aHnMIbMBH panosu (Diego 2019).

Ceemy oBoMme Tpeba JoJaTM M HayMH Ha KOjU
ce ympaBJba CTpAaTETHjOM OOHOBJBMBHX H3BOpa
eHepruje (moceOHO eHepruje Berpa y [amurmjn),
IITO OCTaBJ/ba MHOTO TOTa HEOCTBAPEHOT y CMHCITY
TPAHCIApEHTHOCTH, ydemrha jaBHOCTH M TPHCTYTA
JPYLITBEHUM M €KOHOMCKMM Kopuctuma (Alcayde
2021), xao mto he ce BuneTn y cienehem oesbKy.

Tpuaecer roquHa NpeBeHTUBHE APXE0JI0THje
y HlnaHuju: yCOHH U MaT0BH

OBHX TpHIECET rO/INHA, IITO je Beh pasmarpano,
CBEJIOYMIIO j& O MHOTHM ITO3UTHBHUM Pe3yJITaTHMa.

3aTmoueTak, raBHa CBpXa IPEBEHTHBHE apXeoJIo-
rHje, a TO je yHampeleme U 3alITuTa apXeoJIoKor
Hacjelha, ucmymena je y MHoro Behoj cromu of1 moBpe-
MEHHUX YHUINTaBama Koja Cy ce paHHje JemnaBaia. ¥
TOM CMHCITY, PE3yJITaTd Cy CIMYHH OHHMA Yy Jpy-
ruM, cycenHuM 3emibama (Guermandi and Salas-

of stringency, as windfarms are still being built and
there are still sites of cultural heritage at risk. Al-
though, from a technical point of view, the physical
impact on heritage assets is relatively under control,
the visual, perceptual and landscape impact is a dif-
ferent issue, which is much more difficult to avoid.
There is still much applied research to be carried out
in this field, although interesting papers are still be-
ing published (Diego 2019).

To all of this must be added the way in which
the strategy of renewable energies (particularly
wind energy in Galicia) is managed, which leaves
much to be desired in terms of transparency, public
participation and access to the social and economic
benefits (Alcayde 2021), as shall be seen in the fol-
lowing section.

Thirty years of preventive archaeology
in Spain: successes and failures

These thirty years, as has been observed, have
borne witness to many positive results.

To begin with, the main purpose of preventive
archaeology, which is to enhance and protect archae-
ological heritage, has been fulfilled at a much higher
rate than the occasional destruction which has taken
place. In this regard, the results have been similar to
those of other neighbouring countries (Guermandi
and Salas-Rossenbach 2013). As has been observed,
this has also been the case with windfarms in Gali-
cia, where the margin of manoeuvre for projects to
prevent critical impacts is greater than in the case of
a motorway, for example.

Furthermore, collaterally, a qualified profession-
al field has consolidated itself, away from academia,
as has another field in the public administration.
Thus, it can be stated that archaeology, as a profes-
sion, has been strengthened. As a consequence of
this, fields of applied research in archaeology have
been opened up, which are transferred to the profes-
sional and productive contexts. Ultimately, the heri-
tage which is documented and protected can also be
enhanced in one way or another. Therefore, preven-
tive archaeology also creates economic and social
wealth. In the case of the windfarms, this wealth
has practically been limited to the income generated
among archaeology companies, as there have hardly
been any other positive social consequences (direct
effects of heritage enhancement), although, in the
past, there was an activity of knowledge transfer
from the INCIPIT to the productive context.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Rossenbach 2013). Kao mito je npumehero, Takas je
OWo ciTydaj W ca BeTpornapkoBuMa y [ anumumju, /e
je mpocTop 3a MaHEBpHCAakE Y TIOTJIEAY IIpojeKaTa 3a
crpevyaBamke KPUTHYHHUX YTHIAja Behn HEero y ciy-
4ajy ayToITyTa, Ha IIPUMeEp.

Ocum TOTa, KOJaTepasiHo, KBaIU(HKOBaHA TIPO-
(ecrnonanHa o0MacT ce KOHCOMUIOBANA, IajeKo
0]l aKaJieMCKe 3ajeTHHLIe, Kao M Jpyra Inojba y jas-
HOj ympaBu. Tako ce MOXe KOHCTAaTOBaTh Ja je
apxeoJiorhja Kao CTpyka ojadaHa. Kao mociemuria
TOTa, 0TBapajy ce MoJba NPHUMEHEHNX UCTPaKUBaba
y apXeoJIOTHjH, Koja ce MPeHOCce Y CTPYYHH U Ipo-
IyKTHBHU KOHTeKcT. Ha kpajy kpajeBa, Haciehe
KOje je JIOKyMEHTOBAHO M 3alTHhieHO Takohe Moxke
Outn yHarpelheHo Ha oBaj WM oHaj HauwH. CTora
NPEeBEHTHBHA apXEO0JIOTHja CTBapa M EKOHOMCKO U
APYIITBEHO OOraTcTBO. Y Ciydajy BETpPOIApKOBa,
OBO 0OrarcTBo je, MpPaKTHYHO, OHMJIO OTPaHUYCHO
Ha NPUX0Jie OCTBapeHe Mely apXeoJoIKUM KoMIa-
HHUjaMa, jep TOTOBO Ja HHUje OWJIO HEKUX JAPYTrux
MO3UTHBHUX JPYIITBEHUX MOCIENUNa (IUPEKTHUX
edekara yHanpehema Hacnieha), 1ako je y IpOIIoCTH
MocTojajla  aKTUBHOCT —IIPEHOIICHa 3Hama U3
INCIPIT-a y npogyKTHBHM KOHTEKCT.

Mebhyrtum, u obpartHo, Takohe je 3HauajHO 1A je
MIPUCYCTBO apxeosioruje y oapeheHuM mpojekTuma
KOjH M3a31Bajy APYIITBEHE IMOJIEMHKe (K0 IITO j& CBE
BHIIIE CITy4aj ca BETPOIIAPKOBUMA) JOTPHUHEIIO IITHpe-
By M yuBpiihaBamy oapel)eHOr cTeneHa CBECTH O
naciehy mebhy ommrom momynauujom. C 003upom
Ha TO Ja je Moja3Ha Tauka Ouia M3y3eTHO ciada,
300r TEHIKOT KYJITYpHOT Tepera (pPaHKUCTHYKE
JMKTAType ¥ HEAOCTATKa CBECTH IIITAHCKOT CTAHOB-
HUINTBA y ToryieAly Hacieha m exomoruje, OKBUP
3a HampeAak je Ouo orpoMad. 3amcra, y OBOj 00-
JacTW je HampaB/beH BEJMKU HANpelak, W cajaa
MOCTOjU BEJIUKU OpOj yIpykKema Koja ce OJHOCE Ha
KyJITypy W 3amTuTy Haciieha y CBHM peruoHuMa
[lImaruje. 3ampaBo, oBa yapykema Cy 9ecTO TpBa
KaJla ce TOBOPM O NPOjEeKTUMA 3a KOje ce cMmarpa
Ja Cy arpecMBHM NpeMa OKOJMHH, MIyhu uchpen
apXxeoJI0Tra, KOju ce MOpPajy OrpaHHYHUTH Ha U3TPaIby
apryMeHara Kako OW TPOLCHUIIN OJP>KUBOCT Ipoje-
Kara ca TEXHWYKe Tayke rienumrTa. Ha mpumep,
y mocnenmoj romuan (2021), mect mpujaBa 3a
u3BemTaje o Haciehy W APYIITBEHHM YTHIIQjUMa
BETPONApPKOBA Ha JIOKAIHE 3ajeJHUIIE CTHIJIO je JI0
Cagera 3a kynrypy [ammnuje (Consello da Cultura
Galega; caBeTOZIaBHO TEIIO jaBHE YIpaBe), TIOUYEBIIN
OJ1 Pa3IM4UTUX ,,CYCEJCKUX" YIIpYyKeHa, Na YaK U
0]l TIOJHOTIPUBpEIHUX Tpeny3eha koja Harmamasajy
mTeTy 300r MOCTaBJbama BeTpomapkosa. OmmiTu

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

However, conversely, it is also significant that
the presence of archaeology in certain projects
which generate social controversy (as is increasing-
ly the case with windfarms) has contributed towards
expanding and consolidating a certain degree of
heritage awareness among the general population.
Given that the starting point was extremely weak,
due to the heavy cultural burden of the Francoist
dictatorship and the lack of awareness of the Span-
ish population in terms of heritage and ecology, the
margin for improvement was huge. Indeed, much
progress has been made in this field and there is
now an abundance of associations relating to cul-
ture and the protection of heritage in all regions of
Spain. In fact, these associations are often the first
to speak up regarding projects which are seen to be
aggressive with the environment, getting ahead of
archaeologists, who must limit themselves to build-
ing arguments to evaluate the viability of projects
from a technical point of view. For instance, in the
last year (2021), six applications for reports on the
heritage and social impacts generated by windfarms
on local communities have reached the Consello da
Cultura Galega (Council of Galician Culture, an ad-
visory body of the public administration), originat-
ing from different neighbours’ associations and even
from agricultural companies which allege damages
due to the installation of windfarms. A general re-
port following these applications has recently been
published (Consello 2021).

All of this is related with heritage as something
greater than a mere set of physical assets, the materi-
ality of which can, and should, be preserved.

Therefore, in spite of the positive aspects, the
achievements of preventive archaeology should be
clarified via certain problematic aspects.

On the one hand, it is not an irreversible pro-
cess: an upsurge can be noted in the tendency to see
heritage as a problem or an obstacle, rather than an
aid, to development. This trend has gained ground
among certain political and legal groups (this can be
observed, for example, in the legal changes which
are occurring in Spain: Alonso 2014; Garcia 2014).
This situation implies a double stigma for preven-
tive archaeology: it does not only lack “social use-
fulness” as a “human science”, but it is also a burden
for those activities which truly create wealth and
employment. This discourse is collusive with grow-
ing right-wing populism. Some of the modifications
which have been made to Galician legislation in re-
cent times (for example, Law 5/2017 of 5 October,
fostering the implantation of business initiatives in
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W3BEITA] KOjU TpaTd OBE aIUIMKAIMje je HEIaBHO
o0jaBsbeH (Consello 2021).

CBe ce To ogHOCH Ha Haciehe kao HemTo Behe
O]l TIYKOT CKyna (U3UYKuX J100apa, 4dja ce MaTepu-
JaJTHOCT MO>Ke U Tpeba cadyBaTH.

Crora, ynpKoc MO3UTHBHUM acleKTUMa, JTOCTH-
ruyha npeBeHTUBHE apXxeojoruje Tpeda pasjacHUTH
Kpo3 onpeheHe nmpobaemMaTHdHe acieKTe.

C jemne cTpaHe, TO HHje HEMOBpaTaH IPOIICC:
MO)KEe Ce MPUMETUTH YCIIOH y TEXXHbU 1a ce Haciehe
BU/IM Kao MpoOjeM WM Npenpeka, a He Kao nomoh
pa3Bojy. OBaj TpeHs ce yuBpctro mehy onpehenum
MOJUTHYKUM W TIPABHUM TpyrnaMa (OBO ce MOXKe
NPUMETHUTH, Ha IIPUMED, Y IPaBHUM IIpOMEHaMa Koje
ce nemraBajy y llnmanaunju: Alonso 2014; Garcia 2014).
OgakBa cuTyalujanoapasyMeBa IBOCTPYKY CTUTMY 3a
MPEBEHTHBHY apXeoJIorujy: He caMo Jia joj HeocTaje
»JIPYIITBEHa KOPHCHOCT Kao ,,XyMaHHCTHUKE
Hayke“, Beh je W TepeT 3a OHE aKTUBHOCTH KoOje
HMCTHUHCKH CTBapajy 60TaTCTBO U 3amonubaBame. OBaj
JMCKYPC je y OCIyXy ca pacTyhnMm JecHHYapCKuM
normynu3MoM. Heke on momudukanmja Koje cy
HampaBJbeHE Y TalHUIWjCKOM 3aKOHOJABCTBY Y
nocieme Bpeme (Ha npumep, 3akoH 5/2017 ox 5.
OKTOOpa, KOju TIOACTHYEC UMITIEMEHTUPAE TIOCTIOB-
HUX WHUIMjathBa y ['amummju) oaromapajy Ha OBO
0KMBJbABALE ,,pa3BOJHE TTApaIUTMe, KOja OJIaKIIaBa
cTBapu 3a rpal)eBUHCKE KOMIIaHH]e, T0K OTekKaBa K-
BOT OHHMMA KOjH JKeJe Jla ce HHPOPMHUILLY, cauyBajy
CBOj€ BPEJHOCTH U 3aXTeBajy cBoja mpasa (Alcayde
2021).

[TaBume, 1e0 epuKacHOCTH KOjy OU cTpaTeruja
MIPEBEHTHBHE apXe0JIOTHje TPeOaIo 1a UMa H3Try0JbeH
je y Mpexu npaBHUX Npouenypa. bumo Ou soruuHo
Jla Ce apXeoJIoTHja MHTETPHIIC Y YIPaBJbambe Kyil-
TypuuM HacieheM (kKao ITO W jecTe ciy4aj), a
na Oyne moBe3aHa M ca IPOLCHOM JPYIITBEHOI U
Mej3aKHOT yTulaja (IITO TPEHYTHO HUje CIy4aj).
Caaxa oz oBUX oOJsiacTé popMupa ,,Mexyp*, ¥ oBpa-
THe wWHOpOpPMAIMje O pe3ynTaTuMa pa3IudUTHX
TEXHUYKHX CTyAMja 4ecTo u3ocTajy. OBO je jacHO
y cllydajy eKOJIONIKHX IpOIeypa BETPOIapKoBa,
Koje Mopajy ma Oyay mpeaMeT TpolieHe YTHUIlaja Ha
KUBOTHY cpeauHy (environmental impact assess-
ment — EIA), y K0joj cy mpoieHe )HBOTHE CpeAnHE,
Haclieha, niej3aka u APyIITBEHE MPOIICHE Pa3/BOjeHE
Kaja Ou Tpebasio Jia MoCTOjU MHTErPUCaHa MpOLeHa
(HOMWHAQJIHO, OBO je TaKo, WMAKO y TIPAKCH HHje,
TMIOIITO CBAaKO O/ICJbEHhE YIPaBe HM3BEINTAaBA CaMO O
Jiely 3a Koju oxarosapa). [IpeBeHTHBHA apxeoioruja
Tpeba ma Oyne aMOMLIMO3HA Y CBOM NPHUCTYIY H A2
rpajii MOCTOBE Ka TPaHCANCIUIUTMHAPHOCTH KaJ| TOJT

Galicia) respond to this revival of the “developmen-
talist” paradigm, which facilitates things for con-
struction companies whilst making life difficult for
those who wish to inform themselves, preserve their
values and demand their rights (Alcayde 2021).

Furthermore, part of the effectiveness which
a strategy of preventive archaeology should have
is lost in the web of legal procedures. It would be
logical for archaeology to be integrated in the man-
agement of cultural heritage (as is the case), whilst
also being linked to the assessment of the social and
landscape impact (which is not currently the case).
Each of these areas forms a bubble and feedback on
the results of the different technical studies is not
often provided. This is clear in the case of the envi-
ronmental procedure of windfarms, which have to
be subject to an environmental impact assessment
(EIA) in which the environmental, heritage, land-
scape and social assessments are separated when
there should be an integrated evaluation (nominally,
this is the case, although in practice it is not, as each
department of the administration reports only on the
part that corresponds to them). Preventive archaeol-
ogy should be ambitious in its approach and build
bridges towards transdisciplinarity whenever possi-
ble, albeit against the established procedures.

On the other hand, there is ideological and eco-
logical criticism. First of all, there are those who
question the model from the English-speaking world
(that which has been implanted in Spain), which re-
fers the management of preventive archaeology to
private companies which possess little power when
faced with hegemonic interests (Demoule 2010).
Indeed, professional archaeology in Galicia and
Spain fits this profile of precarity and small com-
panies (Parga-Dans 2010; Sanchez 2017). Some au-
thors go even further and criticise the connivance of
these archaeologists, in general, with the processes
of capitalist modernisation (Zorzin 2015). It is even
the case that the polluter pays principle is beginning
to be questioned, which, although its application is
flawed, continues to be the guiding principle of the
EU’s environmental policy (ECA 2021). This ques-
tioning is due to the fact that the global problem (the
unsustainability of the prevailing economic model
and its disastrous effects, beginning with climate
change (IPCC 2021)) has not been resolved. The
case of windfarms poses an interesting dilemma
in this regard, as, due to their nature as renewable
sources of energy, their long-term social usefulness
should be beyond doubt and their implementation
should not be understood as an effect on the envi-

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage



TTPEBEHTMBHA APXEOJIOT'MJA V IIITAHWUIN: 101
30 TOJUMHA UCKYCTBA

je To Mmoryhe, Makap To OWIIO ¥ CYNIPOTHO YCTaJbeHUM
nporeypama.

C nmpyre crpaHe, IMOCTOjU HACOJIOIIKA M EKOJIO-
mka kputuka. Ilpe cBera, Ma OHMX KOjU AOBOAE Y
MUTakbe MOJET Ca CHIJIECKOT TOBOPHOT MOApYydja
(onaj mmruiemenTupan y Llnanuju), koju yrpaBibame
MPEBEHTHBHOM apxeoJiornjoM ymyhyje Ha npuBaTHE
KOMITaHHUje KOje MMajy Majio MohM Kajia cy CyoueHe
ca XxeremMoHucTHUknM mHTEpecnMa (Demoule 2010).
3ancra, npodecroHa Ha apxeoiorvja y lanmmmuju u
nanuju oxroBapa oBoM Npoduily MPEKapHOCTH U
Mmanux npeayseha (Parga-Dans 2010; Sanchez 2017).
Hexw ayropu vty U 1ajbe, U KPUTHKY]Y CAy9ECHHUIITBO
OBHUX apXx€eoJI0ra, yoIITeHo ropopehy, ca npouecuma
KalmuTaauCcTHUKe MoaepHmn3anyje (Zorzin 2015). Yak
W IPUHLNII ,,3arahuBad miaha® nounmbe 1a ce J0BOAN
y TITambe, KOj!, HaKo je HheroBa NprMeHa IorpelHa,
HacTaBba Ja Oyne BojehM NPHHIMIT EKOJIOIIKEe
nomutuke EY (ECA 2021). OBo mutame je 300r
YUIHCHALIC 1A TI00AHU TPOOJIEM — HEOAPKHUBOCT
npeoBnaljyjyher ekoHOMCKOr Mojena W HEroBH
noryoHu eheKTH, MOUEBIIN OJ] KIMMATCKUX IIPOMEHa
(IPCC 2021) nuje pemen. Cny4aj BeTporapkoBa y
OBOM IIOTJIeNly MPEACTaBIba MHTEPECAHTHY AMUIIEMY,
jep 300r BHXOBE MPHUPOJIE Ka0 OOHOBJEUBHUX H3BO-
pa eHepruje, HHXOBa AyropodHa IpPYyLITBEHA KO-
pucHocT Tpeba na Oyle HecyMmbuBa M HUXOBA
npuMeHa ce He Tpeba CXBAaTHTH Kao YTHIA] Ha
KMBOTHY cpenuny. Mehytum, mpobiem je y Tome
IITO HUjE TIOCTOja0 OJPXKHMB IUTaH 3a YBOheme
€HEepruje BeTpa, MHHUMHU3HPajyhul HeH YTHIA] Ha
Tej3ax U mpepacroeny npodura mel)y moroheHnm
norynarnujama (HemaBHO ono0peHu MHTerpucanu
HAlMOHAIIHM TUIaH O eHepruju u kmumu 2021-2030
[Plan Nacional Integrado de Energia y Clima]) o6aBe-
3yje Jla ce HeKH O]l OBHX ITpo0IieMa PEoKpeHy, HaKko
TO YMHU F€HEPUUKH 1 Ha KPajy je MUTAbE HOJIUTHIKE
BOJbE ayTOHOMHHUX 3ajemnauiia; BOE 2021). Ympkoc
yrbeHUIH Ja [ anuimja npousBoau 75% OOHOBIBHBE
erepruje y Ilmanuju (Alcayde 2021), 3a cema y
ONM3MHK BETPOINapKa HEMa BHIIE KOPUCTH OJ] PEHTE
KOjy KoMmmaHwje Tutahajy BIACHUIMMA 3EMJBHINTA
(6bmo ma cy To mojeauHIN WitH Tpyte). [IpeBeHTHBHA
apxeoJioTHja Koja HUje CBECHA Ja y4decTByje y He-
MpaBeHUM IPOIECHMa, MaKO Cy OHH MPUKPUBCHU
Kao OJIP)KMBH, M HE HACTOjU Jla MX MPEOKPEHE WIN
Jla M Ce€ CYNMPOTCTaBU — HHjE€ MHOTO 33 XBaJbEHE Y
CTUYKOM CMHUCITY.

[lBe rope HaBelIeHE KPHUTHKE, MAKO Cy pa3iu-
YUTE 10 MPUPOIH, 3aCHOBAHE Cy Ha KPHU3M JICTHTH-
MHUTETa CTPYYHOT 3Hama. M3 HajKpuTHuHHjE Tep-
CIIEKTHBE jaBHE apxeoJioruje, TNPEBEHTUBHA U

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

ronment. However, the problem is that there has not
been a sustainable plan for the implantation of wind
energy, minimising its effects on the landscape and
redistributing the profits among the affected popula-
tions (the recently approved Plan Nacional Integrado
de Energia y Clima 2021-2030 Integrated National
Plan on Energy and Climate) obliges the reversal of
some of these problems, although it does so gener-
ically and ends up being a question of the political
will of the Autonomous Communities; BOE 2021).
In spite of the fact that Galicia produces 75% of the
renewable energy in Spain (Alcayde 2021), for the
villages close to the windfarms there are no more
benefits than the rent that the companies pay to the
owners of the land (be they individuals or groups).
A preventive archaeology which is not aware that
it is participating in unjust processes, even though
they are disguised as being sustainable, and does not
seek to reverse or counter them is not much to boast
of in ethical terms.

The two criticisms stated above, although they
are different in nature, are based on a crisis of legit-
imacy of expert knowledge. From the most critical
perspective of public archaeology, preventive and
management archaeology are seen as an inextricable
part of the so-called Authorised Heritage Discourse
(Waterton and Smith 2009; Smith 2006) having
been applied, in general, behind the backs of society
and communities (Criado et al. 2015). Not even the
Faro Convention of 2005 has succeeded in revers-
ing this isolation of preventive archaeology with
regard to society. In line with what has been men-
tioned above, a preventive archacology which does
not advocate the principles of public and community
archaeology is condemned to being an accomplice
of what it claims to fight against. It is not enough to
document heritage assets in order to swell the inven-
tories of the administration, particularly if this ad-
ministration turns its back on society and does little
to foster and disseminate heritage values and much
to penalise and punish violations.

Finally, in connection with all of the above, it
is clear that there is a disciplinary crisis. The situ-
ation of increasing weakness of governments in
the face of economic powers, the legal changes in
certain regions, the situation of job insecurity dev-
astating commercial archaeology and the discredit-
ing of technical criteria in the face of the opinion
of the public and social agents who feel they have
been neglected until now have led to preventive ar-
chaeology losing effectiveness in the process of the
management of heritage assets in Spain (Rodriguez
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yIpaBJbauka apXeoyioTHja MOoCMaTpajy ce Kao He-
OJIBOJHBH JICO TaKO3BaHOT ayTOPH30BAHOT JHCKypca
o "aciehy (Waterton and Smith 2009; Smith 2006)
KOjU ce IpUMEmYje, YIIIaBHOM, u3a jeha npymTsa u
3ajennnna (Criado et al. 2015). Yak aHu dapo KOHBEH-
uuja u3 2005. ronuHe HUje ycrena Ja NPeoKpeHe OBy
M30J1allMjy TPEBEHTUBHE apXeoJIOrHje Y OJHOCY Ha
JPYIITBO. Y CKJIAJLy Ca TOpe HABEICHUM, TIPCBEHTUBHA
apxeoJyioruja Koja HE 3acTyna NpPUHIUIE jaBHE W
JIOKaJTHEe apXeoyoruje ocyhena je ma Oyje cay4ecHUK
y OHOME IPOTHB uera TBpAH Ja ce Oopu. Huje mo-
BOJEHO JIOKYMEHTOBATH eJIeMEeHTe Hacieha na ou ce
,,HaITyMIIaIi" MHBEHTapH aIMHHUCTpAIIUje, MOCCOHO
aKo TakBa yrpasa okpehe seha npymTBy u YMHI Maio
Ha HETOBambY M INPERY BpeIHOCTH Hacleha, a MHOTO
Ha CAaHKIIMOHHCAY U KKI-aBamy MPEKpIaja.

KoHnayHo, y Be3u ca CBUM HaBEJICHUM, jacHO je
Jla TIOCTOjU Kpuza y moryieay aucuuruiiae. Cra-
e cBe Behe cmabocTw Biama y CyodaBamy ca
eKOHOMCKMM MohmMa, 3aKOHCKHM IIpOMEHaMa Yy
MOjeJMHAM PETHOHMMA, CUTYallljoOM HECHUTYPHOCTH
Mocsia Koja pasapa KOMEpLHjalHy apXeollorHjy U
JIMCKPETUTOBAKEM TEXHUUKUX KPUTEpUjyMa Mpe]
MUIIUBECHEM JaBHOCTH M JIPYIITBEHHX arcHatra Koju
cMaTpajy a ¢y A0 caja O 3aHeMapeHu — JIOBEJIO
jée 1o Tora Ja TPEBCHTHWBHA apxeojiorHja TryOu
edexTHBHOCT y mporecy ymnpaeibama Haciehem y
nanuju (Rodriguez & Afonso 2019). 'onune 2021.
ocHoBaHa je JIpxaBHa ruiatdopma 3a mpodecroHanHe
apxeoJore (Plataforma Estatal de Profesionales de la
Arqueologia) ca mrubeM Ja ce BpaTu T0CTOjaHCTBEHO
npodecrju U CTeKHE IPYIITBEHO MPU3Hame, MTo he,
HaJajMO ce, Pe3yJITUPATH Y KOPUCT apXeOJIOMIKOT 1
KynTypHOT Hacsieha. OBo ocupomaliere MpeBeHTHB-
HE apXeoJIoTHje je Takole MPUMETHO y aKkliijaMa Koje
Ce OJIHOCE Ha YIPaBJbakhe YTUIA]eM BETPOIIAPKOBa, Y
KOjMa C€ PETPOayKyjy CTaHAapaH ca Majo WHOBa-
[IMja ¥ CMamyjy pecypcH 300T KOHKYpEHIHje n3Mely
KOMITaHHja.

3ak/by4yHa pa3mMaTpama

Kao mro cMo BuIenm, HamI CTaB je€ KPUTHUKA
nparmaTtu3aM. [Iperno3HajeMo Hampenak IMOCTHTHYT
y IIPEeBEHTUBHO] apxeonoruju y lllnanuju ca texHu-
YKe, METOJOJIOIIKE W Tauke Tieaumra Hacieha u
HBEroBux norpeda. MehyTim, cBeCHH CMO HETOBUX
JPYIITBEHUX OTPaHUYCHa, T1a YaK U CIOJbAIIbUX
yTHIIaja KOje MOTHyHa MOU]HKaIMja MOXKE Ia
nozpazymeBa. Jlakie, Mu ce He 3aJaXXeMo 3a HEerH-
pame ,,Mante®, Beh 3a yKibyunBame jaBHe TUMEH3H]E
(y cMucity Briajzie , Ipe CBera, IMBHIJIHOT JPYIITBA) ¥

& Afonso 2019). In 2021, the Plataforma Estatal de
Profesionales de la Arqueologia (State Platform for
Professional Archaeologists) was set up with the
aim of dignifying the profession and gaining social
recognition which, it is hoped, will result in bene-
fitting archaeological and cultural heritage. This
impoverishment of preventive archaeology is also
noticeable in actions linked to the management of
the impact caused by windfarms, in which standards
with little innovation are reproduced and resources
are cut back due to competition between companies.

Conclusions

As has been seen, our position is one of criti-
cal pragmatism. We recognise the progress made in
preventive archaeology in Spain from a technical,
methodological and heritage point of view and its
needs. However, we are aware of its social limita-
tions and even of the external influences which a
total modification may imply. Thus, we do not advo-
cate a dismantling of Malta, but the incorporation of
the public dimension (in terms of government and,
above all, civil society) into preventive archaeolo-
gy. The perpetuation of an unsustainable, closed and
technocratic model should be avoided whilst ensur-
ing that public control over resources which belong
to all does not disappear into the hands of the free
market. Therefore, it must be ensured that the Malta
model evolves beyond itself (Barreiro et al. 2018):
preventive archaeology must evolve towards a hy-
brid model hand in hand with public archaeology.
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MPEBEHTHBHY apxeosiornjy. Oncrajame HEOAPKUBOT,
3aTBOPEHOT U TEXHOKPATCKOT Mojielia Tpeba n3bera-
BaTH M UCTOBPEMEHO OCHTYpATH Jia jaBHa KOHTPOJa
HaJl pecypcuMa KOoju IPUIIa/1ajy CBUMa HE HECTaHe y
pykama cioboHor Tpxkuiita. CTora ce Mopa OCHry-
paTH Ja MaiTelIKd MO eBOJyupa W3BaH cede
(Barreiro et al. 2018): mpeBeHTHBHA apXeoJIOTHja MO-
pa eBOJyHpaTH Ka XHOPUTHOM MOJIEIY 3ajeTHO ca
JaBHOM apXeOJIOTHjOM.

3axBaJIHOCT

Kopumhenn noganu u pediiekcuje yKbydeHe y
OBY TIpe3eHTaNMjy He Ou Omm Moryhm 6e3 paja cBUX
OHHUX KOjH Cy, y HEKOM TPEHYTKY, OWJIN aHTa)KOBaHU
y INCIPIT-y.

Takohe Oux sxeneo a ce 3aXBATUM AJEKCaHAPY
Anexkcuhy, opranmzatopy ckyna ,JllpeBeHTHBHa
apxeoJIorHja 1 3allTUTa apXeoIoIKor Hacieha™, mTo
MU je a0 TIPWINKY Ja MPEUCIITaM podIeMe U 1a
yIpaBjbaM HOBHM TIOJIallUMa y OKBUPY CBOT HCTpa-
KUBambA.
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RESCUE ARCHAEOLOGY IN POLAND:
LEGAL FRAMEWORKS AND ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS

Abstract — The upsurge in spatial development and urbanization across Europe over the past decades, in particular huge
infrastructure projects such as such a pipeline from Russia to western Europe and the network of highways and express-
ways, have contributed to the destruction of numerous archaeological sites and cultural landscapes. In fact, archaeolog-
ical fieldwork in a present-day Poland is almost exclusively carried out within the framework of rescue archaeology,
including surveys, evaluations, recording, and excavations before the planned infrastructural projects.

The paper discusses legal and organisational aspects of rescue excavations carried out in advance of large infrastructural
constructions in Poland during the last three decades. Moreover, it aims to analyse main successes, challenges and pit-
falls of this programme. Finally, it seeks to answer why, despite the existence of an appropriate legal framework and the
supervision, rescue excavations in many instances have lost its main principle of scientific research.
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YBoa

VYenoH mpocTopHOr pas3Boja M ypOaHM3aiuje
mmpoM EBpore TOKOM MpOTEKIMX JeLeHHja, I0-
ceOHO OTrpoMHH WH(PACTPYKTYPHH IPOjeKTH TMO-
nyT racoBoja ox Pycuje mo 3amamne EBporie n
MperKe ayTOIyTeBa M Op3UX ITyTeBa, JOTPUHENN Cy
YHUIITaBalky OPOJHUX apXCOJOIIKHX JIOKAJIHTETa
" KyaTypHuX nej3axka y [losbckoj, amm, Takohe, u
WHTEH3UBUPAbY apXCOJIOUIKMX HMCKONaBamba, IITO
je JOBeNo M0 MHOTHX CIIEKTaKyJIapHHUX OTKpuha.
OBo HHje yoOHMYajeHa cuTyalpja ¢ 003UpOM Ha JIy-
Ty TpaJWIAjy KOjy 3aIlITUTHA HCKOTaBama UMAjy Y
Behunu 3emaspa mmpom Epore (Ernyey-Bozoki
2007; Bofinger i Krausse 2012; Demoule 2012; 2016;
Guermandi 1 Salas-Rossenbach 2013; Novakovi¢ et
al. 2016; Stefansdottir 2019).

[locne yxumama KOMyHHCTHYKOT cuctema 1989.
TOIMHE, CHUTyalldja ce IMPOMEHWIa ycien TypOy-
JICHTHHX JIeIlIaBarba He CaMo Ha TI0JBCKO] MTOIUTHYKO]
cueHd, Beh u y cBuM rpanama npasa. To je, Taxobe,
M3a3BaJio CTBaparme HOBOT CHCTEMa OuyBamba Hacieha
y [osbckoj koju je jour yBek y Toky (Szmygin 2007).
[lpaBHu cucrem 3amTuTe Haciaeha M3 MPETXOTHOT
MepHo/ia Yy MHOTHM acleKTHMa je TIOHHUIITEH, a 1oc-
Tojeha 3akOHCKa peryiaruBa 3aMemeHa je HOBOM,
npuiIaroheHoM 3axTeBHMa JIEMOKpPATCKe JIpyKaBe
koja ce crBapa. CBU OBU Pa3BOjU YKJbYUYHBAIH CY
W 3Ha4YajHe TPOMEHE y OPraHU3alMOHO]j CTPYKTYpHU
3aIITHTE W YNPaBJbamba apXeoNomKuM Haciehem y
KOHTEKCTY CJIO0O0/IHE TP)KHUIIIHE MIPUBPETIE.

VY pany ce pazmarpajy NpaBHH U OpraHU3alHOHN
ACTICKTH 3aIITUTHUX MCKOMaBamba Koja Cy CIIpOBeIcHA
YOUYH BEJIMKUX WHQPACTPYKTYPHUX KOHCTPYKIHja Y
[Tospckoj TOKOM TOCTIEeTERE TPH AetieHu]je. [lnb pamaje
Jla aHAJTM3HUPa FbUXOB IIPAaBHU, (PMHAHCH]CKH ¥ OpTaHU-
3allMOHM KOHTeKCT. Ha Kpajy, Tpaku ce OaroBop
Ha TO 3allITO Cy, YIIPKOC MOCTOojamy oaroBapajyher
3aKOHCKOT OKBHpA U HAaJ30pa, 3aIlTHUTHA HCKOTIABabha
Yy MHOTUM CITy4yajeBUMa H3ryOunIia cBoj TJIaBHU MTPUH-
ITUIT HAYYHOT UCTPaKUBAmbA.

Kparka ucropuja
3aIITUTHHUX HCKONaBama y Ilo/bckoj

3amTUTHA MCKOTIAaBalkha MMajy PENaTHBHO JyTY
Tpamuirjy v I1oJbCKOj apXeoyoTHju, joIn O ApyTe
JIeTIeHNje JIBAJIECETOT BeKa W Besyje ce 3a pahame
cHCTeMa 3alllTUTe CIOMEHWKa, VYKJbydyjyhu u
npauctopujcke. Heke BakHE U CIIEKTaKyJapHO
BEJIMKC MHBECTUIIMje KOMYyHUCTHUKe epe (1945-
1989) 6me cy mpahene moOpo OpraHW30BaHUM H

Introduction

The upsurge in spatial development and urban-
ization over the past decades across Europe and in
particular huge infrastructure projects such as such
a pipeline from Russia to western Europe and the
network of highways and expressways, have con-
tributed to destruction of numerous archaeological
sites and cultural landscapes in Poland but also to
the intensification of archaeological excavations re-
sulting in many spectacular discoveries. This is not
an exceptional situation as rescue excavations have
a long tradition in most countries across Europe
(Ernyey-Bozoki 2007; Bofinger and Krausse 2012;
Demoule 2012; 2016; Guermandi and Salas-Ros-
senbach 2013; Novakovi¢ et al. 2016; Stefansdottir
2019).

After the abolishing of the communist system in
1989 the situation changed due to turbulent changes
not only on the Polish political scene, but also in all
the branches of law. It also caused the creation of
a new heritage preservation system in Poland that
is still underway (Szmygin 2007). The legal system
of protection of heritage from the previous period
in many aspects was crossed out and existing legal
regulations were replaced by the new ones adapt-
ed to the requirements of the democratic state being
created. All these developments also involved con-
siderable changes in the organizational structure for
the protection and management of archaeological
heritage in the context of a free market economy.

This paper discusses legal and organisational as-
pects of rescue excavations carried out in advance of
large infrastructural constructions in Poland during
the last three decades. It aims to analyse its legal,
financial and organisational context. Finally, it seeks
to answer why, despite the existence of an appro-
priate legal framework and the supervision, rescue
excavations in many instances have lost its main
principle of scientific research.

A brief history
of rescue excavations in Poland

Rescue excavations have a relatively long tradi-
tion in Polish archaeology dated back to the second
decade of the twentieth century and is connected
with the birth of the system of protection of monu-
ments, including prehistoric ones. Some important
and spectacular large investments of the communist
era (1945-1989) were accompanied by well-organ-
ized and properly conducted extensive rescue exca-
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MPaBUJIHO CIPOBEICHAM OIICEKHUM CHACHIAYKHM
WCKOoMaBamuMa, kao Ha mnpumep y Homoj Xyrm
(Nowa Huta) (mamac oxpyr KpakxoB (Krakow) u
Mauoj Iloseckoj). On panux 1950-ux 10 je Owmio
MOZIPYYje ONCEKHUX, MUOHHPCKHUX aPXEOJTOIIKUX
HCTpaXMBaba CIIPOBEACHUX y A0 caja HeBHhEHUM
pa3smepama. To je pe3yiaTupalio OTKpUBAEmEM Opoj-
HUX HaJla3WIlTa jOII OJl HEOJIUTA, Ka0 W BEIUKOM
30upkom apredakara. CakyIJbeHO je OKO MUIJIMOH H
M0 TOjeJMHaYHNX apTredakara, peKOHCTPYHCAHO je
Buie of 2.000 muHeHux mocyna, oxo 20.000 xytuja
je nonymeHo ckyrnoBuma apredakara (Gediga 2000,
92-95). Cpakako, U3BOljerhe 3aITUTHUX HCKOTIABamba
TaJga HHUje BAXKWIIO 32 yCTaJbeHy IPaKCy, Kao IITO je
mokaszao ciy4aj JKeneszape KaroBuie — Benmke de-
nmuuaHe nonupaHe y jyxHoj lloseckoj, m3rpahene
1970-ux (Marciniak 2011, 184-185).

Wneja o 3amrutHuM uckomnaBamuma y [1osbekoj
YCKO je TOBe3aHa ca ,,0praHu3alliOHUM TMOPETKOM
o4dyBama““ KOjU C€ pa3BHjao JelieHHjama. 3Hada-
jaH Opoj WHUWIIMjaTWBA 3aCHOBAH je HAa MOJENy WC-
TpaXHBamba KOjU j€ KOODAMHHPAH OKO BEIHUKUX
aKnMja Kao mro ¢y MMIIEHHjyMCKH Tpojekar, Ap-
xeonomky 3anmc [losbcke, Ilpojekar racoBoma u
[Ipojekar aytomyTta. 3ajeMHUYKH WMEHHUTEJb OBHX
mpojexara OO je OICeXaH CHUCTeM KOH3epBaIlije
MOZIP>KaH Ofl CTPaHE INIABHUX APXEOJIOIIKUX MHCTH-
TyLHja — yHHBep3uTeTa, [lojbcke akazemuje Hayka,
u My3eja. 3ampaBo, CTBapame e(PUKACHOT CHCTeMa
KOH3EpBallje U UCTPaKUBamba je U edekar, ajiu u
Y3pOK 3HAYajHOT Pa3BOja OBUX MHCTUTYIIH]a.

MuIneHnjyMCKO UCTPaXXUBAhE O PAHO] TTOJHCKO]
npxaBu 6mIto je onrosop Ha 1000. roAUIIEBHUITY T0Jb-
CKe Jp>KaBe M KPIUTEHE MPBOT UCTOPHjCKOT BlIajapa
[Mommecke Mjemka I (Mieszko I), koje ce crmaBuio
namelhy 1965. u 1966.ronqune. 3aroBapano ce Jna
apXeoJIO3M HACTABE Ca MPeJpaTHUM HCKONABakbUMa y
ofabpaHNM yTBphemrMa Koja JaTupajy u3 mepuoja
[Tjacra y Iloseckoj (mmp. I'mesno (Gniezno) u
[No3naw (Poznan)) m ga crmpoBemy BHIIIECE30HCKA
apXEoJIONIKa HCTPAXKHMBAkha HA HEKOIUKO JIPYTHX
PaHOCPEIOBEKOBHUX ~ YIOPHUINTA Kao IITO CY
Kpymsuma (Kruszwica), ['merr (Giecz), OctpoB
Jlemaukn  (Ostrow  Lednicki), Canrox, Bomwx
(Wolin), KomoGxer (Kotobrzeg), Bucmuma (Wisli-
ca), KpakoB (Krakow), Bpomnas (Wroctaw) u
Onone (Kurnatowska 1997; Kara 2017; Szczer-
ba 2018). Maejy je omMax omoOpuia apXcoIoImKa
CTpyKa, cxBarajyhu nma he, ocum HeocropHe Hay4yHE
3acilyre, apXxeololKa MCTPaXHBamba MPYKUTH HU3
CIeKTaKyJIapHuX oTkpuha koja he HecropHo nonartu
Ha BpPEIHOCTH TMpociiaBaMa MHJICHHjyMa TMOJbCKE
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vations, as for instance in Nowa Huta (now a dis-
trict of Krakow in Lesser Poland). From the early
1950s it was the area of the extensive, pioneering
archaeological research conducted on so far unprec-
edented scale. It resulted in discovering numerous
sites since the Neolithic and also a great collection
of artefacts. Circa a million and a half of single ar-
tefacts was gathered, more than 2 000 clay vessels
were reconstructed, about 20 000 boxes were filled
with artefacts assemblages (Gediga 2000, 92-95).
However, conducting rescue excavation was not a
common practice at that time, as the case of the Ka-
towice Steelworks - a large steel plant, located in
southern Poland, constructed in the 1970s - demon-
strated (Marciniak 2011, 184-185).

The idea of rescue excavations in Poland is
closely connected to the ‘conservation organization-
al order’ developed over decades. A significant num-
ber of initiatives has been based on a research model
that was coordinated around large-scale actions as
the Millennium Project, the Archaeological Record
of Poland, the Gas Pipeline Project and the Motor-
way Project. A common denominator of these proj-
ects was an extensive conservation system support-
ed by main archaeological institutions - universities,
the Polish Academy of Sciences and museums. In
fact, the creation of an efficient conservation and re-
search system is both an effect but also a cause of
significant development of these institutions.

The Millenium Research on the Early Polish
State was an answer to the 1000th anniversary of
the Polish State and the Baptism of the first histor-
ical ruler of Poland Mieszko I, celebrated between
1965 and 1966. It was advocated that archaeolo-
gists should resume pre-war excavations in selected
strongholds dating from the Piast period in Poland
(e.g., Gniezno and Poznan) and conduct multi-sea-
sonal archaeological investigations at several other
early medieval strongholds as Kruszwica, Giecz, Os-
trow Lednicki, Santok, Wolin, Kolobrzeg, Wislica,
Krakow, Wroctaw and Opole (Kurnatowska 1997,
Kara 2017; Szczerba 2018). The idea was imme-
diately approved by the archaeological milieu who
understood that apart from unquestionable scholar-
ly merit, archaeological research would provide a
number of spectacular discoveries which would be
an unquestionably added value to the celebrations
of the millennium of the Polish State. The Milleni-
um project also quickly gained widespread social
support. Consequently, during carefully planned
and methodically conducted excavations, a great
number of archaeological sources was carefully re-
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npxase. MUWISHHjYMCKH TIpojekar je, Takohe, Op30
CTEKao MIMPOKY JPYIITBEHY MoApinKy. CX0OIHO ToME,
TOKOM MaKJbUBO HCIUIAHUPAHUX M METOJOJIOIIKH
M3BOlEHHX MCKOIIABamkha, BEJIMKU OpPOj apXEeOIIONMIKIX
W3BOpA je MaKJbUBO OOHOBJBECH, TOKYMEHTOBAaH U
OYyBaH ca CBMUM TEPEHCKUM TOJalMa 1 JJOKYMEHTa-
urjoM. Taxohe, TpebGa CKpeHyTH NaXKiby HA YHHCHH-
Iy Ja ce OBaj MpojeKaT OOMYHO IUTHPA Y CBUM
MpUKa3uMa TMOJbCKE apXeoJoruje U OOMYHO ce cMa-
Tpa IpuMepoM 100pO TUIAaHUPAHUX U U3BEJCHHX ITPO-
jeKara TepeHCKOT paja.

Toguue 1978, na 6u ce momorna Oyayha 3am-
TUTHA MCKomaBama y [10JbCKOj, TIOKPEHYT je Toce-
OaH mporpam, IOA HA3MBOM ApPXCOJOIIKH 3aIic
[Tosscke (ckpaheno Ha mossckoM — AZP) (Bar-
ford, Brzezinski and Kobylinski 2000; Gassowski
2007, 165; Kobylinski 2010, 143). Hakon Mu-
JICHUJYMCKOT TIpojekTa, AZP je Ouo HajoOMMHUjU
MpoTpaM  apXeoJIOMIKMX HCTPaXMBama, KOJjU je
o0yxBarao 11eiy TeputopHjy Ilosbcke B yKIBYyUHBao,
y Behoj mnm Mam0j MEpH, CBE IJIaBHE apXEOJIOIIKE
uHctutyuje. Tpebano je ma cioyku y HaydHe
CBpXE M Jla TIOMOTHE y O4yBamby apXCOJOLIKHX
Hanasumra. AZP je OMo cucTeMaTcku mporpam pe-
KOTHOCIIUpamka KOjU CYy CHPOBOIMIM apXeollo3n
KaKo OM MPUIPEMIIIN MOY3/IaHe Marle apXeOIOIIKIX
pecypca y obnacti. 3aCHOBaH je Ha KOHTPOJIHCAHOM
o0MJIacKy TepeHa y CBUM NPHUCTYMaYHUM JEJIOBHMA
3eMJbe, MpOHANAKEHY (parMeHara KepaMHKe WIn
JpYTUX Hajaza, JoOpo BHJBMBHX HAKOH Opamba,
U TIOBE3MBAlby Ca ApXCOJOMIKUM HCTPAKHUBABMMA
U pesyaratuma uckonaBawa. On 1978. ma ce no
cana, suure o1 90% nenokynue tepuropuje [losscke,
n3ysumajyhu HenpuctynauHe o0JacTH, UCTPAKEHO
je ma Ou ce JIOKann30Baia apXeoJolika HAIA3UIITa.
[Iporpam je y kacHoj (azu Omo mojadan ¢orto-
rpaducameM U3 Ba3ayxa, a OMHENABHO YKJbYyUyje U
nporpam carenutcke dortorpaduje u LIDAR, koju je
euKacHUjU U jePTUHH]HU.

On cpenune 1990-ux, y [losbckoj cy cripoBeneHa
BEJIMKA 3aITHTHA apXeoJIOIIKa HCKONaBamka y BeE-
31 ca HU30M BEIHMKHUX Tpal)eBUHCKUX W IyTHUX
npojekata. Marpamma racoBoma Yamal od Cubupa
no 3amagHe EBpore mpencraBipana je mpBu Behun
npojekar y nepuoxy nocie 1989. romune. U nopen
TOTra IITO je CHPOBENCH MO 3aKOHCKUM ofpendama
YCIIOCTaBJEHUM Y KOMYHHCTHYKOM ITEPUOJTY, OoraTn
nuBectutTop — EuroPolGaz — n3pasmo je noopy Bosby
na (UHAHCHpA CBE apxeosomke pajoBe. CXOmHO
TOMeE, T0JhCKA apxeoJjiorhja OwWia je cyodeHa ca
OrpoMHUM OpojeM HCKoMaBama Koje je Tpedaso oba-
BUTH OpP3UM TEMIIOM, Y OOMMY Y KOjeM HUKaJIa paHH]je

covered, documented and preserved along with the
field data and documentation. Moreover, it is worth
drawing attention to the fact that this project is usu-
ally cited in all accounts of Polish archaeology and
usually considered as an example of a well-planned
and executed fieldwork projects.

In 1978, to help future rescue excavations in Po-
land, a special programme called the Archaeologi-
cal Record of Poland (abbreviated in Polish as AZP)
was initiated (Barford, Brzezinski and Kobylinski
2000; Gassowski 2007, 165; Kobylinski 2010, 143).
Following the Millennium project, AZP was the
most extensive programme of archaeological re-
search, encompassing the whole territory of Poland
and involving, to a greater or lesser degree, all main
archaeological institutions. It was meant to serve
scientific purposes and to help in the preservation of
archaeological sites. AZP was a systematic recon-
naissance program undertaken by archaeologists in
order to prepare reliable maps of archaeological re-
sources in the area. It was based on controlled field
walking all accessible parts of the country, searching
for pottery sherds or other finds, well visible after
ploughing, and correlating it with archival research
and excavation results. From 1978 until now more
than 90 percent of the whole territory of Poland,
excluding inaccessible areas, has been surveyed to
localize archaeological sites. The programme in its
late stage was supported by aerial photography and
recently it includes a programme of satellite pho-
tography and LiDAR, which is more efficient and
less expensive.

Since the mid-1990s, large-scale rescue archae-
ological excavations have been carried out in Poland
in connection with a number of major construction
and road projects. The construction of the Yamal
gas pipeline from Siberia to western Europe was the
first major project in the post-1989 period. Despite
the fact that it was carried out under the legal provi-
sions established during the communist period, the
wealthy investor — EuroPolGaz — expressed a good
will to finance all archaeological works. Conse-
quently, Polish archaeology was confronted with a
huge number of excavations to be conducted at a fast
pace on a scale never experienced before. Moreover,
in 1995 the Polish motorway program to construct a
2,300 km long network of major expressways and
highways was accepted. Since 1997 archaeological
rescue excavations are being conducted on 80-100
m wide right-of-way corridor for the planned roads.
This huge undertaking involves a complex program
which aims to mitigate adverse effects by detecting,
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nuje paheno. llrasuie, 1995. ronune npuxsaheH je
[Tosscku mporpam aytomyTeBa 3a u3rpaamy 2.300 km
IyTe MpeXKe TIIaBHUX Op3uX ImyTeBa U ayTomyTena. O
1997. roguHe U3BOAE CE apPXEOIIOIIKA 3ALTUTHA UCKO-
naBama Ha kopuopy mupuHe 80—100 M 3a rutaHupane
myteBe. OBaj orpoMaH MoAyXBar YKJbydyje CIOKEH
MporpaM Koju UMa 3a IIIJb Ja yOIlaKu mTeTHe edexre
OTKPUBAKEM, UCTPAKHUBAKBEM M JIOKYMEHTOBAEHEM
CBHUX apXEOJOMIKUX JIOKATUTETA YTPOKCHUX TUIaHH-
panom wmarpaamoM (Marciniak and Pawleta 2010,
88).

Kao mocneauma Tora, apxeoIoIIKy TEPEHCKH pajl
y naHaiimboj [1oJbCKoj ce TOTOBO MCKJBYYHMBO CIIPO-
BOIIM y OKBHPY 3aIITUTHE apXeoJIoTHje, YKIbYIyjyhu
WCTpaXMBama, MPOIEHE, CHUMAama W HCKOIIaBarmha
pe TUITAHUPAHUX HHPPACTPYKTYPHUX MPOjeKaTa.

Meljy MoJbCKMM apXeojio3uMa TOCTOjU OINILTE
cllarame Jia je rnojaBa U MUMIUIEMEHTAIMja BEJIMKUX
apXCOJIONIKMX TpojekaTa BoheHHX pa3BoOjeM KOjU
Cy TPETXONWIN PEKOHCTPYKITHjH TIOJbCKE HWH pa-
CTPYKTYpE HAKOH MOJIMTUUKHUX IpomeHa 1989. ronu-
HE MOCTaly HajBa)KHUjE€ KOJEKTUBHO HCKYCTBO 3a
MOJBCKE apXxeosiore y MOCIEABUX TPUAECEeT TOJHHA
(Chochorowski 2016, 289; vidi i Bukowski 1997;
Cerniak 1997; Gediga (2000). Onu cy 3aMeHMIH
NpKaBHA Hay4yHa WCTPaXWBambha W3 TPETXOJHE epe
Y TIPUMOPAJTH TI0JBCKE apXeoJiore Jia HaIyCTe CBOje
‘KyJie OfI CJIOHOBaue’ Kako OM MpOHAILIM Ha4YMH A2
CBOje po)eCrOHAaIHE AKTUBHOCTH 00aBJbajy y HOBO)]
creapHocTH (Kobylinski 2013, 195-196).

IIpaBHM KOHTEKCT
3alITuTHe apxeosoruje y Ilo/bekoj

[NoueTak mpojekTa 3alTUTHAX HCKOTIABaHha Taco-
BOJIa TIOKPEHYO je 030MJbHE JUCKYCH]E O MPaBHUM,
OpraHW3allMOHMM M METOMOJIOIIKMM CTaHIapauMa
TEPEHCKHX pajgoBa M FHUXOBOj MPUMEHU y TPAKCH.
Tpeba ncrahu fa je opraHu3aMoHa CTPYKTypa Ipe-
JUIOKEHa 3a TpOjeKaT racoBoja Owia mpecegaH 3a
(dbopMynucame HOBE JOKTPUHE 3aAIITHTE W OYyBamba
apxeoJsiomkor Hacieha y zemsbu. HakoH w3BecHHX
M3MeHa, KaCHHU]E j€ MMITIEMEHTHPAH TOKOM TTPOjeKTa
ayromyta (Marciniak i Pawleta 2010, 88; Marciniak
2011, 185).

3akoHCKH OKBUp 3a Oymyhe Benmuke 3amuTHTHE
MPOjeKTe NpyKa HEKOJIMKO TOKyMeHara. 3allTUTHA
WCKOTaBama Ty Tpace Oymyhux ayromyTeBa u 6p3nx
myTeBa Owia cy Mmoryha 3axBajbyjyhu 3aKOHCKHM
aKTIMa Ha CHa3W KOjH Cy TIOLITOBAJIM HMHTEpece
apXeoJIOTHje U apXeoNoWKor Hacieha. 3axon o npo-
cmopHom naanupary 00 7. jyia 1994. xaxe na je
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investigating, and documenting all archaeological
sites threatened by the planned constructions (Mar-
ciniak and Pawleta 2010, 88).

As a consequence, archaeological fieldwork in a
present-day Poland is almost exclusively carried out
within the framework of rescue archaeology, includ-
ing surveys, evaluations, recording, and excavations
before the planned infrastructural projects.

It is generally agreed among Polish archaeol-
ogists that the emergence and implementation of
large scale development-led archaeological projects
preceding reconstruction of Polish infrastructure af-
ter political changes of 1989 have become the most
important collective experience for Polish archae-
ologists over the last thirty years (Chochorowski
2016, 289; see also Bukowski 1997; Czerniak 1997,
Gediga 2000). They replaced the state-sponsored
scientific research of the previous era and forced
Polish archaeologists to leave their ‘ivory towers’ in
order to find a way to conduct their professional ac-
tivities in a new reality (Kobylinski 2013, 195-196).

Legal context of rescue archaeology in Poland

The inception of a gas pipeline rescue excava-
tions project initiated serious discussions on legal,
organizational, and methodological standards of
fieldworks and their implementation in practice.
What is important, the organizational structure pro-
posed for the gas pipeline project was the precedent
for the formulation of a new archaeological heritage
conservation and protection doctrine in the country.
After some modifications, it was later implemented
during the highways project (Marciniak and Pawleta
2010, 88; Marciniak 2011, 185).

A legislative framework for the future large-
scale rescue projects is provided by several docu-
ments. Rescue excavations along the route of future
highways and expressways were possible thanks to
legal acts in force which respected the interests of
archaeology and archaeological heritage. The Act on
Spatial Planning of July 7, 1994 says that all invest-
ments threatening the existence of archaeological
monuments require the consent of the appropriate
Provincial Monument Preservation Officer (Gas-
sowski 2007, 164; Kadrow 2017, 63). Next, the Act
on Paid Motorways from October 27, 1994 guaran-
teed the protection of archaeological heritage dur-
ing the construction of motorways and its financing
from the state budget. It was further reassured in the
Regulation of the Council of Ministers of 15 May
2004 on the Network of Motorways and Express-
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3a CBE MHBECTHIIMjE KOje YrpoKaBajy IOCTOjambe
apXEOJIONIKHIX CIOMEHUKA TIOTpeOHa CariacHOCT OJIro-
Bapajyher MOKpajuHCKOT CITy>KOCHWKA 3a 3alllTHTY
ciomenmnka (Gassowski 2007, 164; Kadrow 2017,
63). 3atum je, 3axorom o niahenum aymonymeguma
00 27. okmobpa 1994. ronuHe, rapaHTOBaHa 3aIlITUTA
apXEoJIONIKOT Haclieha NpHiIMKOM W3rpajame  ay-
TOIYTEBa M FeHO (PUHAHCHPARE U3 JIPKaBHOT Oylle-
ta. To je, 3arum, motBpheHo y Vpeoou Casema
munucmapa 00 15. maja 2004. o0 Mpexxu ayTomyTeBa
u Op3ux myteBa. OBa pemiema cy AUPEKTHO MHCIH-
pHUCaHa MPUHIUIIOM ,,KO YHUINTaBa, riaha“ (mpuH-
uun polluter pays — 3arahuBau mmaha) campskax
y EBpOIICK0j KOHBEHITH]H 3 3aIITUTY apXEOTOIIKOT
Hacneha moroBopeHoj y Jla Banern va Mantu 1992.
romune, kojy je Ilosbcka parudurosana 1996. (Ko-
bylinski 2010, 141; Kadrow 2017, 63). Tako je
WHBECTHTOp OMO y 00aBe3M Ja TMOKpHUje TPOIIKOBE
3alITUTHUX WUCKOIIABaba, IOKyMEHTAIMje U aHaJIH3e
pesyarara.

OB TIPOITHCH Cy KaCHUje KOMOMHOBaHH Y HOBY
3aKOHOJIaBHY HMHUILMjATUBY MO3HATY Ka0 3aKoH 00
23. jyna 2003. o sauumumu u 04y8arby CHOMEHUKA.
JacHo ce HaBoM Ja Ccy CBa apXeoJIollKa HANIA3HUINTa,
6e3 0031pa Ha HUXOB KBAJUTET U 3Ha4aj, 3amTrheHa
3akoHOM. [ToHaBJba J1a je apXeoJIOIIKH TEPEHCKU pajl
JierajiaH camMo ako ce 00aBJba y CKIIaay ca BaxehoM
JI03BOJIOM KOjy je m3aao IlokpajuHCKH CiryKOSHHUK
3a 3amTuty cnomenuka. Ojpendama 3akoHa Takohe
je MpoTMCcaHo Jia ce, IITO Ce THYE TEPSHCKUX METO-
Jla W CTaHaapja JIOKyMEHTAllje, CBU 3allTHTHU
paloBU W3BOJIC HA WCTU HAYMH KAO U CBU JPYTU
WCTpaXWBauKu mpojektu. Hamaree, moTpebHO je na
ce UCTpaXCHHW Hajla3W CTPYyYHO aHAIM3HUPajy, U IO
MoryhctBy o0jaBe. Kaia ce mokake HEONXOIHUM,
MpeMeTH MOpajy OMTH TIOIBPTHYTH OAroBapajyhoj
KOH3epBaIiju. MiHBecTHTOp je OMO 3BaHUIHO 00aBe-
3aH Jia MOKPHje TPOIIKOBE CBUX OBUX PaJioBa, KAKo Yy
Cclly4ajy paHHje MMO3HATUX JIOKAIUTETa, TAKO U OHUX
OTKPUBEHUX TOKOM TpeArpaljeBUHCKUX HCTPakKU-
Barba WM OHUX Y (pa3u U3rpajilbe Pa3BOjHOT MPOjeKTa
(Zeidler and Trzcinski 2009, 94-100).

3amTUTHE apXeoNOMKH panoBu y Iloskckoj dhu-
HaHcupajy ce ns iBau3Bopa: (1)axoje omreheme apxe-
OJIOILIKOT JIOKAJIMTETa TPOY3POKOBAHO MPHPOIHO,
OHJIa je ipKaBHM OylIeT J{y’aH Jia IOKPHje TPOIIKOBE
3alITUTHUX UCKOTIaBama; (2) y CUTyalMju Kaja Tuia-
HUpPAHO Yylarame MOXKE YHHUIITHTH apXeoJIOIIKO
HaJIa3UIINTe, HHBECTUTOP j€, IO 3aKOHY, Jy>KaH Ja CHO-
CH CBE TPOIIKOBE HCTpaknBama. Y MelyBpemeny,
npojekar Mopa OMTH MPEKUHYT JOK CEe HE 3aBplIe
apxeoJonika ucrpaxusama (Gassowski 2007, 164).

ways. These solutions were directly inspired by the
principle of ‘who destroys, pays’ (polluter pays prin-
ciple) contained in the European Convention for the
Protection of the Archaeological Heritage agreed
at La Valetta in Malta in 1992, ratified by Poland
in 1996 (Kobylinski 2010, 141; Kadrow 2017, 63).
Thus, the investor was obligated to cover the cost of
rescue excavations, documentation and analysis of
the results.

These regulations were later combined into a
new legislative initiative known as the Act of 23 July
2003 on the Protection and Care of Monuments. It
makes clear that all archaeological sites regardless of
their quality and significance are protected by law. It
reiterates that archaeological fieldwork is only legal
when conducted accordingly to a valid permit issued
by the Provincial Monument Preservation Officer.
The provisions of the act also stipulate that as far as
field methods and standards of documentation are
concerned, all rescue works should be conducted in
the same manner as any other research projects. Fur-
thermore, it is required that the excavated finds are
professionally analyzed and preferably published.
When proved necessary, the objects need to undergo
a proper conservation. The investor was officially
obliged to cover the cost of all these works, both in
case of previously known sites as well as in those
discovered during preconstruction surveys or locat-
ed during the construction phase of the development
project (Zeidler and Trzcinski 2009, 94-100).

Rescue archaeological works in Poland are fi-
nanced from two sources: (1) if the damage to the
archaeological site is caused by nature, then the state
budget is obliged to cover the expenses of rescue ex-
cavation; (2) in a situation when planned investment
may destroy an archaeological site it is the investor
who is obliged by law to cover all the costs of the
research. In the meantime, the project must be in-
terrupted until the archaeological research is done
(Gassowski 2007, 164). Unfortunately, in 2007 the
ombudsman called into question ‘the polluter pays’
principle arguing that was contradictory to the con-
stitutional rights of property ownership. As a result,
despite strong opposing voices of archacologists, in
2009 the law was changed and now the investor is
obliged to cover the expenses of the necessary ar-
chaeological work only to the limit of 2 percent of
the cost of the whole development. The remain costs
should be covered by the state budget (Kobylinski
2010, 141).
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Haxxanoct, omOyncmaH je 2007. roquHe T0BEO y HATA-
e TPUHIHNI ,,3arahuBady tumaha®, TBpnehu ga je to
y CYNPOTHOCTHU Ca yCTaBHUM IIPAaBHUMa BJIACHHIITBA
HaJl UMOBHHOM. Kao pesynrar tora, yrpkoc CHaXKHOM
CynpoTcTaBibamwy apxeonora, 2009. rofuHe 3aK0H je
M3MEHHEH, U CaJla je MHBECTUTOP 00aBe3aH J1a MOKpHje
TPOIIKOBE HEONXOIHUX APXEOJOUIKHX PazoBa caMo
JI0 TPaHMIIE O 2 OJICTO TPOILIKOBA IIEJIOKYITHOT Pa3B-
oja. Ilpeoctanu TpomkoBu 6u Tpebaso aa Oymy mo-
kpuBeHu npxkaBHuM Oyuerom (Kobylinski 2010,
141).

Opranuzanmja 3alITUTHUX UCTPAKUBAKA

OBe 3aKOHCKE peryjaTvBe Cy, IIOTOM, MpaTHie
MHCTUTYIMOHANIHE TpaHcdopmanuje. Baxkan ko-
paK y pa3BOjy 3alliTHUTE apXeoylomkor Hacieha
TOKOM BEJIMKHMX 3allITHTHUX WCKOTIaBama OWIo je
¢dopmupame lleHTpa 3a 3amITUTHA apXeoyoIIKa
nckonapama (Osrodek Ratowniczych bamgan Arche-
ologicznych — ckpahieHo Ha mosbckom kao ORBA)
1995. roqune, y okBupy Munucrapctsa Kynrype. To
je OMIo TUPEKTHO 3aBUCHO O MUHHICTPA U JIUIIICHO
yIpaBJbama OJf CTpaHe |eHepasHOr KOoH3epBaTropa
cnomennka (General Conservator of Monuments)
(Kobylinski and Wysocki 2011, 44). Llenrap je Ouo
AHTaKOBaH TOCEOHO Ha BEJIMKHM HCKOTABAKHMA,
Koja Cy TIpeTXOAWIa W3TpajamH aytormyTteBa. Ibe-
TOB TJIaBHM ITWJb je OWo ma oOaBiba (QyHKIH]E
Be3aHE 3a 3allTHTy apXeojomkor Hacieha kao
neo TekyhuxX WHBECTHIIMja W3TPAIE JIMHHjCKUX
obOjekara. [Ipaktuyno, Ouo je oaroBopaH 3a u300p
oaroBapajyhux u3Bohava u GopmaniHu, caapkajHd U
METOJMYKH HaJ[30P UCKOIaBamba Koja Cy MPEeTXOAnIIa
oBuM mHBectuijama (Gediga 2011, 163-165; Cho-
chorowski 2016, 290; Kadrow 2017, 63). Takohe,
Tpeba HarIacuTH Jia Cy y TO BpPEeME IVIaBHE MOJbCKE
apxeosiolke MHCTUTYHWje (yHuBep3uTeTH, Ilosbeka
aKaJeMuja HayKa, My3eji) U HeKe O] HajUCKYCHHUJHX
MIpUBATHUX (PUPMU yjeIHIIIE CBOj€ CHAre Ja Ou Tpe-
y3eIe OBaj 3aarax.

Ogaj nenTap je 2002. roqune 3amermeH LlenTpoM
3a 3amtuty apxeodsomkor Hacieha (Ocponex Ochroni
[IuensunrBa Archeologicznego — ckpaheno Ha 1mosb-
ckoM OODA), koju je JeTMMHUYHO HACTaBHO YIOTY
CBOT TIPETXOMHUKA, TIOCEOHO y 00MacTu GpopmaHo-
MIPaBHUX JIENIaTHOCTH. HberoBe mpBOOUTHE TyKHOCTH
OuJie cy mpoIMpeHe Ha HU3 NMUTamba KOH3epBaIje u
yIpaBibamka, YKbY4yjyhu KOHTPOITy HajJ CBUM IIO-
KpajuHCKUM CiTy)KOeHWIIMMa 3a ouyBame Hacieba.
LenTap je O6uo 3amy’keH U 3a HAA30p TOOPHX MpaK-
CH W KBaJHWTETa TPEBEHTHUBHHUX WCKOMABamba, Y3
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Organisation of rescue research

These legislative regulations were further ac-
companied by institutional transformations. An im-
portant step in developing protection of archaeolog-
ical heritage during large scale rescue excavations
was the creation of the Centre for Archaeological
Rescue Excavations (Osrodek Ratowniczych Badan
Archeologicznych —abbreviated in Polish as ORBA)
in 1995, installed at the Ministry of Culture. It was
dependent directly on the minister and excluded
from the management of the General Conservator
of Monuments (Kobylinski and Wysocki 2011, 44).
The centre was engaged especially in large-scale ex-
cavations preceding highways construction. Its main
objective was to conduct functions related to the pro-
tection of archaeological heritage as part of ongoing
line investments. Practically, it was responsible for
the selection of appropriate contractors and the for-
mal, substantive and methodical supervision of the
excavations preceding these investments (Gediga
2011, 163-165; Chochorowski 2016, 290; Kadrow
2017, 63). It has also to be stressed that at that time
main polish archaeological institutions (universities,
Polish Academy of Sciences, museums) and some
of the most experienced private firms united their
forces to undertake the task.

In 2002 this centre was replaced by the Centre
for Protection of Archacological Heritage (Osrodek
Ochrony Dziedzictwa Archeologicznego - abbre-
viated in Polish as OODA) that in part continued
the role of its predecessor, especially in the field of
formal and legal activities. Its original duties were
extended to a range of issues of conservation and
management, including the control over all provin-
cial heritage preservation officers. The centre was
also charged of supervising good practices and qual-
ity of preventive excavations along with the pub-
lication of their results (Gediga 2011, 166). Thus,
OODA obtained the competences of a central state
administration body and aimed to shape the strategy
and activities in the field of archaeological heritage
protection (Kadrow 2017, 63).

In principle, both centres “were to work har-
moniously with conservation institutions and other
entities, including private companies — commercial
providers of ‘archaeological services’. It was also
assumed that they must have research experience in
the region where sites under the threat of destruction
are located” (Chochorowski 2016, 292). It steamed
from a common belief that only in this way a high
level of scientific research can be sustained. Thus, it
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o0jaBpBame mUxoBHX pesynrara (I'emura 2011,
166). Tume je OODA noOwna Ha/UIEKHOCTH IICH-
TPAJIHOT OpraHa Jp)KaBHE yIpaBe U MMalia 3a LHJb
Ja OOJNMKYje CTparerdjy W akTUBHOCTH Yy 0OJNacTu
3amuTe apxeonomkor Hacneha (Kadrow 2017, 63).

Y npunmumy, oba IeHTpa ,,Tpebanio je ma
XapMOHHYHO PaJie ca KOH3ePBATOPCKUM HHCTHTYIIH-
jama u ApyruMm cyOjekTuMa, yKJbydyjyhu npuBaTHe
KOMIIaHWje — KOMEpLHjaliHe MpYy’Kaole  apXeoso-
mkux yciyra’. Taxohe je 6o mpeasubeHo a Mo-
Pajy MMaTH KCTPAKUBAYKO HCKYCTBO Y PETHOHY TJIE Ce
HaJa3e JIOKAJUTETH IO/ MPETHoM yHUIITeHa” (Cho-
chorowski 2016, 292). To je mpou3anuio U3 OMIITer
yBepema J1a ce caMO Ha Taj HA4YMH MOXKE OJp)KaTu
BUCOK HMBO Hay4HOI' HCTpakuBama. Jlakie, To je
Ouio y ckiagy ca HamepaMa cajpskanuM y Manre-
IITKOj KOHBEHITH]H KOja je nMaJIa 3a IuJb 1a 00e30emu
Jla ce ,,apXeoJOlIKa HMCKOMAaBama M HCTPAKUBAKA
Mpeay3My Ha HayYHH Ha4uH"* (4IaHak 3).

O0a 1eHTpa cy ogurpaa BaxxHy YJIOTYy Y OJBCKO]
apxeonoruju. [lomto cy m00po yrno3HatH ca Hajpe-
JICBaHTHUJUM THWTambUMa 3aIITUTE M YIPaBibarba
apXeoJIONIKKM Hacyiehem, mocranu cy mnapTHepu
WHBECTUTOPUMA W TOTCHIMjATHUM HW3BOhaurmMa
WHBECTHLIMja BeIMKUX pasmepa. OHu cy, Taxobe,
Oy 4yBapH HajOOJFUX MPAKCH y OBOM IOIJICAY U
YCIIOCTaBHJIM HAYYHU CHUCTEM 3alITUTE M KOH3epBa-
nuje apxeosomnkor Hacneha. Kao mocneauria rora: (1)
3aIITUTHA WCKOTIABama Cy cMaTpaHa par excellence
HayYHUM TIomyxBaroM; (2) u3Bohaun cy m3aOupaHu
Ha OCHOBY NPETXOIHOT UCKYCTBA Y CIMYHHUM IOCIIO-
BUMa, HAyYHHUX KBAIM(HKAIH]ja, CTPYIHOT 0C00Jba U
aJICKBaTHUX CKJIAUIIHKUX oOjekara. Kao mociequia
TOTa, 3aITHTHA HWCKOIaBama Cy HajBehnM JenoM
Owia m3BoheHa Off CTpaHe HAIMOHATHHUX HAyYHHX
ycraHoBa (YHHBEP3UTETH, My3eju wiu WHCTUTYT
3a apxeonorujy u erHonorujy IloJecke akamemmuje
Hayka); (3) oBaj cucrem je omoryhmo um yuemhe
MambUX KOMEPIMjaTHUX M TPHBATHUX apXEOJIOIIKUX
KOMITaHHja, 3allOCICHUX Kao TOAM3BOhaYM M ITOM
Ha/I30pOM TJaBHOT W3Bohawa; (4) KOHAYHO, TO
je ocHrypaso BpXYHCKH KBAJIHUTET apXEOJOUIKHUX pa-
JI0Ba, OMOTYhHJIO KOHTpONy Haj BUMa M e(hUKACHO
CTIPEUMIIO CHIKaBame cTaHgapnaa keamurera (Mar-
ciniak and Pawleta 2010, 89). Melyytuwm, ucriocraBu-
JIO C€ | J1a j& TO PEJIATHBHO CKYTIO, IITO j& TOBEJIO 10
cykoDa MHTEpeca M MOCTAN0 TOUIONKHO KOPYIIIHjU
(Kobylinski 2010, 147; Marciniak and Pawleta 2010,
89; Kobylinski and Wysocki 2011, 45).

Jom jemHa opraHu3aioHa MpoMeHa JIoro/IuIa ce
2007. roquHe, Ka1a Cy HePaBWIIHOCTH U TPEIIKE Y pa-
ny oprana OODA nmoBenn 0 HEroBe JMKBHIAIH]E.

was in accordance with the intentions contained in
the Malta Convention aimed to ensure that “archae-
ological excavation and exploration is undertaken in
a scientific manner” (art. 3).

Both centres played an important role in Polish
archaeology. Being well familiarized with the most
relevant issues of protection and management of
archaeological heritage, they became partners for
investors and potential contractors of large scale
investments. They were also custodians of best
practices in this regard and established a scientific
system of protection and conservation of archaeo-
logical heritage. As a consequence: (1) rescue exca-
vations were deemed par excellence as a scientific
endeavour; (2) contractors were selected based on
their previous experience in similar works, scientific
qualifications, professional personnel and adequate
storage facilities. As a consequence, rescue excava-
tions were mainly carried out by national scientific
institutions (universities, museums or the Institute of
Archaeology and Ethnology of the Polish Academy
of Sciences); (3) this system also enabled the partic-
ipation of smaller commercial and private archaeo-
logical companies, employed as subcontractors and
supervised by the main contractor; (4) finally, it en-
sured a high quality of archaeological works, made
control over them possible and effectively prevented
lowering of quality standards (Marciniak and Pawl-
eta 2010, 89). However, it also turned out to be rela-
tively expensive, leading to conflicts of interests and
became potentially corruptible (Kobylinski 2010,
147; Marciniak and Pawleta 2010, 89; Kobylinski
and Wysocki 2011, 45).

Another organisational change took place in
2007 when irregularities and errors in the opera-
tion of OODA authorities resulted in its liquidation.
It lost its independence and was incorporated into
Krajowy Osrodek Badan i Dokumentacji Zabytkow
(National Centre for Research and Documentation
of Heritage), that in 2011 was transformed into
National Heritage Board of Poland (abbreviated in
Polish as NID). Significantly diluted, the goals of
OODA were further transferred to the Department
of Archaeology in NID which was carrying out the
tasks of “creating and popularizing standards of pro-
tection and preservation of monuments” (Grabowski
2012, 78). Although NID was recognized as a na-
tional cultural institution supporting state policy on
the protection and management of cultural heritage,
but it was not involved in the decision-making pro-
cess so could not fulfil its role to which effectively
aspired ORBA and OODA (Chochorowski 2016,
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Nsrybmno je cBOjy HE3aBHCHOCT W HWHKOPIOPHPAH
je y Krajowy Osrodek Badan i Dokumentacji Za-
bytkow (HammoHanHu LEHTap 3a HMCTPaKUBAKBE U
noKkyMmeHTOoBame Hacieha), koju je 2011. romune
Tpancdopmucan y Harmonamau onbop 3a GamtuHy
[Tosscke (ckpaheno ma mossckom NID). 3HartHO
»pazBoamenn’, ke OODA cy, nasse, nmpedadeHn
Ha Opespeme 3a apxeonorwjy y NID-y, koje je
00aBybasI0 3aJaTke ,,CTBapama M MOMYJIapu3alnje
CTaHJap/a 3allTUTe U ouyBama crioMeHuka” (Gra-
bowski 2012, 78). HMako je NID mperno3Har kao
HaITMOHATHA KYJATYpHA MHCTHUTYITH]a KOja IoaprkaBa
Jp>KaBHY MOJIMTUKY 3aITUTE M YIPaBJbamba KyJITyp-
HUM Hacnehem, Huje OMO yKJby4YeH Y MpoLec J0HO-
HIewa OJJTyKa 1a HUje MOTao Ja UCITyHH CBOjY YJIOTY
k0joj cy edekrrBHo Texmie ORBA u OODA (Cho-
chorowski 2016, 239-294). OBo onespeme je moToM
PACITyLITEHO, U F-ETOBE HA/UISKHOCTH Cy ITPEHEeTe Ha
Tum 3a apXeoJoIIKe CIOMEHHKE, KOJU je OCHOBaH y
okBupy Ozespema 3a perucTpauujy 1 perucrap cro-
menuka npu NID-y (Kadrow 2017, 69).

Tako je paspememe OOIA 2007. rTomuHe
3HAYMIIO YKUIAHke WHCTUTYIIH]E CIIOCOOHE Jla yTHUC
Ha TIpOIeC JOHOIIeHa OmTyKa M Hamehe 3axTeBe
y TOMIeAy HCTPKUBAYKHX CTaHIapAa INpe camor
uctpaxuBama. Takohe, BpemenoM je NID ommyuno
Jla ce MOBYyY€e U3 KOOPJHMHAIIM]E U KOHTPOJIE BENUKUX
MPEeBEHTHBHUX pajioBa. OBO je OCTaBHUJIO BaKyyM 0Oe3
HE3aBHCHE KOHTPOJIE KBAJIMTETA OJ] CTpaHe OHMIIO KOT
CIIOJFHOT CTPYYHOT Tella HaJ HM3BOhEHEM pasioBa.
VY 0BOM HOBOM CTPYKTYpHOM OKBHDY, ,,lIUTAHHMa
apXeoJIoUIKOT Hacneha Buiie ce He 0aBU ayTOHOMHO
TEJNO ca ColcTBeHHMM Oyrietom. theroea yiora je
jacHO yMameHa THUME IITO je Omia TMoBe3aHa ca
aIMUHHCTPAIMjOM ¥ YIIPaBJbAEM JIPYTUM BpcTaMa
Hacneha y 3emspn” (Marciniak and Pawleta 2010, 89).

Cutyanyjy je MOAaTHO 3aKOMILUIMKOBAO YTHIIA]
ekoHoMcke kpuze 2008. u meHe Mocieaule Ha
nocrojelly CTPYKTYpHY Hee(DUKACHOCT MPaBHUX H
NPaKTHYHUX peliekha Yy pa3iuuUuTUM  00JacTHMa
noJsbcke apxeosoruje (Marciniak and Pawleta 2010).
To je, m3mel)y ocraor, 10BeIo 110 ,,KoNarca BeIMKIX
KOH30pLMjyMa YKJbYYCHUX Y CIPOBOhEH-C 3allTH-
THHUX UCTPaXMBamba, JOMUHAIMjE MaJlMX MPUBATHUX
KOMITaHHWja Ha OBOM TP)KHUILITY W OIIIITET CMAambCHha
nctpaxuBama’ (Kadrow 2017, 62).

Huckycuja
3amTHTHA MCKOTIaBamka BEIHKHUX pa3Mepa H3Be-

nena y Iloseckoj 6ma cy ¢peHomeH 0e3 mpecenana u
CjajHa TIPIJTKA 3a apXEOJIOTH]Y, HE caMO y TOTIeITy
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239-294). This department was further dissolved
and its competencies were transferred to the Archae-
ological Monuments Team installed within the De-
partment of Registration and Monuments Register
at NID (Kadrow 2017, 69).

Thus, the dissolution of OODA in 2007 meant
the elimination of an institution capable of influ-
encing the decision-making process and imposing
requirements concerning research standards prior
to the research itself. Also, with time NID decid-
ed to withdraw from the coordination and control
of large-scale preventive works. This left a vacuum
with no independent quality control by any external
professional body over the works carried out. In this
new structural framework, “archaeological heritage
issues are not any longer dealt with by an autono-
mous body with its own budget. Its role was clearly
diminished by being enmeshed with administration
and management of other types of heritage in the
country” (Marciniak and Pawleta 2010, 89).

The situation was further complicated by the
impact of the economic crisis in 2008 and its conse-
quences upon the pre-existing structural inefficiency
of legal and practical solutions in various areas of
Polish archaeology (Marciniak and Pawleta 2010).
It led amongst other to “the collapse of large consor-
tia involved in conducting rescue research, the dom-
inance of this market by small private companies
and the general lowering of the research” (Kadrow
2017, 62).

Discussion

The large scale rescue excavations carried out
in Poland have been an unprecedented phenomenon
and a great opportunity for archaeology, not only
in terms of its scientific development, but also fi-
nancially. They made archaeological milieu realize
that this is an unusual and rarely appearing on this
scale chance of obtaining not only a huge assembly
of'archaeological sources, but also of making a great
progress in the development of research on Poland’s
prehistory (Chochorowski 2016, 289-290). The con-
ducted research yielded many spectacular discov-
eries: hundreds of archaeological sites have been
excavated, the stock of archaeological sources has
increased considerably and, consequently, the state
of knowledge on the past of particular regions of the
country has been radically re-evaluated. These in-
vestigations allowed also for scientific development
of archaeology, led to the improvement of meth-
ods and methodology of archaeological research.
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BEHOT Hay4dHOT pa3Boja, Beh u ¢unancujcku. To je
HaTepaso apXeoJOIKH MHJbE Ja CXBaTH Jia j& OBO
HeoOWYHa M peTKa NpUIUKa Ja ce J00Hje He caMo
OrpOMaH CKyIl apXeoJOIIKUX H3Bopa, Beh u na ce
HaIpaBU BEIIMKH HaNpellaK y pa3Bojy UCTPAKUBabA
npauctopuje Ilosscke (Chochorowski 2016, 289-
290). CripoBeqieHa HCTpakMBama JOHENIa Cy MHOTa
CIIEKTaKyJIapHa OTKpuha: MCKONAHO je Ha CTOTHHE
ApXCOJIOLIKHX HaJla3|IITa, 3Ha4ajHO ce noBehao gony
apXCOJIOLIKUX M3BOpa, & CAMUM THM U 3HAHE O TIPO-
NUIOCTH TOjEIMHAX PETHOHA 3eMJbE j€ PaJNKAITHO
npencritano. OBa HCTpaKuBamba O00peHa Cy U Y
CBpPXYy Hay4HOT pa3B0oja apXeoJorHje, U Aa Ou JOMLI0
70 1mo0OoJbIIAka METOIA U METOIOJIOTH]E apXeoIIo-
IIKUX HUCTpaxuBama. llITaBuie, KOHCTHTYUCaH je
MOTITYHO HOB M TIOTSHIMjATHO eUKacaH KaHaIl TIPH-
CTyla ca3HambMMa O TPAMCTOPH]CKOj MPOIUIOCTH U
apXeoJIOTHjH, IIITO je PY>KUIIO IIAHCY Ja ce OTIPe 110
LIMPOKOT CIIEKTPa JbYIAM Ca 3HAKEM O apXCOJIOLIKOM
Hacyely, HIp. Kpo3 myOJuKanuje, Kpeupame 1 cTa-
BJbaEbC HA pacrionarame 0asza rmojaraka, npeaaBarma,
My3ejcke m3nokOe uta. OBle ce Mopa IMOMEHYTH
rocebHa m3maBauka cepuja: Via Archaeologica, xoja
je ocHoBaHa y KpaxoBy u cnmuHe M3qaBaduke cepuje
Kao wro cy: Via Archaeologica Ressoviensia (y 3eco-
¢y (Rzeszoéw)), Archeologiczne Zeszyty Autostrad-
owe (u BpoiyiaBy (Wroctaw)), wiu Via Archaeolog-
ica Posnaniensis (y Ilosnamy (Poznan)). Onu cy,
HECYMIbHUBO, JONPHUHETH Pa3BOjy apXeoJIoTHje U Y
OPraHu3alvoOHOM, a YeCTO Uy (PMHAHCH]CKOM IIOTJIe Y.
[lo mpuHUMMY ,,KO YHHINTaBa, raha®, yBeACHOM Y
[loBesbM O 3alITUTH W YNpaBJbamky apXCONOLUIKHM
Haciehem u3 1990. ropune, nornucanoj y Jlozanw,
Koja je pe3yaThpaia 3aKoHOM O 3allTHTH U Opu3n
cnomennka oxn 23. jyma 2003. romwHe, Iy>KHOCT
WHBECTUTOpa Omia je nma obe30emu (huHAHCHjCKA
CpeIcTBa HEOIXOAHA 3a 3AIUTUTHA HCTPaKUBAmbA.
3a MHOre apxeojollKe yCTaHOBe (HIp. Mys3eje,
yHUBep3uTeTe M MHCTHTYTe [loJbcke akanemuje
Hayka) ydernthe y HHBECTUIIMOHUM HCTPaKHBAUMA
MIPEACTaBIBANIO je M3BOP 3HAYAjHUX CPEICTaBa, Koja
cy Omna kopumheHa 3a pa3BOj HUXOBUX HAay4HHX,
OPraHu3alMOHUX 1 JBYJICKHX pecypca. McTpakuBarme
je, Takohe, mpyxuio MoryhHOCT 3arociiemha OpojHIM
JIMTUTOMUPAHUM apXeojo3uMa, Kao U MoryhHocT Jia
CTEKHY HEOIIXOIHO MCKYCTBO HAa TEpeHy y IO caza
HET03HaToM 00UMY 3a MoJbCKy apxeosorujy (Czopek
and Pelisiak 2014, 433).

[MapanokcanHo je, mehytum, TO Aa Hako Cy
HCKOMNaBama BEJIMKHX pa3Mmepa BoljeHa pa3BojeM
CIIPOBEJICHA TOKOM IOCTICIbe TPH JICHICHU]E Tpei-
CTaBJbajla BEJIMKY NPHUIMKY 3a II0JbCKY apXeoJoTHjy,

Moreover, they constituted a completely new and
potentially effective channel of access to knowl-
edge on the prehistoric past and archaeology, offer-
ing a chance to reach a wide range of people with
knowledge on archaeological heritage, e.g. through
publications, creation and making available of data-
bases, lectures, museum exhibitions, etc. A special
publishing series have to be mentioned here: Via
Archaeologica that was established in Cracow, and
similar publishing series such as Via Archaeologica
Ressoviensia (in Rzeszow), Archeologiczne Zeszyty
Autostradowe (in Wroctaw), or Via Archaeologica
Posnaniensis (in Poznan). Undoubtedly, they also
contributed to the development of archaeology in
organisational and often financial terms. According
to the principle that ‘who destroys, pays’, introduced
in the Charter for the Protection and Management
of Archaeological Heritage of 1990, signed in Lau-
sanne and echoed in the Act of 23 July 2003 on the
Protection and Care of Monuments, it was the duty
of the investor to provide financial means necessary
for rescue research. For many archaeological insti-
tutions (e.g. museums, universities and institutes of
the Polish Academy of Sciences) participation in in-
vestment research was a source of substantial funds,
which were used for development of their scientific,
organisational and human resources. The research
also provided employment opportunities for numer-
ous archaeology graduates along with the opportu-
nity to gain necessary field experience in the so far
unknown scale for the Polish archaeology (Czopek
and Pelisiak 2014, 433).

Paradoxically however, although the large-scale
development-led excavations conducted during the
last three decades constituted a great opportunity
to Polish archaeology, they were also a great chal-
lenge that revealed many irregularities in the light
of which it is difficult to assess them unquestionably
positively. They include:

(1) The absence of a professional body to uphold
the highest possible standards of conducting rescue
archaeological research. At present, no central in-
stitution in the status of ORBA/OODA, represent-
ing the interests of archaeologists and ensuring the
application of proper research procedures aimed at
the fullest documentation of archaeological heritage
threatened with destruction, exists. Thus, there is no
opinion-making archaeological body that could co-
ordinate activities in this field on a national level,
set standards for archaeological research, control
the quality of rescue excavations, both in terms of
content and prices of archaeological services, and at
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OHa cy Omia ¥ BEJIMKHU M3a30B, KOjU je OTKPUO MHOTE
HEMPaBUIIHOCTH 300T KOJUX UX je TEIIKO OICHUTU
UCKJBYYHBO MO3UTUBHO. To cy, n3mely ocraior:

(1) Hemocrojame crpydHor Tena koje OM mozmp-
KaJio HajBUIIe Moryhe crangapie cnpoBolera 3am-
TUTHUX apPXCOJIOIIKUX HCTPaXKuBama. T[PEHYTHO
HEMa LIEHTpaJiHe HHCTUTyHHUje y crarycy ORBA/
OODA, xoja 6m 3acTynaia WHTepece apxeoyiora u
00e30ehnBaa nprMeHy oaroBapajyhux ucrpaxxnBa-
YKUX IPOLIEAYpa y AJBY IITO MOTITHH]jE TOKyMEHTa-
1LIMje apXeoJIOUIKOT Hacieha KojeM MPeTH YHHUIITEHE.
Jlakiie, HE TIOCTOjU aPXEOJIONIKO TEJIO KOje JIOHOCH
MUIIUBbEHA U KOje OM MOTJIO J]a KOOPAWHHUPA aKTHBHO-
CTH y OBOj 00J1aCTH Ha HAIIMOHAJIHOM HHBOY, IIOCTa-
BJbA CTaHAApJE 32 apXEeoJIOIIKa UCTPAKHBarba, KOH-
TPOJIHIIE KBAJIUTET 3AIITUTHUX HCKOTIaBarha, KaKo MO
caapXkajy, Tako U 10 LIeHaMa apXEOJOMKHX YCIIyra,
a MCTOBPEMEHO OW MMAaJIO JIETIOTBOPHE anare Ja MX
cuposerie (Abtamowicz 2010, 81; Gediga 2011,
167). Ilojeninu mpeporaTuBM Cy TEOPETCKH Yy
Hauie:xkHoct NID-a (Cekuuje 3a apxeosiomka
3alITHTHA HMCTPaKHBamkba), Koja y capaamu ca
cryxbama 3amTuTe Haciaeha ydectByje y 3ami-
THTH apXeoJIONIKUX JIOKAJUTETa O PHU3HKA O]
YHUIITEHA, a Takol)e, Kpenpa U CpoBOIH CTAH-
Japje 10KyMEeHTOBamh-a U MeTOo10JIOTHjy u3Bohema
apXxeoJIOLIKUX HCTpakuBamwa. Mehyrtum, no
MHILbelY Heknx apxeojora (Czerniak and
Kosko 2019, 461), oBo Tes10 Huje y MoryhHocTH 12
euKacHO npaTu nNpogecuoHaIHe CTAaHIAP/IE 3a11l-
THTHHX apXeo/IOLIKHX PajgoBa KOjU ce TPEHYTHO
u3Boje. YKpaTKo, TO OTeXaBa IOTIYHY U e(hUKaCHY
NpPUMEHY KOHIIENTa IIPEBEHTHBHE apXeolioThje y
[Mosbckoj.

(2) Hpyro cropHO MUTamkEe OJHOCU CE Ha capa-
JIEbY apxeojiora ca IIAaBHUM HHBECTUTOPOM, a TO je
I'enepanHa qUpeKIMja 3a HAMOHAIHE ITyTEBE U ayTO-
myteBe (GDDKIiA), koja hopmamnno capalyje ca NID-
oM (B. P3eneuku 2016; Cuxopcku 2016). Y MHOrum
clly4yajeBUMa HHBECTUTOP j€ Taj Koju je y MoryhHOCTH
Ja JTUKTApa YCJIOBE OpraHusaiuje, memnajyhu ce
YaK W y CYHITHHCKAa NHTama ucTpaxuBama (Czo-
pek and Pelisiak 2014, 433). Koarpony u peBu3njy
OBHUX DPaJIoBa CaJa CHPOBOJE MCKIBYYMBO KOMHCH]jE
HMMEHOBAHE O] CTpaHe MHBECTHUTOPA, a CACTABJHCHE
01 aIMUHUCTPATUBHOT 0C00Jba 3aMI0CICHOT KO TIPO-
jexraHTa, yKJbyuyjyhu apxeosore y (azu TepeHcKor
ncTpaxuBama. OBO, OUUIIICAHO, HCKIbYUyje 00jeK-
THBHOCT M HEYTPAITHOCT MHIIIJBEHHA, K0 U KPUTHIKE
OCBpTE Ha KBAIUTET 00ABJHEHOT IMOCa, U noBehasa
MHOT€ HETIPaBUITHOCTH y 0BOj oOacTu (Marciniak and
Pawleta 2010, 89; Kadrow 2017, 70). T'oqunama ce,
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the same time would have effective tools to enforce
them (Abtamowicz 2010, 81; Gediga 2011, 167).
Some prerogatives are theoretically within the
scope of competence of NID (Section for Archae-
ological Rescue Research) that participates, in
cooperation with heritage protection services in
protection of archaeological sites against the risk
of destruction as well as creates and implements
documentation standards and methodology of
conducting archaeological research. However,
in opinion of some archaeologists (Czerniak and
Kosko 2019, 461) it is not able to effectively mon-
itor professional standards of currently conduct-
ed rescue archaeological works. In sum, it makes
it difficult to fully and efficiently implement the con-
cept of preventive archaeology in Poland.

(2) The second disputed issue refers to the co-
operation of archaeologists with the main investor
that is the General Directorate for National Roads
and Motorways (GDDKiA), nominally cooperat-
ing with NID (see Rzepecki 2016; Sikorski 2016).
In many instances it is the investor who is able to
dictate conditions of organisation, even interfering
in the substantive issues of the research (Czopek
and Pelisiak 2014, 433). Controlling and reviewing
responsibilities of these works are now conducted
exclusively by developer-appointed committees
made up of administrative staff employed by the
developer, including archaeologists at the stage of
field research. This obviously rules out objectivity
and neutrality of opinions as well as critical reviews
of the quality of the work done and increases many
irregularities in this area (Marciniak and Pawleta
2010, 89; Kadrow 2017, 70). Moreover, for years a
dictum from the side of GDDKIA has been observed
by not formulating any scientific criteria required in
tenders for conducting rescue excavations but only
the lowest price offered and the shortest time ex-
pected for their execution. In many cases it resulted
in setting stiff time constrains and even unrealistic
time for excavations as well as lowering the price.
It is in contradiction with the Malta Convention,
which emphasizes that archaeological work is not
a service, but it has to be conducted in a scientific
manner (Abtamowicz 2010, 82-83).

(3) The third element strictly connected with
the previous one relates to system of selection of
contractors for conducing rescue excavations. As J.
Chochorowski (2016, 292) indicates, the change in
the main investors’ (especially GDDKiA) policy to-
wards the literal application of Public Procurement
Law of 29 January 2004, promoting price as the main
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3amnpaBo, IUKTaT of] cTpaHe [ eHepaHor AupeKTopara
3a HamoHanmHe myTeBe u ayTto-myTeBe (GDDKIA)
MaHu(ECTyje Tako 1Ma ce He (opMyJHIle HH jenaH
Hay4HH KPUTEPHjyM KOjH Ce 3aXTeBa y TEHJepHUMa 3a
n3Boleme 3aITUTHUX UCKOTIaBama, Beh yrory urpajy
caMo HajHIKa TOHyheHa LieHa M Hajkpahe Bpeme
KOje Ce O4YeKyje 3a HUXOBO H3BOhEHkE. Y MHOI'MM
CIIydajeBUMa TO j& TOBEJIO JIO MOCTaBJhamha CTPOTUX
BPEMEHCKUX OrpaHHYCHba, I1a YaK M HepeaHor Bpe-
MEHa 32 HCKOIaBama, Kao ¥ JI0 CHIKaBama 1eHe. To
je y CynpoTHOCTH ca ManTenKkoM KOHBEHIIN]OM, Koja
HarJialaBa Jia apXxeoJIolIKH paj Huje yciyra, Beh na
ce Mopa CIPOBOINTH Ha Hay4YHU HaduH (Abtamowicz
2010, 82-83).

(3) Tpehm emeMeHT, CTPUKTHO TIOBE3aH Ca MPET-
XOJTHMM, OTHOCH C€ Ha cucTeM m30opa m3Bohada 3a
n3Boleme 3aIITUTHUX HCKOoMaBama. Kao mro ykasyje
J. Xoxoposcku (Chochorowski 2016, 292), npomena
MIOJIUTHKE TJIAaBHUX wHBecTuTopa (mocedHo GD-
DKiA) npemMa T0CI0BHO] MPUMEHH 3aKOHa O JaBHUM
HabaBkama oy 29. jaryapa 2004, mpomoBumryhu ieny
Kao TVIABHU WJIM YaK jeIMHU KPUTEPHjyM Ha pauyH
KBQJIUTETA TIOHYJIC M HCTPAKUBAYKOI TTOTCHIIMjaia
n3Bohaua, MOKPEHYIM Cy JApaMaTHyaH Iporec
VHUIITaBakha OPHUIMHAIIHE JIOKTPUHE 3allTUTHUX
nckoraBama. Ca JTOJTaCKOM PETYIIaTHBE CII000IHOT
TPXKUIITA, W3BOhad je M3abmpaH Ha KOMEpIIHjaHo]
OCHOBH, KPO3 CHCTEM TEHAEPa y KOjeM je omydyjyhu
(haxTOp UCKJbYYHBO 3aCHOBAH Ha IIPUHIIUITY ,,[TOHYNA
ca HajHMKOM IieHoM Mobehyje Ha TeHaepy™. Tako je
y KpaTKOM BPEMEHCKOM IEpHOIY LeHa 3aIITUTHHX
WCKomaBama mana Hekonmnko myta (Czerniak and
Kosko 2019, 460). Kao pesynrar Tora, mpuBaTHE
¢dupme ce oOMYHO OHpajy 300T HIKHX TPOILKOBA U
MoryhHocTH Ia ce Jo/iesbeH! 331a11 3aBpIIey CBE Kpa-
huM BpeMeHCKMM HWHTepBasMa. MHOre MpuBaTHe
KOMITaHHje, KOje YeCTO HeMajy Ha pacliojiaramy HU
oxrosapajyhe HayuHe, jma0opaTropHjcke WM CKJia-
JMIITHE KaraluTeTe, Hy/le 3HATHO HIDKE IIeHEe Ha
TeHJeprMa. Y cTBapH, 030MJbHE HayuyHe HHCTHTYIIH]E
Cy IOTUCHYTE U3 UCTPAKMBAHa BE3aHUX 32 U3TPAHY
ayTOIyTeBa, jep HUCY y CTamy Jaa ce u3bope ca
KOHKYPCHIIMjOM MaJIiX NPHUBAaTHUX KOMITaHHUja 300T
BehHX TPOIIKOBa BE3aHNX 32 BPIICHE NCKOIIABambha 110
aKaJIeMCKH ITPUXBATJBUBHM CTaHIApANMa, Kao U HU3a
aJIMUHUCTPATHBHUX TpernpeKa 3a Jp)KaBHE HHCTHU-
TyllMje, KOje 3HATHO YCIIOpaBajy CBaKH IMpPOjeKar.
Cucrem TeHzmepa je, Takohe, MpOy3poKOBaO CykoOe
0a3upaHe Ha KOHKYPEHIIM)HU 32 UCIUIaTHBE YTOBOPE U
HETIPaBHIHOCTY Ha TEHEPUMa, KOPYTIIHjU 1 MHOTHM
JPYT'M HETaTUBHUM I0jaBama, Koje 0alajy ceHKy Ha
MOJBCKY apXCOJIOTH]Y.

or even sole criterion at the expense of the quality of
the offer and the research potential of the contractors,
triggered a dramatic process of destruction of the
original rescue excavation doctrine. With the advent
of free market regulations, the contractor has been
chosen on a commercial basis through a system of
tendering in which the decisive factor is exclusively
based on the ‘lowest bid wins the tender’ principle.
Thus, within a short period of time, the price of res-
cue excavations had dropped several folds (Czerniak
and Kosko 2019, 460). As a result, proposals made
by private firms are commonly chosen due to their
lower costs and possibility to complete allocated
tasks in increasingly shorter time slots. Many private
companies, which often do not even have appropri-
ate scientific, laboratory or storage facilities at their
disposal, offer significantly lower prices in tenders.
In effect serious scientific institutions are pushed out
of highway research because they are unable to cope
with the competition from small private companies
due to the more expensive costs required to complete
excavations in academically acceptable standards as
well as a number of administrative obstacles for state
institutions that considerably slow down any project.
The tendering system has also caused conflicts based
on competition for profitable contracts and irregular-
ities in tenders, corruption and many other negative
phenomena, which cast a shadow over Polish archae-
ology.

(4) A dynamic development of rescue endeav-
ours over the last three decades has significantly
shaped the character of Polish archaeology, particu-
larly evident in its commercialization resulted from
research conducted as a profit-making economic ac-
tivity (Kobylinski 2013, 196-197). The emergence
of private archaeological firms working on rescue
projects led to the rapid creation of a new profes-
sional group on the archaeological market, charac-
terized by high efficiency in conducting large-scale
and long-term excavation projects (Marciniak and
Pawleta 2010, 88). Such a situation was quite differ-
ent from the previously established system of heri-
tage preservation that was mainly based on archae-
ological scientific institutions. As a result, there has
been an increase in the number of private companies
providing archaeological ‘services’. The quality of
their works, however, in many instances is beyond
acceptable standards. Unfortunately, a majority of
archaeological milieu (including also some eminent
scholars) not only approves of such ‘commercial ar-
chaeology’, but being a part of it bears responsibil-
ity for phenomena such as hasty, ‘technical’ nature
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(4) AvHaMuuaH pa3Boj 3alITUTHHUX MOyXBara y
MIOCIICAEhC TPU JCIICHU]E 3HAYAjHO je YOOINdIHo Ka-
pakTep TMOJHCKE apXeoNoTHje, TOCEOHO OYHTIIEAaH y
HEHOj KOMEepIIMjan3aliijh, Koja je pe3yirar ucrpa-
KHMBamba CHPOBEICHOI Kao NpPO(UTHE EKOHOMCKE
axtuBHocTH (Kobylinski 2013, 196-197). Ilojasa
MPUBATHHX apXCOJOMIKAX UPMH KOje Pajie Ha 3aIlITH-
THUM MPOjEKTUMA JIOBETIA j€ T0 OP30T CTBaparma HOBE
npodecruoHagHe Ipyne Ha apXEOJOIIKOM TPIKHIITY,
KOjy KapaKTepuIlle BHCOKa €(hUKACHOCT Y H3BOhEHY
BEJIMKHUX M JyTOPOYHHX IPOjeKaTa uckomasarma (Mar-
ciniak and Pawleta 2010, 88). TakBa cutyaruja Onia
je Jmocta apyravdja O HPETXOMHO YCIIOCTAaBJHEHOT
CHCTEMa OuyBarha Haclieha, koju je 6mo Behum memom
0a3upaH Ha apXEOJOMIKAM HAyYHUM HHCTUTYIIHjaMa.
Kao pesynrar Tora, monuio je mo mosehama Opoja
MPUBATHUX KOMIIAHU]ja KOj€ HYJIE apXEOJIOMIKE ,,yCITy-
re*. KBaiurer lMX0OBHX pajioBa, Mel)yTUM, y MHOTHM
WHCTaHIIaMa je M3BaH MPUXBATIbUBUX cTaHaapaa. Ha-
)ayocT, Behu feo apxeonomkor Muibea (YKIbydyjyhu
1 HeKe EMHMHEHTHE HayYyHHMKE) HE caMmo Jaa o1o0pasa
TaKBy ,,KOMEpLHMjaJIHy apxeoyorujy™, seh kao meH
JIe0 CHOCH OJTOBOPHOCT 3a (DeHOMEHE Kao ILTO je
HCXHUTpPEHA, ,,TEXHUYKA ' MPUPOJIa HCKOMaBama Koja
ce yIIIaBHOM BpIIe Y3 ynoTpeOy MeXaHWdKe Orpe-
M€, HHU3aK KBAJUTET MCTPAKUBAma, HENOCTaTak
myONUKanyja 0 MCTPAKEHUM JIOKAIUTETUMA W/HIH
Hanazuma uta. (Chochorowski 2016, 295). Taxohe,
OBAaKBO CTame¢ CTBAapW M3a3BaJiO jé KOHKYPEHIHU]Y Ha
TPXKHUINTY apXEONOMKHX YCIyra u3Mel)y mprBaTHUX
(bupMu, KOH30pIHMjyMa U JIp)KaBHUX HWHCTHUTYIHja.
VY crBapwy, TO je noBeno A0 ociabsbeHor ocehaja 3a-
jemHMLEe M 3ajeAHUYKUX KOPIIOPaTUBHUX MHTEpeca
mehy apxeonmozuma (Chochorowski 2016, 296),
OTKpuBajyhu Hemocrarak jeJMHCTBA apXEOoJIOIIKEe
crpyke y [1oJbCcKoj 1 beHy MoJIesTy Ha akajeMCKe 1 KO-
MepImjaHe cekTope, paheHy BUXOBOM pacTyhom
KoHKypeHTHomthy. TakaB ,,HOBH Mmopenak™ mocrao je
oOaBe3Ha (hopma u3Bolema apXEONIOIIKUX PaI0Ba Ha
BEJIMKUM HHBecTUnrjama y [losbekoj, mocraBibajyhu,
MehyTuM, apxeonore nipes; 030MIbHY AHIEMY: 1A JIn
j€ 3alITuTa apXeoJIOIIKOT Hacieha yHOCaH 0Ccao Win
HewTo Bume?

(5) CBu HaBeneHu (axTOpy Pe3yATHPAIH CY JIpa-
CTUYHHUM I1aJI0OM KaKo CTaHAapAa TaKko M KBaJIHUTeTa
apXCOJIOUIKUX PajioBa, y LUIbYy o0e30ehuBama Haj-
Hwke yrosopHe noHyae (Kobylinski 2010, 146).
UYecto ce mpuBaTHE KOMIIaHHjE ,,HUCY TPOTHBHIIE
CMamemby TPOIIKOBA 'TI0jeIHOCTABIhaBAEM METO/Ia
HCKOTIaBaba, TPOLICHEM Mathe BpEMEHa Ha TEPEHy 1
CMambekheM 00MMa aHaiau3e M m3BemTaBama’ (Czer-
niak and Kosko 2019, 460). CxonHo TOME, MOXE C€
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of the excavations carried out largely with the use
of mechanical equipment, low quality of research,
lack of publications of excavated sites and/or finds,
etc. (Chochorowski 2016, 295). Such situation has
also triggered competition in the market for archae-
ological services between private firms, consortia
and state institutions. In effect, it has led to a weak-
ened sense of community and shared corporate in-
terests among archaeologists (Chochorowski 2016,
296), revealing the lack of unity of archaeological
milieu in Poland and its division into academic and
commercial sectors, accompanied by their growing
competitiveness. Such a ‘new order’ has become the
obligatory form of conducting archaeological works
on large investments in Poland, confronting howev-
er archaeologists with a serious dilemma, namely
whether archaeological heritage protection is a lu-
crative business or something more?

(5) All the mentioned factors resulted in a drastic
decrease in both the standards and quality of archae-
ological works in order to provide the lowest contract
bid (Kobylinski 2010, 146). Frequently private com-
panies “were not averse to cutting costs by ‘simpli-
fying’ excavation methods, spending less time in the
field and reducing the scope of analysis and report-
ing” (Czerniak and Kosko 2019, 460). Consequently,
a decrease in the quality of the research and scien-
tific standards at the expense of the excavated arca
can be observed (e.g. Czerniak 1997, 40; Kukawka
2004, 15; Gediga 2007, 12; 2011, 166-167). It was
caused by many factors, including inter alia, not con-
ducting excavation in accordance with substantive
and methodical standards, not applying precise and
time-consuming methods of exploration and docu-
mentation of archaeological objects due to stiff time
constraints, lack of trained and professional person-
nel or by disregarding ethical principles of archaeo-
logical research by researchers who treats it merely as
an activity that generates profit (Zeidler and Trzcinski
2009, 169; Kobylinski and Wysocki 2011, 49-50).
Significant problems also relate to the storage of mass
materials from excavations, analysis and publication
of research results as well as the growing collection
of unprocessed source materials (see below).

(6) A very alarming situation concerns the at-
tempts to recognize archaeology as an activity
merely subjected to liberal regulations of a free
market economy (Gediga 2011, 167; Kobylinski and
Wysocki 2011, 49). Being favourable for the inves-
tors, this situation encouraged the latter to limit the
obligatory investigations to purely technical ‘earth-
works’ (Gediga 2011, 167; Czopek and Pelisiak
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YOUHTH TaJ KBAIUTETA HMCTPAKUBAKba W HAYYHUX
cTaHjapia Ha padyyH MCTPOKUBAHE MOBPIIHHE
(amp. Czerniak 1997, 40; Kukawka 2004, 15; Gediga
2007, 12; 2011, 166-167). To je y3pOKOBaHO MHOTHM
¢akTopuma, u3Mely ocranor, HecrnpoBohemeM Hc-
KOTaBama y CKJIaay ca MaTepHjaTHIM M METOIMYKHM
CTaHJapJuMa, HEPUMEHOM MPENU3HUX U IyTroTpaj-
HUX METOJa MCTPAKMBAKA M JIOKYMECHTOBaA apXe-
OJIOIIKMX oOOjekara 300T BPEMECHCKOT OrpaHHUCHA,
HelocTaTka OOydeHOT M CTPYYHOT 0co0Jba HIIH
3aHEMapuBamba CTUUKUX [PUHIHIA APXCOJOIIKOT
UCTPaXKUBabha Ofl CTPaHEe MCTPaKMBava KOju Ta Tpe-
THPajy CaMoO Kao aKTHBHOCT KOja TeHepHIe MpoduT
(Zeidler and Trzcinski 2009, 169; Kobylinski and
Wysocki 2011, 49-50). 3Ha4ajau mpodnemMu ce, Tako-
be, omHOCE M Ha CKJIaIMIITEHE MaCOBHOT Marepujaia
ca MCKOIlaBama, aHaM3y U 00jaBJbHBam-E pe3yarara
HCTpaXKKBamba, Kao ¥ Ha CBE Behy Kosekiunjy HeoOpa-
heHor u3BopHOI MaTepujaia (BUIAM J10J1€).

(6) Beoma arapmaHTHa CHTYyaIlfja THUE CE TTOKY-
aja Ja ce apXeojoruja Mperno3Ha Kao JeaTHOCT
KOja je camo MOABPrHyTa JIMOepalHUM MPONHCHMA
cioboue TpxkuiHe ekonomuje (Gediga 2011, 167;
Kobylinski and Wysocki 2011, 49). Byayhu na je
ITOBOJbHA 32 MHBECTUTOPE, OBA CUTYAITHja UX j& 0Xpa-
Opuita 1a orpaHude 00aBe3Ha HCTPAKUBAha HA IUCTO
TEXHUYKE ,,3eMIbane panose” (Gediga 2011, 167; Cz-
opek and Pelisiak 2014, 426). OBo je pe3yarupano
OrpaHMYaBAEkEM apPXEOJIOTHje Ha OOJIMK aKTHBHOCTHU
CTPUKTHO OPH]jCHTHCAH Ha 3aJlaTaKk — ycliyra 4uja je
CBpXa Jia TPUIIPEMH JIOKAIH]y 3a JaTy WHBECTHUIIH]Y,
HOTITYHO MCKJbY4yjyhn HaydHe MM KOH3epBAaTOPCKE
acriekre pagosa. OBo je, Takohe, omoryhmio na ce
oabaBe KpUTEPUjyMH 3a H300p apXCoNOMIKUX H3-
Boaua W yBegy KOHKYPEHTHH TEHIEpH, KOjU ce Y
[ToJbckoj 3aCHKMBA]JY CKOPO UCKJBYYHBO Ha IICHH (BUIH
rope) u BpeMmeHy. Kao mocmenuna tora, ,,3allITUTHA
apXeoJIoTHja HHje CMaTpaHa HayYHUM HCTPaKHBamEeM
Beh cacTaBHUM [eNIOM Mpoleca M3rpaame MyTena,
Ha MCTOj PaBHM Ca YKJIamambeM 3eMIbe, Ca0HjambeM
3eMibe WM monarambeM nospiuae (Czerniak and
Kosko 2019, 460). Melytum, OBakBUM CTaBOBHMA O
apXEOJIOIIKO] AKTUBHOCTH OIITPO CE CYNPOTCTaBHIIA
apXeoJIoIIKa CTPyKa, KOjU je MCTaKiIa Ja 3alITUTHA
HCTpaXMBarba HUCY ,,3eMJbaHU paJoBH‘‘ Beh HaywHa
UCTpaXkuBama par excellence v a ce lUXOB HAyYHH
KapakTep Mopa 3aJ[pKaTH.

(7) lllraBuie, xuTaH mpoOIeM ce OTHOCH Ha
ofrosapajyhe ckiamuinTeme Hajlaza HAKOH HCKO-
NaBama Koje HHje CUCTEMATCKU B e(DUKACHO peIIeHO
(Czopek and Pelisiak 2014, 430-431; Chochorowski
1996, 294; Kadrow 2017, 69). bpojua 3amrtuTHa

2014, 426). This resulted in reducing archaeology
to a strictly task-oriented form of activity - a service
the purpose of which was to prepare the site for a
given investment, completely excluding scientific or
conservation aspects of the works. This also enabled
to relax the criteria for selecting archaeological con-
tractors and introduce competitive tendering, which
in Poland is based almost exclusively on price (see
above) and time. As a consequence, “rescue archae-
ology was deemed not to be scientific research but
an integral part of the road construction process, on
a part with earth removal, soil compaction or surface
laying” (Czerniak and Kosko 2019, 460). Howev-
er, such viewpoints on archaeological activity were
strongly opposed by archaeological milieu who
pointed out that rescue research are not ‘earthworks’
but scientific research par excellence and its scien-
tific character must be maintained.

(7) Moreover, an urgent problem relates to the
appropriate storage of post-excavation finds that
has not been systematically and effectively resolved
(Czopek and Pelisiak 2014, 430-431; Chochorowski
1996, 294; Kadrow 2017, 69). Numerous rescue ex-
cavations have resulted in an enormous amount of
archaeological materials which should be stored and
preserved in a modern way, offering easy access for
scholars (Czerniak 2008; Bugaj 2018; Zdeb and Ko-
bylinski 2018). Housing of the artefacts discovered
during the rescue archaeology programs is regulated
by the Act of 23 July 2003 on the Protection and
Care of Monuments and Act of 21 November 1996
on Museums. According to these acts, the exact lo-
cation of storing of monuments is indicated by the
provincial officer for monument preservation. Most
often portable archaeological monuments have been
deposited in museums. However, such decision has
further legal consequences for the receiving institu-
tion that is obliged to cover the cost of permanent
storage of artifacts. Such legislative path is also
reflected in other regulations concerning archaeo-
logical research in Poland that oblige contractor to
present a document that guarantees the readiness of
a museum or an institution to receive archaeolog-
ical monuments discovered during archaeological
excavations. It often results in additional obligations
imposed on the contractor as such document is often
subject to specific requirements concerning, for ex-
ample, the cataloguing and necessary conservation
of artefacts or even their proper packing'.

! An example in this regard can be standards set by Archae-
ological Museum in Poznan - see https://nowa.muzarp.poznan.
pl/pl/przyjmowanie-materialow-archeologicznych.
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HCKOTIABaa Cy pe3yATHpaa Y EHOPMHO] KOIMYUHU
apXCOJIOIIKOT MaTepHjaja Koju Ou Tpebajio ja
Oylle CKIaguINTeH M YyBaH Ha MOJICpAaH HAYMH,
W Ja TOHyAE jEJHOCTaBaH MPUCTYI HAyYHHI[FIMA
(Czerniak 2008; Bugaj 2018; Zdeb and Kobylinski
2018). Cmemrame apredakara OTKPUBEHHX TOKOM
3alITUTHUK apXeOoJIOIIKUX Mporpama PeryjiucaHo je
3axonoM ox 23. jyma 2003. 0 3amITHTH U OYyBamy
CTIOMEHHKa 1 3aKOHOM 0 My3ejuMa ox 21. HoBemOpa
1996. rogune. IIpema oBUM aKTHMAa, TauHy JIOKALIU-
jy dyBama CIIOMEHUKAa HABOJHM TOKPAjHHCKH CITYXK-
OCHMK 3a 3allTUTy CIIOMEHUKAa. Y My3ejuMa cy
Hajuemnhe 1eMOHOBaHH MPEHOCUBH aPXEOJIOIIKH CII0-
MeHUIH. MeljyTim, TakBa ojilyKa uMa Jlajbe TIpaBHe
TIOCTIETUIIE TI0 MTPHjEMHY MHCTHTYITH]Y, Koja je JTyX-
Ha Ja TMOKPHje TPOIIKOBE TPAjHOT CKIIAJUINTCHA
apreakara. TakaB 3aKOHOJaBHU MyT c€ OIIeAa U
y JPYTMM MPONHCHMA KOjU CE€ TUYY apXEOJOIIKUX
ucTpaxkuBama y I1osbckoj, koju 00aBe3yjy n3Bohaya
Ia TIPeIoYr JOKYMEHT KOjU TapaHTyje CIPEMHOCT
My3eja WM HHCTUTYIHjE Ja MPUMH apXCOJOIIKEe
CIIOMEHHKE OTKPHUBEHE TOKOM apXEOJIOIIKUX HCKOTa-
Bama. 10 YecTo JOBOAM JI0 JIOJAATHHX 00aBe3a Koje
ce Hamehy u3Bohauy, jep TakaB JOKYMEHT Y4eCTO MO
JIeKe CTICU(HIHIM 3aXTeBUMa KOjU C€ THY, Ha TIPH-
Mep, Karajoru3alyje ¥ HEOINXOJHE KOH3epBallyje
apTedakara WM YaK lHXOBOT IPABHJIHOT [TAKOBamba'.

Cayaimy paBHU CTATyC KOjH PETyJIHUIIE CKIia-
JMLITEHE apTedakara pe3yirar je MPEeTXOTHUX UCKY-
CTaBa W TIOKyIllaja Jla CE OpPraHu3yjy NpoIeaype
y ToM morieny. Jlo crynama Ha cHary 3akoHa W3
2003. roaume,’ JOKalMja CKIAJUINTERA HCKOMAHUX
apredakata HHje Owia Tperu3Ho nehUHUCAHA Y
JI03BOJIaMa KOH3EpBATOpa 3a BPIICHE HCKONABaba.
Kao pesynrar Tora, npuMeheH je HecTaHak apXeoIo-
IIKUX HaJjla3a JIOOMjeHWX TOKOM HMCKOIaBama, 300T
HUXOBOI' HE3aKOHUTOT JICTIOHOBAkha HA MECTa HETo-
3HAaTa HAYYHO] 3ajCMHUIM WM Ha HETPUKIIAIHE

! Kao mpumep MOry TOCTYXHTH CTaHIapau Ie(uHHUCAHN
on ctpaHe Apxeonomikor mMyseja y [losHamy - BugeTn: https://
nowa.muzarp.poznan. pl/pl/przyjmowanie-materialow-archeolo-
gicznych.

2 CacBMM HMHOBATHBaH MPUMEP pELICHA Y OBOM HOIIELY
paspaljen je TokoMm mpojexra racosozpa. Kao pesynrar noroso-
pa m3mehy EuRoPolGAZ-a (umBectmtopa) mu wu3Bohaua
apXCoJIONIKUX pajgoBa, ,My3e] apxeonoruje TpPaH3UTHOT
racoBoza” ocHosas je 2000. romuae u Samotuliju (Szamotuty)
(Bemukomosbeko  BojBozmcTtBo).  Melytum,T0 HHje OHEIO
oueknBaHu edekar. [IpBo, monmesreHa moBpiIKMHA Huje Owmia
JIOBOJBHO MPOCTpaHa 3a CKIAJMIITECHE CBMX Marepujaia
HCKOIIaHUX TOKOM IpojekTa racosoza y Ilosbckoj. Jpyro, pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMja U PEHOBHPAIE MaraluHa, Koje je (pHHaHCHPao
HWHBECTUTOP, OMJIM Cy caMO Mo4YeTak (MHAHCHUjCKUX pacxoja.
Jaxie, epukacHo QyHKIMOHUCAKE My3eja HUje Omio Moryhe
0e3 (prHaHCHjCKe TIOZPIIKE AP)KaBE.

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

The current legal status regulating storage of ar-
tefacts is a result of previous experiences and an at-
tempt to organize procedures in this regard. Until the
Act of 2003 came into the force?, the storage loca-
tion of excavated artifacts was not precisely defined
in conservator’s permits to conduct excavations. As
a result, a disappearance of archaeological findings
obtained during excavations has been noted due
to their unlawful depositing in places unknown to
the scientific community or in unfit locations (Cho-
chorowski 2016, 295). So, the previous practice has
shown that the only guarantee to maintain the integ-
rity of archaeological collections and their physical
safety are museums. Yet, apart from formalization
of legal rules related to the storage of archaeological
monuments, the Act of 2003 did not introduce effec-
tive control mechanisms. It resulted in a situation
that was announced in reports on inspections pre-
pared by the Supreme Audit Office (NIK) in 2019.
They revealed that only 33 percent of archacological
relics were transferred to the proper museum, but
only 20 percent via provincial monument protection
offices.

(8) Another issue connects to the implementa-
tion of the statutory requirement to prepare scientific
studies and research analyses of remains excavated
on large scale investments as well as their publica-
tion. According to legal regulations, an obligation
to analyze the results of archaeological research is a
duty of a contractor’. Yet, the scope of such analy-
ses have not been precisely defined. Therefore, their
form and scope are for the most part defined in sep-
arate agreements, often included in contracts signed

2 Quite innovative example of a solution in this regard was
worked out during the Gas pipeline project. As a result of an
arrangement between EuRoPolGAZ (the investor) and contrac-
tors of archaeological works, “Museum of Archaeology of the
Gas Transit Pipeline” was established in 2000 in Szamotuty
(Great Poland Voivodeship). However, it did not bring the ex-
pected effect. First, the allocated area was not spacious enough
for the storage of all materials excavated during the Pipeline
project in Poland. Second, reconstruction and renovation of the
storage building, that was financed by the investor, was only
the beginning of financial expenditures. Thus, the efficient func-
tioning of the museum was not possible without the financial
support from the state.

3 There should be mentioned here a debate centred on
whether funding for rescue operations should cover only the
cost of excavation or also these of post-excavation work as ar-
chaeological archiving, artefact conservation and storage, as
well as writing up and publishing results. A particularly con-
tentious issue between the investor and archaeologists related to
determining the price for analysing excavation results and pub-
lishing them. It is a costly phase, but it is also difficult to define
exactly what it entails and what its scope should be (Czerniak
and Kosko 2019, 459).
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nokaje  (Chochorowski 2016, 295). lake,
Jocasialliha Mpakca je rmokaszana Ja Cy jefuHa ra-
paHIMja OJyBamba WHTETPHUTETA apXCOJIOMIKUX 30U-
Pk U BHXOBe (U3nMuKe Oe30eqHOCTH — My3eju.
Wnak, ocum (hopmanuzanmje npaBHUX OIpEndH Koje
ce OIHOCE Ha CKIAIUIITEHE APXCONOMIKHX CIO-
MeHuka, 3akoH u3 2003. romuHe HHUje yBeo edu-
KacHe MexXaHu3Me KOHTpoie. To je pe3ynTupaio
CHUTYyaIldjOM KOja je HajaBJbeHa y M3BEITajuMa O
WHCIIEKIIMjCKUM HaJ30pUMa KOje je MpHUIpeMuia
BpxoBna kanuenapuja 3a peBusnjy (Supreme Audit
Office NIK) 2019. Onu cy otkpwiu aa je camo 33
OJICTO apXEOJIONIKHX Hala3a MPEHEeTo y orosapajyhu
My3ej, au camo 20 07ICTO TIPEKO PETHOHATTHUX 3aBOJIA
3a 3aIUTHUTY CTIOMEHUKA.

(8) Apyro muTame ce 0IHOCH Ha IMILIEMEHTAIH-
jy 3akoHCke oOaBe3e 3a M3pagy HayuHHX CTyAHja
W UCTPAXMBAYKMX aHaIM3a OCTaraka HCKOMaHUX
y3 BENMKa ylarama, Kao M HUXOBO 00jaBIbUBAIGE.
[lpema 3akoHCKMM TIporMcuMa, obaBe3a aHaIH3e
pe3ynTara apXeoJIONIKUX HCTPaXKUBAMKA j€ HEIITO
mTo obaBesyje u3Bohada pamosa.’ Mmak, obum
OBaKBHX aHalM3a HHUje OMO Mpeun3HO AehHHUCAH.
Jakie, muxoB 00MMK M 00uM cy HajehuM aenom
neduHrCcaH Y TOCEOHUM YrOBOPHMA, YECTO YKIbY-
YeHWM Yy YTOBOpE KOjU C€ TOTIHCY]y 3a 00aBJbame
apXEOoJIOMIKHUX NCTpaKUBama. Bpeau ncrahu na ce 'y
OBOM IIOTJIy MOXKE YOUUTH HecKiaz n3mely 3axre-
Ba PETHOHAJIHMX 3aBOJia 32 3AIUTHTY CIIOMEHUKA U
nnBectutopa. Iloctojehn mpomucu, koju ce Mmo3u-
Bajy Ha CMEPHHUIIC KOje je MPETXOMHO H3paauia
OODA, cyBuIIe cy yoIIuTeHH* 1 103B0OJhaBajy TPo-
M3BOJbHE HAYMHE aHaNW3e, KOjU HHCY YBEK pele-
BaHTHU 33 HAyYHH DAHT apXCOJIOIIKUX CIOMEHHKa
(Czopek and Pelisiak 2014, 432). Kao mocnemuia
TOra, y MpEBHIIE ClydajeBa MpoOieM ce CBOAM Ha
CY)KEHe, BUIIIC WM Mame OINCEXKHE M3BEIITaje YHjU

* OBre Tpeba momMenyTH nedary ycpencpeheHy Ha TO 1a i
(buHaHCHpame 3alITUTHUX olepainuja Tpeba 1a MOoKpHje camo
TPOLIKOBE MCKOIABamka MM U OHE MOCIIE HCKOIaBama, Kao IITo
Cy apXeoJIOLIKO apXHUBHpPaE, KOH3epBalMja M CKIAJAUIITCHE
apredakara, Kao 1 ncame 1 00jaBibuBambe pesynrara. [locebHo
CIIOPHO THUTakbe M3Mely HHBECTUTOpa M apXeoyora BE3aHO 3a
YTBphHBabE IICHE 32 aHAJIM3Y Pe3yJTara HCKOIaBama 1 lHXOBO
oGjasspuBame. To je ckyna ¢asa, anu je, Takolje, TEHIKO Ta4HO
Je(UHUCATH IITa OHA TIOJIpa3yMeBa U Koju Ou Tpebaiio na Oyze
weH 00uM (Czerniak and Kosko 2019, 459).

* Tpeba 1a caapke: KyITypHO-XPOHOJIOILIKY KapaKTepus-
alujy MPEeHOCHBOT apXEOJIOIIKOT MaTeprjaa; (pyHKIHOHAIHO-
TEHETHYKEe aHallM3e HEeINOKPeTHHX objekara (Kao HUXOBE
BeNWYHHE, (QYHKIWje, XPOHOJOTHje W Ip.); Pa3UKOBAKE W
KapakTepucTuke (a3a HacesbaBama; BPIICHE EKOJIOMKHX H
(M3MYKO-XEMU]CKUX aHAJIM3a; IPHUIIPEMy WIYCTpaluja; apXu-
BUpame M0JaTaka y padyHapcKy 0asy mojaraka; KOH3epBalujy
u ouyBame apredakara (Czopek and Pelisiak 2014, 432).

for conducting archaeological research. It is worth
pointing out that a clear discrepancy between the
requirements of Provincial Monument Protection
Offices and these of investors in this regard can be
observed. The existing regulations, referring to the
guidelines developed previously by OODA, are too
general* and allow arbitrary ways of analysis, not
always pertinent to the scientific rank of archaeolog-
ical monuments (Czopek and Pelisiak 2014, 432).
As a consequence, in too many cases the problem
is consigned to minimized, more or less extensive
reports whose substantive quality sometimes leaves
much to be desired (Kadrow 2017, 70). The so-called
investor studies of large development-led research
are often of the limited scientific value, concentrated
merely on formal and technical issues and lacking
a thorough substantive assessment. Moreover, some
of them contain errors, for example, in assignment
of artefacts to specific cultural and chronological
units that, repeated in heritage management docu-
mentation, may result in scientific dissemination of
erroneous information (Czopek 2017). Moreover,
negative effects are also caused by “the common
practice of reviewing studies by persons engaged
by contractors and/or authors of these studies, in-
stead of by an investor or an audit authority, which
following the dissolution of OODA simply does not
exist” (Kadrow 2017, 70).

(9) And last, but not least, as some scholars point
out, among many archaeologists conducting rescue
excavations there is lack of a deeper reflection on the
complex processes of interpreting material remains
discovered during excavations. For example, B. Ge-
diga (2000, 97; 2007, 9; 2011, 165) indicates that
many researchers often share a belief in scientific
objectivism, and consequently limit the analysis of
excavated materials to mere description and classifi-
cation of relics, with the exclusion of scientific cog-
nition. It is not accompanied, however, by the devel-
opment of archaeological theory and methodology
of research or do not contribute to the reflection on
role of archaeology in the contemporary world. In a
similar vein J. Kmiecinski (2012, 1163) argues that
the shift of archaeological potential towards rescue
research has led to an imbalance between them and

* They should contain: cultural-chronological characteri-
zation of portable archaeological materials; functional-genetic
analyses of immovable objects (as their size, function, chronol-
ogy, etc.); distinguishing and characteristics of settlement
phases; carrying out environmental and physicochemical anal-
yses; preparation of illustrations; archiving data in a computer
database; conservation and preservation of artifacts (Czopek
and Pelisiak 2014, 432).

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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caJpKajHH KBAJIUTET MOHEKaJ[ OCTaBJba MHOTO TO-
ra mpousBosbHUM (Kadrow 2017, 70). Taxo3Bane
WHBECTUTOPCKE CTY[Mje BEIHMKHX HCTPAKMBABA
BOhEHNX pa3BOjeM YeCTO Cy OrpaHHYeHE HaydHe
BPEAHOCTH, KOHIIEHTPUCAaHE Cy caMo Ha (popmaiHa
1 TEXHUYKA MMUTamba U HEJ0CTaje MM TeMeJbHa CyII-
THUHCKA TIpOIleHa. 3ampaBo, HEKE O HUX CaJpiKe
rpeiKe, Ha TpUMep, y JojesbHBamy apredakara
ofipeheHNuM KyITypHUM M XPOHOJIOMIKUM LeJTHHaMa
KOje, TOHOBJbEHE Yy JOKYMEHTAlWjH YIpaBJbamba
Hacjehem, MOTy JOBECTH 10 HAyYHOT IIMpEHa I10-
rpemanx uHpopmanmja (Czopek 2017). Haumme,
HeratuBHEe e()eKTe M3a3uBa W ,,yoOM4ajeHa Tpakca
Iperiesia CTyAnja O CTPaHe JIMIa aHTKOBAaHUX O]
CTpaHe u3Bohaua W/viIH ayTopa OBUX CTYIIHja, YMECTO
MHBECTUTOPA WM PEBH30PCKOT OpraHa, KOjH HaKOH
pacnymratba OODA  jenHoctaBHO He mocTOju”
(Kadrow 2017, 70).

(9) U nHa Kpajy, anu HE W HajMamke BaXHO,
KaKo HEeKH HayYHHIH HCTHYY, Mel)y MHOTHUM apxe-
0JI03MMa KOjH CIPOBOJE 3alITUTHA HCKOIIaBamba
HenocTaje AyOjbe  pasMHULIUBakEe O  CIOKCHUM
mporecuMa TyMadema MaTepHjalHUX —OcCTaraka
OTKpPHMBEHUX TOKOM HCKOomaBama. Ha mpumep, b.
I'emura (2000, 97; 2007, 9; 2011, 165) ykasyje Ha
TO J1a Cy MHOTH HCTPaXMBAaYH YECTO YBEPEHH Y
HayYHU OOjeKTHBH3aM, Na CaMHUM TUM aHaJM3y
HCKOTIAHOT MaTepHjajia OrpaHuyYaBajy Ha IyKd
omuc ® kinacudukanujy Hamaza, HCKIby4yjyhu
HayyHy cmo3Hajy. To, mehyrum, Huje mnpaheHo
pa3BojeM apXEeoJIOIIKE TEOpHje W METOIOJIOTH]e
UCTpaXMBarkba WIM HE NONPUHOCH NPOMHUILBAY
yJIOTe apXeoJIoTHje y CaBPEMEHOM CBETY.

VY cimmunom Tony J. Kmmeunnckn (Kmiecinski,
2012, 1163) TBpau na je mOMEparme apXCOJIONIKOT
MOTEHIMjala Ka 3allITUTHUM HCTPKUBABIMA JIOBE-
JI0 10 HepaBHOTEXe M3Mel)y ’bHX 1 IITaHHUPAHOT, CUCTe-
MaTCKOT HCTPaXXMBama MPEay3eTor Jla Ou ce permia
Hay4YHaMTamba. J(akiie, 3alTHTHA ICKOTIaBakha 0CTajy
BUILIC BE3aHA 32 OUYBAIHE apXCOJIOIKE OAIITHHE HETO
Hay4yHy TpaKcy HHTEpIpETHpama W pasyMeBama
npomwioctrt (Mamzer and Ostoja-Zagorski 2007,
144). CxogHO TOMe, TTOCTOjU OMIACHOCT 01 aTpoduje
y pa3Bojy apXeoJIOUIKe TEOpHje, M MHTEICKTYaTHOT
OCHpOMaIleha U CTarHaluje AUCIUTUITHE.

3ak/by4yHa pasMaTpama
3aITHTHA MCKOIaBama BEJIHMKUX pasMepa Omia
Cy CjajHa MPIITUKA U U3a30B 32 TIOJECKY apXEOJIOTH]Y.

Melhytum, 1 mopea MHOTMX HECYMHIHMBHX YCIIeXa,
MOMYT 3Ha4ajHUX OTKprha Koja Cy mMpOMEeHWIIa 00UM

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

a planned, systematic research undertaken to solve
scientific questions. Thus, rescue excavations re-
main more related to the preservation of archaeolog-
ical heritage than to the scientific practice of inter-
preting and understanding of the past (Mamzer and
Ostoja-Zagorski 2007, 144). Consequently, there is
a threat of atrophy in the development of archae-
ological theory and of intellectual impoverishment
and stagnation of the discipline.

Concluding remarks

Large-scale rescue excavations were a great
opportunity and challenge for Polish archaeology.
However, in spite of many undoubted successes as
significant discoveries that changed the scope of ar-
chaeological research, or the organizational devel-
opment of archaeology, in many aspects, including
the reduction of archaeological work to the rank
of earthworks or financial malfeasance, it is diffi-
cult to assess them unquestionably positively. We
should not, however, blame particular individuals
for such a situation, but it is rather due to systemic
deficiencies and the distortion of originally adopt-
ed rules (Czopek 2017). The initially promoted
idea of ‘highway’ excavations collapsed under the
pressure of the free market economy and dumping
prices (Chochorowski 2016, 294). Moreover, the
social perception of archaeology has also changed
causing a ‘desacralization’ of a romantic image of
the discipline (Trzcinski 2010, 87). Furthermore, as
S. Kadrow 2017, 70) notes, nowadays we can wit-
ness “an inability to develop a common concept of
the restitution of a central institution which would
take care of changing the image of archaeological
heritage protection from the concept of rescue ar-
chaeology to practicing the principles of preventive
archaeology”. According to him, rescue archaeol-
ogy is reactive since rescue operations are usually
undertaken in response to immediate threats and
focuses mainly on the protection of movable and
immovable monuments. On the contrary, preven-
tive archaeology, that is still absent in Poland, es-
sentially shapes the strategy of activities to protect
archaeological heritage in advance in its entire and
complex context (Kadrow 2017, 69). Thus, it should
be postulated that rescue archaeological program
should develop a more effective system of control,
mainly related to the supervising and ensuring the
highest quality of research as well as the implemen-
tation of a more efficient system of informing the
public about their results and the idea of the wide
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ApXCOJIOUIKHX UCTPAKUBAKA, OTHOCHO OpraHu3aly-
OHU pa3BOj apXeoNorHje, Y MHOTUM acleKTUMa,
YKIJBYTyjyhu cBOhee apXeoIOMKIX pagoBa Ha paHT
3eMJbaHHX PaJIoBa MK (PUHAHCH]CKUX MaJIBep3alluja,
TEILKO j€ OLEHUTH MX UCKJbYYHBO TO3UTUBHO (Czo-
pek 2017). [IppoOUTHO MPOMOBHCaHA UJIgja UCKOTIA-
Bamba ayToIlyTa Tporaa je Moj MPUTHCKOM CI000-
JIHE TPXKHIIHE EKOHOMHje W JAMIUHINKKX I[[eHA
(Chochorowski 2016, 294). 3ampaBo, apymTBeHa
MepIIeTIiija apXeoIorje ce Takole MpOMEeHMIIa, U3a-
3uBajyhu ,,Jaecakpanuzanyjy” pOMaHTHYHE CIIHKE
mucuuruiude (Trzeinski 2010, 87). Hapame, kako
Hanomumse C. Kanpor (Kadrow 2017, 70), nanac mMo-
JKEMO TIOCBEIOYHTH ,,HEeMOTYNHOCTH &1a ce pa3BHje
3ajeTHUYKH KOHIIENT PECTUTYIH]€ [IEHTPATHE HHCTH-
TyliMje Koja OW ce cTapaia O TPOMEHH 3aIlTHTE
apXxeoJIoUIKor Hacjela ca KOHIenTa ClachiIavyke apxe-
OJIOTHje HAa MPAKTUKOBAHE MPHHIUIA MPEBEHTHBHE
apxeosoruje”. [Ipema mberoBuM peunMa, criacuiadka
apxeoJIoTHja je peakTHBHA, jep C€ 3aIllTUTHE aKTH-
BHOCTH OOMYHO IMPEIy3MMajy Kao OJrOBOP HA HEIo-
cpenHe mpeTme W (OKycHpajy ce YDIAaBHOM Ha
3aIITUTY MOKPETHUX M HETIOKPETHUX crioMeHnKa. Ha-
MIPOTUB, TPEBEHTUBHA apXeoJIOrHja, Koja jOIll YBEK
Huje mpucytHa y IlosbCckoj, CYIITHHCKH OONMKYyje
CTpaTervjy akTUBHOCTH 3a 3allITUTY apXCOJIONIKOT
Hacieha yHampen, y FHCTOBOM IIGTOKYITHOM U
cioxxeHoM koHtekcty (Kadrow 2017, 69). Crora
Tpeba MpeTHoCTaBUTH Ja OW Mporpam 3allTHTHE
apxeoJioruje Tpedaso aa pa3suje ePUKACHU]U CUCTEM
KOHTpOJIC, KOjU €€ YIJIABHOM OJTHOCH Ha HaJ30p U
00e30ehnBame MITO KBaJIUTETHHjET WCTPAKUBAIha,
Kao M UIMITJIEMEHTAaIN]y e(pruKkacHHjer cuctemMa nHpop-
MHCamba JaBHOCTH O BbUXOBHM PE3yJTaTUMa U HICjU
0 HIMPOKO] TMOIYJIAPH3AIIUjU 3AIITUTE APXEOJIOIIKOT
Haciieha (Abtamowicz 2010, 87; Gediga 2011, 169).
Mory ce yOulTH CHUTHAIN TO3UTUBHUX aKTHBHOCTH Y
TOM TIOTJIETY, IIITO J1aje Haay 3a OymyhHOCT.

popularization of archaeological heritage protection
(Abtamowicz 2010, 87; Gediga 2011, 169). Signals
of positive actions in this regard can be observed,
what provides hope for the future.
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ZAKONSKA REGULATIVA I PRIMJERI PRAKSE
NA PODRUCJU SIBENSKO-KNINSKE ZUPANIJE

Abstrakt — Zakon o zastiti i oCuvanju kulturnih dobara osnovni je pravni akt na temelju kojeg se provodi zastita kulturnih doba
ra u Republici Hrvatskoj. Nadlezno tijelo za provodenje navedenog zakona je Uprava za zastitu kulturne bastine Ministarstva
kulture 1 medija sa svojih devetnaest konzervatorskih odjela organiziranih prema zupanijama. Posebni uvjeti zastite kulturnog
dobra najvazniji su pravni akt kojim konzervatori Stite kulturna dobra. Troskove zastitnog arheoloskog istrazivanja snosi in-
vestitor radova. Obim i vrsta zastitnog arheoloskog istrazivanja ovise o razini istrazenosti i saznanja o arheoloskom nalazistu
koje se nalazi u obuhvatu planiranih gradevinskih radova te karakteru tih radova. Najslozenija zastitna arheoloska istraZivanja
propisuju se u slucaju strateskih investicijskih i drugih znacajnijih projekata. Kod takve izgradnje prvo se provodi arheoloski
terenski pregled i kontrolni ili probni rovovi, a u sluc¢aju pozitivnih rezultata, na izabranim pozicijama se nalaze izvodenje zastit-
nog arheoloskog iskopavanja. Kod gradevinskih radova u zasti¢enim kulturno-povijesnim cjelinama i arheoloskim zonama, na
lokacijama gdje postoji mogucnost pronalaska arheoloskih nalaza i struktura, propisuje se zastitno arheolosko iskopavanje ili
arheoloski nadzor. Za gradevinske radove na prostoru zasti¢enih arheoloskih nalazista redovno se propisuje zastitno arheolosko
iskopavanje te je ondje, kao i u slu¢aju arheoloskih zona, svaka izgradnja podredena rezultatima provedenog arheoloskog isko-
pavanja. Na podru&ju Sibensko-kninske Zupanije najobimnija zastitna arheoloska iskopavanja provedena su u sklopu europskih
projekata na zastiéenim kulturnim dobrima. Izdvajaju se zastitno arheolosko iskopavanje na tvrdavi sv. Ivana u Sibeniku u sk-
lopu projekta revitalizacije podrucja tvrdave te Kninskoj tvrdavi i Kulturno-povijesnoj cjelini Knina u sklopu Interevencijskog
plana Grada Knina.
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zaStitna arheologija

Marko SINOBAD, Conservation department in Sibenik, Croatia,
Administration for the Protection of Cultural Heritage,
Ministry of Culture and Media of the Republic of Croatia, marko.sinobad @min-kulture.hr

RESCUE ARCHEOLOGY IN CROATIA:
LEGAL REGULATIONS AND EXAMPLES OF PRACTICE
IN THE AREA OF THE SIBEN-KNIN COUNTY

Abstract — The Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural Property is the basic legal act based on which the protection of
cultural property in the Republic of Croatia is carried out. The competent authority for the implementation of the aforementioned
law is the Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage of the Ministry of Culture and Media with its nineteen conservation
departments organized by county. The special conditions for the protection of cultural assets are the most important legal act by
which conservators protect cultural assets. The costs of protective archaeological research are borne by the investor of the works.
Scope and the type of archaeological research depend on the level of research and knowledge about the archaeological site that is
included in the scope of the planned construction works and the character of those works. The most complex protective archaeo-
logical research are prescribed in the case of strategic investment and other significant projects. In the case of such construction,
an archaeological field survey and control or test trenches are first carried out, and in the case of positive results, protective archae-
ological excavation is ordered at the selected locations. In the case of construction works in protected cultural-historical entities
and archaeological zones, in locations where there is a possibility of finding archaeological findings and structures, protective
archaeological excavation or archaeological supervision is prescribed. For construction works in the area of protected archaeo-
logical sites, protective archaeological excavation is regularly prescribed, and there, as in the case of archaeological zones, any
construction is subordinated to the results of the conducted archaeological excavation. In the area of Sibenik-Knin County, the
most extensive protective archaeological excavations were carried out as part of European projects on protected cultural assets.
The protective archeological excavation at the fortress of St. Ivan in Sibenik as part of the revitalization project of the fortress
area and the Knin Fortress and the Cultural and Historical Complex of Knin as part of the Intervention Plan of the City of Knin.

Keywords — Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural Property, Ministry of Culture and Media of the RH, Croatian
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Osnovni pravni akt na temelju kojeg se provodi
zastita kulturnih dobara u Republici Hrvatskoj je
Zakon o zastiti i o¢uvanju kulturnih dobara iz 1999.
godine (Narodne novine br. 69/99). Stupanjem na
snagu navedenog zakona prestao je vaziti Zakon o
zastiti spomenika kulture iz 1967. godine (Narodne
novine br. 32/65, 55/65, 50/66, 7/67. - procis¢eni
tekst, 13/67, 31/86, 47/86, 47/89, 19/91, 26/93,
52/94). Zakon o zastiti i ocuvanju kulturnih dobara
od dana donosenja do danas imao je Cetrnaest izmje-
na i dopuna (Narodne novine br. 151/03, 100/04,
87/09, 88/10, 61/11, 25/12, 136/12, 157/13, 152/14,
44/17, 90/18, 32/20, 62/20, 117/21), jedan Ispravak
Zakona o izmjenama i dopunama (Narodne novine
br. 157/03) te jednu Uredbu o izmjenama i dopunama
(98/15).

Nadlezno tijelo za provodenje Zakona o zastiti i
oCuvanju kulturnih dobara u Republici Hrvatskoj je
Uprava za zastitu kulturne bastine Ministarstva kul-
ture i medija sa svojih devetnaest konzervatorskih
odjela organiziranih prema Zupanijama. Grad Zag-
reb, koji je zadrzao svoj Gradski zavod za zastitu
spomenika kulture i prirode, ¢ini iznimku u tako
ustrojenom sustavu. Osnovni upravni i strucni po-
slovi konzervatorskih odjela su: evidentiranje, uspo-
stavljanje pravne zaStite nad kulturnim dobrima i
upis u Registar kulturnih dobara, dokumentiranje te
pracenje stanja kulturnih dobara; utvrdivanje mjera
zastite kulturnog dobra koje se provode na troSak
vlasnika; odredivanje mjera osiguranja i zastite arheo-
loskog nalazista i nalaza; utvrdivanje sustava mjera
zastite za potrebe izrade dokumenata prostornog urede-
nja; utvrdivanje posebnih uvjeta zastite kulturnog do-
bra; izdavanje potvrda glavnog projekta; izdavanje
prethodnih odobrenja; izdavanje odobrenja za izvoz
1 iznoSenje kulturnih dobara; donosSenje hitnih mjera
zastite 1 oCuvanja kulturnog dobra; konzervatorski
nadzor nad radovima na kulturnom dobru; inspekcijski
poslovi.

Prema odredbama c¢lanka 2. Zakona o zastiti i
oc¢uvanju kulturnih dobara, kulturna dobra su od
interesa za Republiku Hrvatsku i uZivaju njezinu
osobitu zaStitu, a kulturna dobra u smislu nave-
denog zakona su: pokretne i nepokretne stvari od
umjetnickog, povijesnog, paleontoloskog, arheolo-
Skog 1 znanstvenog znacenja; arheoloska nalaziSta
i arheoloske zone, krajolici i njihovi dijelovi koji
svjedoce o Covjekovoj prisutnosti u prostoru, a imaju
umjetnicku, povijesnu i antropoloSku vrijednost;
nematerijalni oblici i pojave ¢ovjekova duhovnog
stvaralastva u proslosti kao i dokumentacija i
bibliografska bastina; zgrade, odnosno prostori u
kojima se trajno Cuvaju ili izlazu kulturna dobra i

The basic legal act based on which the protec-
tion of cultural property is carried out in the Repub-
lic of Croatia is the Act on the Protection and Pres-
ervation of Cultural Property from 1999 (Official
Gazette No. 69/99). With the entry into force of the
aforementioned law, the Law on the Protection of
Cultural Monuments from 1967 ceased to be valid
(Official Gazette No. 32/65, 55/65, 50/66, 7/67. - re-
vised text, 13/67, 31/86, 47/86, 47/89, 19/91, 26/93,
52/94). The Law on the Protection and Preservation
of Cultural Property has had fourteen amendments
since its enactment (Official Gazette No. 151/03,
100/04, 87/09, 88/10, 61/11, 25/12, 136/12, 157/13,
152/14, 44/17, 90/18, 32/20, 62/20, 117/21), one
Amendment to the Law on Amendments (Official
Gazette No. 157/03) and one Decree on Amend-
ments (98/15).

The competent authority for the implementation
of the Law on the Protection and Preservation of
Cultural Property in the Republic of Croatia is the
Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage
of the Ministry of Culture and Media with its nine-
teen conservation departments organized by coun-
ty. The City of Zagreb, which has retained its City
Institute for the Protection of Cultural and Natural
Monuments, is an exception in such an established
system. The basic administrative and professional
tasks of the conservation departments are: record-
ing, establishing legal protection over cultural assets
and entering them into the Register of Cultural As-
sets, documenting and monitoring the state of cul-
tural assets; determining cultural property protec-
tion measures that are implemented at the owner’s
expense; determination of security and protection
measures for archaeological sites and findings; de-
termination of the system of protection measures for
the purposes of drafting spatial planning documents;
determination of special conditions for the protec-
tion of cultural property; issuance of certificates of
the main project; issuance of preliminary approv-
als; issuance of approval for the export and export
of cultural goods; adoption of urgent measures for
the protection and preservation of cultural property;
conservation supervision of works on the cultural
property; inspection jobs.

According to the provisions of Article 2 of the
Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural
Assets, cultural assets are of interest to the Republic
of Croatia and enjoy its special protection, and cul-
tural assets in the sense of the said law are: movable
and immovable things of artistic, historical, paleon-
tological, archaeological and scientific significance;
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dokumentacija o njima. Kulturna dobra, na temelju
¢lanka 3. navedenog zakona, uzivaju zastitu prema
odredbama tog zakona bez obzira na vlasniStvo,
preventivnu zastitu ili registraciju.

Uvjeti pod kojim se obavljaju arheoloska istrazi-
vanja na podrucju Republike Hrvatske propisani
su Pravilnikom o arheoloskim istrazivanjima iz
2010. godine (Narodne novine br. 102/10, 2/20).
Stupanjem na snagu navedenog pravilnika prestao
je vaziti prethodni i prvi cjeloviti Pravilnik o
arheoloskim istrazivanjima iz 2005. godine (Na-
rodne novine br. 30/05). Istrazivanja u smislu
clanka 3. Pravilnika o arheoloskim istrazivanjima
podrazumijevaju: arheoloska iskopavanja (sustav-
no, zastitno, revizijsko i probno iskopavanje te
arheoloski nadzor), arheoloske preglede terena
(rekognosciranje u reambulacija) i nedestruktivne
metode (geofizicka istrazivanja i aeroarheologija).

ArheoloSka nalaziSta prvenstveno se Stite Za-
konom o zastiti i o¢uvanju kulturnih dobara, a indi-
rektno se Stite i Zakonom o prostornom uredenju
(Narodne novine br. 153/13, 65/17, 114/18, 39/19,
98/19), Zakonom o zastiti okoliSa (Narodne novine
br. 80/13, 153/13, 78/15, 12/18, 118/18), Uredbom
0 procjeni utjecaja zahvata na okolis (NN 61/14,
3/17) koja proizlazi iz Zakona o zastiti okoliSa te
prostorno-planskom dokumentacijom jedinica pod-
rucne (regionalne) i lokalne samouprave. Kvali-
tetnijoj zastiti kulturnih dobara osim uskladivanja
nacionalnih zakona kojim se ureduju pitanja zastite
kulturnih dobara, gradnje, prostornog uredenja i
zastite okolisa, takoder je pridonijelo uskladivanje na-
cionalnog zakonodavstva s pravnom ste¢evinom EU.

Posebni uvjeti zastite kulturnog dobra najvazniji
su pravni akt kojim konzervatori §tite kulturna dobra
od devastacije koju mogu prouzrociti gradevinski i
drugi radovi. Posebni uvjeti izdaju se za zahvate
na nepokretnom kulturnom dobru za koje se izdaje
lokacijska dozvola, za poduzimanje radnji na ne-
pokretnom kulturnom dobru za koje se izdaje gra-
devinska dozvola, za gradenje jednostavnih i drugih
gradevina i radove na kulturnom dobru koji se
obavljaju na temelju glavnog projekta, a za koje nije
potrebno ishoditi potvrdu glavnog projekta. Posebni
uvjeti se po potrebi izdaju i za radnje na kulturnom
dobru koje se ne smatraju gradenjem, a poduzimaju
se uz rjesenje o prethodnom odobrenju. Troskove
zaStitnih arheoloskog istrazivanja koja se propisuju
posebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra, snosi
investitor radova.

Drugi vazan instrument pravne zastite kulturnog
dobra reguliran Zakonom o zastiti i ocuvanju kultur-
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archaeological sites and archaeological zones, land-
scapes and their parts that bear witness to man’s
presence in space, and have artistic, historical and
anthropological value; intangible forms and phe-
nomena of man’s spiritual creativity in the past, as
well as documentation and bibliographic heritage;
buildings, that is, spaces where cultural goods and
documentation about them are permanently stored
or exhibited. Cultural property, based on Article 3
of the said law, enjoys protection according to the
provisions of that law, regardless of ownership, pre-
ventive protection, or registration.

The conditions under which archaeological re-
search is carried out in the territory of the Republic
of Croatia are prescribed by the Rulebook on Ar-
chaeological Research from 2010 (Official Gazette
No. 102/10, 2/20). With the entry into force of the
aforementioned rulebook, the previous and first
complete rulebook on archaeological research from
2005 (Official Gazette No. 30/05) ceased to be valid.
Research in the sense of Article 3. The Rulebook on
Archaeological Research includes: archaeological
excavations (systematic, protective, audit and test
excavations and archaeological supervision), ar-
chaeological surveys of the terrain (reconnaissance
and reambulation), and non-destructive methods
(geophysical research and aero archaeology).

Archaeological sites are primarily protected by
the Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cul-
tural Property and are indirectly protected by the
Spatial Planning Act (Official Gazette No. 153/13,
65/17, 114/18, 39/19, 98/19), Law on Environment
Protection (Official Gazette No. 80/13, 153/13,
78/15, 12/18, 118/18), the Decree on Environmental
Impact Assessment (OG 61/14, 3/ 17) which derives
from the Environmental Protection Act and spa-
tial planning documentation of regional and local
self-government units. Better protection of cultural
assets, in addition to harmonizing national laws reg-
ulating issues of cultural asset protection, construc-
tion, spatial planning, and environmental protection,
has also contributed to the harmonization of national
legislation with the acquis of the EU.

Special conditions for the protection of cul-
tural property are the most important legal acts by
which conservators protect cultural property from
the devastation caused by construction and other
works. Special conditions are issued for interven-
tions on an immovable cultural property for which
a location permit is issued, for taking actions on an
immovable cultural property for which a construc-
tion permit is issued, for the construction of simple
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nih dobara i Zakonom o prostornom uredenju je
sustav mjera zastite kojeg konzervatori posredno
unose u dokumente prostornog uredenja u postupku
njihovog donoSenja. U dokumente prostornog
uredenja po pitanju kulturnih dobara i njihove
zaStita, ugraduje se sadrzaj iz konzervatorska
podloga za ona podrué¢ja i planove za koji je ona
izradena. Konzervatorsku podlogu utvrduje na-
dlezno tijelo za podrucje obuhvata prostornog
plana, a podrazumijeva stru¢nu dokumentaciju
koja se sastoji od tekstualnog i grafickog dijela i sa-
drzi popis kulturnih dobara, analizu stanja i mjere
ocuvanja kulturno-povijesnih vrijednost na po-
druc¢ju obuhvata. Dokumenti prostornog uredenja,
ovisno o vrsti i podru¢ju obuhvata, obavezno sadrze
podatke iz konzervatorske podloge sa sustavom
mjera zaStite nepokretnih kulturnih dobara koja se
nalaze na podrucju obuhvata plana. Ministarstvo
kulture i medija, u slu¢aju kada konzervatorska
podloga ne postoji, duzno je na zahtjev nositelja
izrade prostornog plana utvrditi sustav mjera zastite
nepokretnih kulturnih dobara koja se nalaze na
podrucju obuhvata prostornog plana ukljucujuci
i granice kontaktne zone kulturnog dobra te nacin
zastite na podrucju kontaktne zone. Dokument pro-
stornog uredenja moze se donijeti samo uz prethodnu
suglasnost nadleznog tijela kojom se potvrduje da je
u skladu s konzervatorskom podlogom ili utvrdenim
sustavom mjera zastite.

Zakon o zastiti okoliSa, osim S$to pojedina
pitanja zastite kulturnih dobara regulira kroz pr-
ostorno-plansku dokumentaciju, za pojedine za-
hvate u prostoru propisuje postupak procjene utje-
caja na okoli§ kojim se ocjenjuje prihvatljivost
namjeravanog zahvata te odreduju mjere zastite svih
sastavnica okoliSa u cilju minimiziranja njegovog
negativnog utjecaja. Postupak se provodi u pocetnoj
fazi planiranja zahvata i to prije ishodenja lokacijske
dozvole i1 drugog odobrenja za gradnju. Uredbom o
procjeni utjecaja zahvata na okoli§ odreduje se za
koje je zahvate u prostoru procjena utjecaja na okoli§
obavezna, a za koje se provodi ocjena o potrebi pro-
cjene utjecaja na okolis. Postupak procjene pokrece
se na pisani zahtjev nositelja zahvata, a procjena
se provodi na temelju Studije o utjecaju zahvata na
okoli$. Studija je strucna podloga koja obuhvacéa
sve potrebne podatke, dokumentaciju, obrazlozenja
1 opise u tekstualnom i grafickom obliku, prijedlog
ocjene prihvatljivosti zahvata i mjere zastite okoliSa
u odnosu na zahvat, a po potrebi i program pracenja
stanja okoliSa. Studija mora biti izradena na temelju
najnovijih, vjerodostojnih i dostupnih podataka,

and other buildings and works on cultural property
that is carried out based on the main project, and for
which it is not necessary to obtain confirmation of
the main project. If necessary, special conditions are
also issued for actions on the cultural heritage that
are not considered construction and are undertaken
with a decision on prior approval. Costs of the pro-
tective archaeological research which are prescribed
by special conditions of Protection of the Cultural
Property, are borne by the investor of the construc-
tion.

Another important instrument of the legal pro-
tection of cultural property regulated by the Law on
the Protection and Preservation of Cultural Property
and the Law on Spatial Planning is the system of
protection measures that conservators indirectly en-
ter into spatial planning documents in the process
of their adoption. In spatial planning documents
regarding cultural assets and their protection, the
content of the conservation basis for those areas and
plans for which it was prepared is incorporated. The
conservation basis is determined by the competent
authority for the area covered by the spatial plan and
includes professional documentation consisting of
textual and graphic parts, and containing an inven-
tory of cultural assets, analysis of the condition, and
measures to preserve cultural and historical values
in the area covered. Spatial planning documents, de-
pending on the type and the covered area, necessar-
ily contain data from the conservation base with the
system of measures for the protection of immovable
cultural assets that are located in the area covered
by the plan. Ministry of Culture and Media, in case
when conservation basis doesn’t exist, at the request
of the holder of the spatial plan, it is obligatory to
establish a system of measures for the protection of
immovable cultural assets located in the area cov-
ered by the spatial plan, including the boundaries of
the contact zone of the cultural asset, and the meth-
od of protection in the area of the contact zone. A
spatial planning document can only be adopted with
the prior consent of the competent body, which con-
firms that it is in accordance with the conservation
basis or the established system of protection mea-
sures.

The Environmental Protection Act, in addition
to regulating certain issues of the protection of cul-
tural assets through spatial planning documentation,
prescribes an environmental impact assessment pro-
cedure for certain interventions in the area, which
assesses the acceptability of the intended interven-
tion and determines measures to protect all environ-
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a izraduje je pravna osoba koja ima ovlastenje za
obavljanje tih poslova na troSak nositelja zahvata.
U opis postojeceg stanja okoliSa na koji bi zahvat
mogao imati znaCajan utjecaj i opis utjecaja zahvata
na okoli§ tokom gradenja i/ili koriStenja zahvata,
izmedu ostalih su ukljucena i materijalna dobra, a
ona obuhvacaju graditeljsko 1 arheolosko nasljede
te krajolik. Kvalitetnije studije za analizu postojeceg
stanja kulturnih dobara ne koriste se samo podacima
nadleznog tijela drzavne uprave, regionalne i lokalne
samouprave i muzejskih institucija, ve¢ se provodi
i terenski arheoloski pregled obuhvata planiranog
zahvata.

Utjecaj zahvata na okolis i njegovu prihvatljivost
ocjenjuje savjetodavno stru¢no povjerenstvo koje za
svaki pojedini zahvat imenuje ministar nadlezan za
zastitu okolisa, odnosno ¢elnik nadleznog upravnog
tijela u Zzupaniji. Clanovi povjerenstva imenuju se s
popisa osoba koje odreduje ministar iz znanstvenih i
strucnih krugova, predstavnika tijela drzavne uprave
i jedinica regionalne i lokalne samouprave. U stru-
¢na povjerenstva redovno se biraju predstavnici
Uprave za zastitu i ocCuvanje kulturnih dobara.
Konzervatori kao ¢lanovi povjerenstva ocjenjuju
strucnu utemeljenost i cjelovitost studije, utvrduju
ima li nedostataka, a mogu zatraziti i njenu dopunu,
daju misljenje o prihvatljivosti zahvata te predlazu
mjere ublazavanja i sprjeCavanja znacajnog negativ-
nog utjecaja na kulturna dobra. Na taj nain u
moguénosti su pravovremeno procjeniti utjecaj za-
hvata na kulturnu bastinu i ukazati na potencijalnu
devastaciju prije nego se zapoc¢ne s izradom pro-
jektne dokumentacije. Radom konzervatora u
navedenim stru¢nim povjerenstvima moguée je
prevenirati devastaciju arheoloskih nalazista, sacu-
vati njihov fizi¢ki integritet 1 izbjeéi provedbu zastit-
nih arheoloskih iskopavanja kao mjere ublazavanja
negativnih posljedica zahvata.

Zakonom o za$titi okoliSa propisana je jos jed-
na mjera kojom se, izmedu ostalih, Stiti kulturna
bastina. Rije¢ je o strateSkoj procjeni utjecaja na
okoli$, postupku kojim se procjenjuje vjerojatno
znacajni utjecaj na okoli§ koji mogu nastati provo-
denjem strategija, prostornih i drugih planova i
programa. StrateSka procjena utjecaja na okolis oba-
vezno se provodi za strategije, prostorne planove
1 programe, njihove izmjene i dopune, a koji se
donose na drzavnoj, podrucnoj (regionalnoj) i
lokalnoj razini iz podrucja poljoprivrede, Sumarstva,
ribarstva, energetike, industrije, rudarstva, prometa,
elektronickih komunikacija, turizma, prostornog
planiranja, regionalnog razvoja, gospodarenja ot-
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mental components in order to minimize its negative
impact. The procedure is carried out in the initial
phase of project planning, before obtaining a loca-
tion permit and other approval for construction. The
regulation on environmental impact assessment de-
termines for which interventions in the area an envi-
ronmental impact assessment is mandatory, and for
which an assessment of the need for an environmen-
tal impact assessment is carried out. The assessment
procedure is initiated at the written request of the
operator of the project, and the assessment is carried
out based on the Study of the impact of the proj-
ect on the environment. The study is a professional
basis that includes all the necessary data, documen-
tation, explanations, and descriptions in textual and
graphic form, a proposal for assessing the accept-
ability of the intervention and environmental pro-
tection measures concerning the intervention, and, if
necessary, a program for monitoring the state of the
environment. The study must be prepared based on
the latest, credible, and available data, and it must
be prepared by a legal entity that has the authority
to perform these tasks at the expense of the project
holder. In the description of the existing state of the
environment on which the intervention could have a
significant impact and the description of the impact
of the intervention on the environment during the
construction and/or use of the intervention, material
goods are included, among others, and they include
architectural and archaeological heritage and the
landscape. Higher quality studies for the analysis of
the current state of cultural assets do not only use
the data of the competent body of state administra-
tion, regional and local municipalities, and museum
institutions but a field archaeological survey of the
scope of the planned intervention is also carried out.

The impact of the intervention on the environ-
ment and its acceptability is assessed by an advisory
expert commission appointed for each individual
intervention by the minister responsible for envi-
ronmental protection, i.e. the head of the competent
administrative body in the county. Members of the
commission are appointed from the list of persons
determined by the minister from scientific and pro-
fessional circles, representatives of state adminis-
tration bodies, and regional and local municipality
units. Representatives of the Administration for the
Protection and Preservation of Cultural Property are
regularly elected to expert commissions. Conserva-
tors, as members of the committee, assess the pro-
fessional foundation and completeness of the study,
determine if there are any deficiencies, and may
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padom i vodnog gospodarstva kada daju okvir
za zahvate koji podlijezu procjene utjecaja na
okolis. Strateska procjena provodi se tokom izrade
nacrta prijedloga strategije, plana i programa prije
utvrdivanja nacrta konacnog prijedloga. U pos-
tupku strateske procjene izraduje se strateska stu-
dija, a strateSka procjena provodi se na temelju
rezultata utvrdenih strateSkom studijom. Nadlezno
tijelo za provedbu strateSke procjene je srediSnje
tijelo drzavne uprave nadlezno za podrucje za koje
se strategija, plan i program donose na drzavnoj
razini, odnosno izvr$no tijelo jedinice podru¢ne
(regionalne) i lokalne samouprave. Nadlezno tijelo
postupak strateske procjene provodi u suradnji s
Ministarstvom gospodarstvaiodrzivograzvojaodno-
sno zupanijskim upravnim tijelom nadleznim za
zastitu okoliSa. Rezultate strateSke studije ocjenjuje
savjetodavno stru¢no povjerenstvo i o tome daje
svoje misljenje. Clanovi povjerenstva za stratesku
procjenu, kao i u prethodnom slu¢aju, imenuju se s
popisa osoba koje odreduje ministar iz znanstvenih
i struénih krugova, predstavnika tijela drzavne
uprave 1 jedinica regionalne i lokalne samouprave.
Konzervatori kao predstavnici Ministarstva kulture
1 medija takoder se redovno biraju u povjerenstva za
strateSku procjenu pa su i na taj nac¢in u moguénosti
izbjeci potencijalnu devastaciju kulturne bastine.

Kadakonzervatori procjene daje odredeni zahvat
u prostoru (gradenje gradevine, rekonstrukcija
postojece gradevine i svako drugo privremeno ili
trajno djelovanje ljudi u prostoru kojim se ureduje
ili mijenja stanje) nacelno prihvatljiv sa stajalista
konzervatorske struke i da se trajna devastacija
arheoloskog nalaziSta moze izbje¢i provodenjem
arheoloskog istrazivanja, prisupa se zastitnom arhe-
oloskom iskopavanju.

Prije nego opiSemo kriterije za odredivanja
opsega i razine zastitnog arheoloskog iskopavanje,
potrebno je kratko se osvrnuti na koriStenu termino-
logiju. Termin zastitnog arheoloskog iskopavanja
koji se upotrebljava u hrvatskoj arheoloskoj zajed-
nici i stru¢noj literaturi ne odgovara u cijelosti
engleskim terminima rescue/commercial/preventive
archaeology. Navedeni engleski termini odnose se
iskljuc¢ivo na arheoloska iskopavanja koja prethode
arheologija, ali takav ne postoji, dok termin pre-
ventivna arheologija, koji se udomacio u susjednoj
Sloveniji i Srbiji, nije u upotrebi. Zastitno arheolosko
iskopavanje najCes¢e se odnosi na arheolosko
iskopavanje koje prethodi izgradnji, ali se termin
takoder upotrebljava i za arheoloska iskopavanja

request its addition, give an opinion on the accept-
ability of the intervention, and propose measures to
mitigate and prevent a significant negative impact
on cultural assets. In this way, they are able to, in
a timely fashion, assess the impact of the interven-
tion on the cultural heritage and point out the po-
tential devastation before the preparation of project
documentation is started. It is possible to prevent
the devastation of archaeological sites through the
work of conservators in the aforementioned expert
commissions, to save their physical integrity, and to
avoid enforcement of the protective archaeological
excavations as measures to mitigate the negative
consequences of the intervention.

The Law on Environmental Protection pre-
scribes another measure that, among others, protects
cultural heritage. It is a strategic assessment of the
impact on the environment, a procedure that assess-
es the likely significant impact on the environment
that may arise from the implementation of strate-
gies, spatial, and other plans and programs. A stra-
tegic assessment of the impact on the environment
must be carried out for strategies, spatial plans, and
programs, their amendments and additions, which
are adopted at the national, regional (regional), and
local levels in the fields of agriculture, forestry, fish-
ing, energy, industry, mining, transport, electronic
communications, tourism, spatial planning, regional
development, waste management, and water man-
agement when they provide a framework for inter-
ventions that are subject to environmental impact
assessment. A strategic assessment is carried out
during the preparation of a draft of the strategy pro-
posal, plans, and programs before determining the
draft of the final proposal. In the process of strate-
gic assessment, a strategic study is prepared, and the
strategic assessment is carried out based on the re-
sults determined by the strategic study. The compe-
tent body for the implementation of strategic assess-
ment is the central body of the state administration
responsible for the area for which the strategy, plan,
and program are adopted at the state level, i.e. the
executive body of the regional (regional) and local
municipality units. The competent body carries out
the strategic assessment procedure in cooperation
with the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable De-
velopment, i.e. the county administrative body re-
sponsible for environmental protection. The results
of the strategic study are assessed by an advisory
expert committee which gives their opinion on it.
Members of the Commission for Strategic Assess-
ment, as in the previous case, are appointed from
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na arheoloskim nalazistima koja su ugrozena poje-
dinim prirodnim procesima propadanja (erozije,
poplave i drugi uzroci degradacije tla, forestacija,
morske mijene i dr.) i drugim devastacijama koje
su posljedica ljudskog djelovanja, a nije izgradnja
u pitanju (obrada poljoprivrednog zemljista, ranije
provedena arheoloska iskopavanja prilikom kojih
nije obavljena zastita otkrivenih arheoloSkih struk-
tura i dr.).

Opseg 1 razina zastitnog arheoloskog istraziva-
nja ovise o stupnju istraZzenosti i saznanja o arheolo-
Skom nalaziStu koje se nalazi u obuhvatu planiranih
gradevinskih radova te karakteru tih radova.
Najobimnija i najsloZenija zaStitna arheoloSka
istrazivanja propisuju se u slucaju strateskih investi-
cijskih i znacajnijih infrastrukturnih projekata veli-
kih obuhvata zahvata: izgradnje autocesta, brzih
cesta, zZeljeznickih pruga, plinovoda, magistralnih
vodovoda, vjetroelektrana, suncanih elektrana, mo-
nokulturnih nasada itd. S obzirom da takva izgradnja
skoro redovno dovodi do potpune devastacije
kulturnih slojeva, pristupase cjelovitoj detekciji arhe-
oloskog potencijala unutar obuhvatu zahvata. Prvo
se provodi arheoloski terenski pregled, a u slucaju
prostorno velikih arheoloskih nalaziSta ¢esto se kao
dodatna detekcijska metoda propisuju i kontrolni
(probni) rovovi. Kontrolnim rovovima moguce je
revidirati prostorni obuhvat arheoloskog nalazista
koji je odreden na temelju distribucije povrSinskih
nalaza i preciznije utvrditi njegovu stvarnu povrsinu.
Iskop kontrolnih rovova do kulturnog sloja obavlja
se strojno, najcesce u Sirini utovarne zlice bagera.
Ponekad se u cilju detektiranja arheoloskih struktura
primjenjuje i geofizicko istrazivanje. Na temelju
rezultata tih istrazivanja, na dijelu terena na kojem su
evidentirani povrsinski pokretni arheoloski nalazi ili
su arheoloske strukture otkrivene probnim rovovima
i detektirane geofizickim istrazivanjem, nalazu se
daljnji zastitni radovi u vidu zastitnog arheoloskog
iskopavanja. Takva iskopavanja provode se na Cita-
vom prostoru distribucije povrSinskih pokretnih
arheoloSkih nalaza ili arheoloSkih struktura, ali
iskljucivo u gabaritima obuhvata zahvata u prostoru.

Za razliku od navedenih zaStitnih mjera koje se
odnose na izgradnju u neizgradenom prostoru Ciji
arheoloski potencijal tek treba utvrditi, zaStitne mje-
re za izgradnju koja se obavlja unutar prostornih
meda kulturnih dobara zaSti¢enih rjeSenjem o zastiti
Ministarstva kulture i medija, Uprave za zaStitu
kulturne bastine, odredene su preciznije. Izrekom
svakog rjeSenja o zastiti utvrden je i sustav mjera
zastite kulturnog dobra koje se rjeSenjem §titi.
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the list of persons determined by the minister from
scientific and professional circles, representatives of
state administration bodies, and regional and local
self-government units. Conservators, as represen-
tatives of the Ministry of Culture and Media, are
also regularly elected to commissions for strategic
assessment, so they are able to avoid the potential
devastation of cultural heritage.

When the conservators assess that a specific in-
tervention in the area (construction of a building,
reconstruction of an existing building, and any oth-
er temporary or permanent action of people in the
area that arranges or changes the condition) is in
principle acceptable from the point of view of the
conservation profession and that the permanent dev-
astation of the archaeological site can be avoided by
carrying out an archaeological research, he is ap-
proaching the protective archaeological excavation.

Before we describe the criteria for determin-
ing the scope and level of protective archaeologi-
cal excavation, it is necessary to briefly review the
terminology used. The term protective archeological
excavation which is used in the Croatian archaeo-
logical community and professional literature does
not fully correspond to English terms rescue/com-
mercial/preventive archaeology. The above-men-
tioned English terms refer exclusively to archaeo-
logical excavations that precede construction and
the term rescue archeology would be closer to them,
but such a term does not exist, while the term pre-
ventive archeology, which has taken root in neigh-
boring Slovenia and Serbia, is not in use. Protective
archaeological excavation most often refers to ar-
chaeological excavation that precedes construction,
but the term is also used for archacological excava-
tions on archaeological sites that are threatened by
certain natural processes of decay (erosion, floods,
and other causes of soil degradation, forestation, sea
change, etc.) and other devastations that are the re-
sult of human action, and it is not the construction in
question (cultivation of agricultural land, previously
conducted archaeological excavations during which
the protection of discovered archaeological struc-
tures was not carried out, etc.).

Scope and the level of protective archaeological
research depend on the degree of the research and
on knowledge about archaeological sites that are
located in coverage of planned construction works,
thus the character of those works. The most exten-
sive and complex protective archaeological research-
es are prescribed in the case of strategic investment
and significant infrastructural projects with a large
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Kod gradevinskih radova u zasticenim kulturno-
povijesnim cjelinama, kao §to su izgradnja ili
rekonstrukcija poslovnih i stambenih zgrada, iz-
gradnja ili odrzavanje komunalne infrastrukture
te uredenje javnih povrSina, na lokacijama gdje
postoji moguénost pronalaska arheoloskih nalaza
i struktura, posebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog
dobra, a u skladu s utvrdenim sustavom mjera zasti-
te, propisuje se zaStitno arheolosko iskopavanje
ili arheoloski nadzor. Za gradevinske radove na
prostoru zasti¢enih arheoloskih nalazista i arheolo-
Skih zona, zaStitno arheolosko iskopavanje se
redovno propisuje te je ondje svaka izgradnja
podredena rezultatima provedenog arheoloSkog
iskopavanja.

Dok se sve prethodno opisane mjere zastite arhe-
oloske bastine koje proizlaze iz odredbi Zakona
o zastiti 1 oCuvanju kulturnih dobara, Zakona o
prostornom uredenju i Zakona o zastiti okolisa,
propisuju u fazama planiranja, jedna zaStitna mjera
moze se odrediti u fazi izvodenja gradevinskih i
drugih radova. Navedena mjera naj¢esce se primje-
njuje kod slucajnih pronalazaka arheoloskog nala-
za ili nalaziSta prilikom zahvata u prostoru koji se
izvode bez gradevinske dozvole u skladu s gla-
vnim projektom i bez glavnog projekta ili nije
bilo nikakve osnove za odredivanje arheoloskog
istrazivanja tokom planiranja zahvata i ishodenja
potrebne dokumentacije. Rije¢ je o odredbi ¢lanka
45. Zakona o zastiti i ouvanju kulturnih dobara ko-
ja kaze ,,ako se pri izvodenju gradevinskih ili bilo
kojih drugih radova koji se obavljaju na povrsini ili
ispod povrsine tla, na kopnu, u vodi ili moru naide
na arheolosko nalaziSte ili nalaze, osoba koja izvodi
radove duzna je prekinuti radove i o nalazu bez
odgadanja obavijestiti nadlezno tijelo*. Po primitku
takve obavijesti, anajdulje uroku tri dana od primitka
nadlezno tijelo, ako to ocijeni potrebnim, rjeSenjem
odreduje mjere osiguranja i zastite nalazista i nalaza,
a moze donijeti 1 rjeSenje o privremenoj obustavi
daljnjih radova. Mjere osiguranja i zastite nalazista
i nalaza u praksi najcesce su provodenje zastitnog
arheoloskog iskopavanja na lokaciji pronadene
arheoloske strukture ili nalaza te konzervacija arhe-
oloskih struktura i pokretnih arheolosSkih nalaza.
Troskove arheoloskog iskopavanja te troSkove
preventivnog konzerviranja pokretnih arheoloskih
nalaza i samoga nalaziSta snosi investitor radova.
Ukoliko nastavak zapocetih radova onemogucuje
provodenje mjera osiguranja i zaStite nalaziSta i
nalaza, oni se rjeSenjem nadleznog tijela mogu pri-
vremeno obustaviti.

scope: construction of highways, expressways, rail-
ways, gas pipelines, water mains, wind power plants,
solar power plants, monoculture plantations, etc.
Given that such construction almost regularly leads
to the complete devastation of cultural layers, a com-
plete detection of the archaeological potential is ap-
proached within the scope of the project. First, an ar-
cheological field survey is carried out, and in the case
of spatially large archaeological sites, control (trial)
trenches are often prescribed as an additional detec-
tion method. With control trenches, it is possible to
revise the spatial coverage of the archaeological site,
which was determined based on the distribution of
surface findings, and to more precisely determine its
actual area. Excavation of control trenches up to the
cultural layer is done by machine, most often in the
width of the excavator’s loading bucket. Sometimes,
in order to detect archacological structures, geophys-
ical research is also applied. Based on the results of
this research, further protective works in the form of
protective archaeological excavation are ordered for
the part of the terrain where surface-moving archae-
ological findings were recorded or archaeological
structures were discovered by trial trenches and de-
tected by geophysical research. Such excavations are
carried out on the entire area of distribution of sur-
face movable archaeological finds or archaeological
structures, but only in the dimensions of the scope of
the intervention in the space.

In contrast to the aforementioned protective
measures related to construction in an undeveloped
area whose archaeological potential has yet to be
determined, protective measures for construction
that is carried out within the spatial boundaries of
cultural assets protected by the decision on the pro-
tection of the Ministry of Culture and Media, the
Administration for the Protection of Cultural Heri-
tage, are determined more precisely. The dictum of
each decision on protection establishes a system of
measures for the protection of the cultural proper-
ty that is protected by the decision. For construc-
tion works in protected cultural and historical en-
tities, such as the construction or reconstruction of
commercial and residential buildings, such as the
construction or reconstruction of business and res-
idential buildings, the construction or maintenance
of communal infrastructure and the arrangement
of public areas, in locations where there is a possi-
bility of finding archaeological findings and struc-
tures, special conditions for the protection of cultur-
al property, and in accordance with the established
with the system of protection measures, protective
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Propisane mjere osiguranja i zaStite nalaziSta
i nalaza, posebno kad se donose uz privremenu
obustavu radova, vrlo su nepopularne u javnosti.
Razlog je prvenstveno u tome S$to se redovno
provode na troSak investitora, ali i takoder Sto
utjeCu na ugovorne obaveze izmedu investitora i
izvodaca radova, posebno po pitanju rokova izvr-
Senja. Posljedica toga je da izvodac i investor rije-
tko postupaju u skladu sa zakonom i prijavljuje
nadleznom tijelu pronalazak arheoloskog nalaza
ili nalazista. Ce$¢e se dogada da takav pronalazak
prijavljuju osobe koje nisu involvirane u predmetnu
izgradnju. S obzirom na re¢ene okolnosti, nadlezno
tijelo tj. konzervatorski odjeli Ministarstva kulture i
medija ne bi se trebali na navedenu mjeru oslanjati
niti u jednom slucaju kad je u pitanji registrirano
kulturno dobro. Ona bi se trebala koristiti samo
kad je u pitanju slucajni pronalazak na podrucju
za koje nema saznanja o postojanju arheoloskog
nalaziSta niti se ono moZze pretpostaviti na temelju
preliminarnog istrazivanja koje obavlja sam konzer-
vator u postupku izdavanja posebnih uvjeta, a mini-
malno ukljucuje uvid u povijesnu kartografiju,
topografske i ortofoto podloge. U praksi se zna
dogoditi da se posebnim uvjetima zastite kultur-
nog dobra ¢ak i za izgradnju i radove unutar pros-
tornih meda zasti¢enih kulturno-povijesnih cjelina
ili pojedinacno zasticenog kulturnog dobra s arhe-
oloskim slojem, propusti odrediti provodenje zas-
titnog arheoloSkog iskopavanja ili se investora oba-
veze samo zakonskom odredbom prema kojoj je u
slucaju pronalaska arheoloskog nalazista ili nalaza
duzan prekinuti radove i o nalazu bez odgadanja
obavijestiti nadlezno tijelo. Na taj na¢in osim §to
dolazi do devastacije arheoloskog potencijala kul-
turnog dobra, Cini se Steta i investitoru radova jer
do pronalaska arheoloskog sloja i struktura koji su
skoro pa neizbjezni, dolazi u vrijeme kad su radovi
izgradnje ve¢ zapoceli.

Vec¢inu zastitnih arheoloskih iskopavanja u
Hrvatskoj obavljaju privatne tvrtke. Geoarheo d.o.o.
iz Zagreba, prvo trgovacko drustvo koje je regi-
strirano za obavljanje arheoloskih iskopavanja i
arheoloskih terenskih pregleda, osnovano je 2002.
godine. Povecanje broja takvih trgovackih drustava
koje je uslijedilo u narednim godinama bilo je u
direktnoj vezi s obimnom drzavnom izgradnjom
infrastrukturnih gradevina Sirom zemlje. Posebno
obimna zaStitna arheoloska iskopavanja u to vrijeme
provedena su na trasi autoceste A5, tkz. Slovoniki
(dionica medunarodnog prometnog koridora 5C), na
dionici¢vor Sredanci (natrasiautoceste A3)—Dakovo

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

archaeological excavation or archaeological super-
vision is prescribed. For construction works in the
area of protected archaeological sites and archaeo-
logical zones, protective archaeological excavation
is regularly prescribed, and every construction there
is subordinated to the results of the conducted ar-
chaeological excavation.

While all the previously described measures
for the protection of archaeological heritage arising
from the provisions of the Law on the Protection and
Preservation of Cultural Property, the Law on Spa-
tial Planning, and the Law on Environmental Pro-
tection, are prescribed in the planning stages, one
protective measure can be determined in the stage of
construction and other works. The aforementioned
measure is most often applied in the case of acci-
dental discoveries of archaeological finds or sites
during the intervention in an area which is carried
out without a building permit in accordance with the
main project and without the main project or there
was no basis for the determination of archaeologi-
cal research during the planning of the intervention
and obtaining the necessary documentation. It is a
provision of Article 45 of the Law on the Protec-
tion and Preservation of Cultural Property, which
states that “if during the execution of construction
or any other works performed on the surface or be-
low the surface of the soil, on land, in water or sea,
an archaeological site is encountered or findings, the
person carrying out the work is obliged to stop the
work and inform the competent authority about the
finding without delay*. Upon receipt of such notifi-
cation, and within three days of receipt at the latest,
the competent authority, if it deems it necessary, de-
termines by decision measures to secure and protect
the site and finds, and may also issue a decision on
the temporary suspension of further work. Measures
of insurance and protection of site and findings in
practice most often are performing of protective ar-
cheological excavation on the found archaeological
structure location or finds thus the conservation of
archeological structures and moving archaeological
findings. The costs of archaeological excavation and
the costs of preventive conservation of movable ar-
chaeological finds and the site itself are borne by
the investor of the works. If the continuation of the
started works makes it impossible to carry out se-
curity and protection measures of the site and finds,
they can be temporarily suspended by the decision
of the competent authority.

Prescribed security and protection measures for
sites and findings, especially when they are adopt-
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— Osijek 1 na trasi autoceste Al, tkz. Dalmatini, na
dionici Split — Sestanovac — Ravéa (kod Vrgorca).
Obim zaStitnih arheoloskih radova bio je u porastu
sve do pocetka financijske i gospodarske krize koja je
pogodila svjetska gospodarstva 2007./2008. godine i
koja se posljedicno prenijela i na djelatnost privatnih
arheoloskih tvrtki. Ujedno su smanjena i sredstva
koja se za zaStitne radove na kulturnim dobrima
izdvajaju iz drzavnog proracuna, Sto se takoder
negativno odrazilo na njihove aktivnosti. Znacajniji
gospodarski oporavak koji je zapoceo 2014. godine
rezultirao je zamahom javne i privatne gradnje
koja je dovela do ponovnog povecanja potraznje za
zastitnim arheoloskim radovima i postupnog opo-
ravka spomenutih tvrtki. U Hrvatskoj je trenutno
aktivno dvadesetak arheoloskih trgovackih drustava,
od kojih pojedina¢no je najveéi broj registiran u
Splitu. Na inicijativu dvaju vecih trgovackih drustava
koja se bave zastitnom arheologijom, spomenuto
Geoarheo d.o.0. iz Zagreba i Delmat Galiot d.o.0. iz
Splita, osnovano je i Udruzenje arheologa Hrvatske
gospodarske komore koje djeluje od 2013. godine
u cilju uskladivanja interesa arheologa po pitanjima
koja se ticu njihovog polozaja na domacem i ino-
zemnim trziStima, poticanja razvoja arheoloSkih
iskopavanja, stimuliranja primjene odgovaraju¢ih
etickih 1 stru¢nih standarda u arheoloSkom radu,
uspostavljanja kriterija kvalitete i rjeSavanja ne-
ravnopravnog polozaja pri natjeCajima.

Stanje i razvoj arheoloskih istrazivanja u
Hrvatskoj moguce je pratiti zahvaljujué¢i Casopisu
Hrvatski arheoloski godisnjak (HAG) koji izlazi
od 2005. godine, a pokriva period od 2004. godine.
Rijec je o godisnjaku kojeg izdaje Ministarstvo kul-
ture i medija, Uprava za zastitu kulturne bastine, a
¢iji je izvrsni urednik mr. sc. Zoran Wiewegh, gla-
vni konzervator za arheoloSku bastinu. Hrvatski
arheoloski godisnjak ureden je na nacin da po
zupanijama, u formi kratkih izvjeséa stru¢nih vodi-
telja, daje osnovne podatke o svim arheoloskim
istrazivanjima na podru¢ju Hrvatske u jednoj
kalendarskoj godini koja su provedena uz odobrenje
nadleznih konzervatorskih odjela. Godisnjak takoder
objavljuje 1 kratke priloge koji nisu izravno vezani
uz glavnu temu, a odnose se na konzervatorsku stru-
ku i razne propise o arheoloskim istrazivanjima.
Uz svaki prilog postoji i sazetak na engleskom
jeziku. Obaveza dostavljanja stru¢nih izvjeséa o
provedenim arheoloskim istrazivanjima u direktnoj
je vezi s pokretanjem Hrvatskog arheoloskog
godiSnjaka, a propisana je prvim Pravilnikom o
arheoloskim istrazivanjima iz 2005. godine. Stru-

ed with a temporary suspension of work, are very
unpopular with the public. The consequence of this
is that the contractor and the investor rarely act un-
der the law and report the discovery of an archaeo-
logical find or site to the competent authority. More
often it happens that such an invention is reported
by persons who are not involved in the construction
in question. Considering the said circumstances, the
competent body, i.e. the conservation departments
of the Ministry of Culture and Media should not
rely on the mentioned measure in any case when the
cultural property in question is registered. It should
only be used when it comes to an accidental find
in an area for which there is no knowledge of the
existence of an archaeological site, nor can it be as-
sumed based on the preliminary research carried out
by the conservator himself in the process of issuing
special conditions, and as a minimum, it includes
an insight into historical cartography, topographic
and orthophoto substrates. In practice, it can happen
that, under special conditions for the protection of
cultural property, even for construction and works
within the spatial boundaries of protected cultural
and historical entities or individually protected cul-
tural property with an archaeological layer, fail to
determine the conduct of protective archaeological
excavations or the investor is only obliged by a le-
gal provision according to which in case of finding
an archaeological site or find, is obliged to stop the
work and inform the competent authority about the
find without delay. In this way, in addition to the
devastation of the archaeological potential of the
cultural property, damage is also done to the inves-
tor of the works, because the discovery of the ar-
chaeological layer and structures, which are almost
inevitable, occurs at a time when the construction
works have already begun.

Most protective archaeological excavations in
Croatia are carried out by private companies. Geo-
arheo d.o.o. from Zagreb, the first trading company
that was registered for carrying out archaeological
excavations and archaeological field surveys, was
founded in 2002. The increase in number of such
trading companies which followed in the next years
was directly related to the large-scale state con-
struction of infrastructural buildings throughout
the country. At that time, particularly large-scale
protective archaeological excavations were carried
out on the route of the A5 motorway, the so-called
Slovoniki (section of the international traffic corri-
dor 5C), on the section Sredanci intersection (on the
A3 highway route) - DPakovo - Osijek and on the
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¢ni voditelji arheoloskih istrazivanja, temeljem
trenutno aktivnog pravilnika iz 2010. godine, oba-
vezni su dostavljati strucno izvjesée nadleznim
konzervatorskim odjelima, a skraceno izvjes¢e Mi-
nistarstvu kulture i medija u Zagrebu u roku od tri
mjeseca od zavrSetka istrazivanja. Na temelju istog
pravilnika, Ministarstvo ima pravo objaviti stru¢no
izvjescée, a duzno je objaviti skra¢eno strucno izvje-
$¢e u dogovoru s voditeljem istrazivanja. Vecina vo-
ditelja svoje obaveze dostavljanja strucnih izvjesca
nadleznom tijelu jos uvijek ne izvrSava u roku koji je
propisan Pravilnikom pa izvr$ni urednik Hrvatskog
arheoloskog godisnjaka takva izvje$c¢a potrazuje od
njih, Cesto i viSe puta svake godine. Popis duznika
temelji se na popisu dozvola (rjeSenja) za arheolosSka
istrazivanja kojeg vodi Odjel za arheologiju Mini-
starstva kulture i medija.

Hrvatski arheoloski godisnjak, osim osnovnih
informativnih podataka o svakom provedenom ist-
razivanju, znanstvenoj zajednici omogucuje daljnju
analizu otkrivenih arheoloSkih nalaziSta, struktura i
pokretnog materijala. U novijoj strucnoj i znanstvenoj
literaturi zamjetno je Cesto navodenje priloga iz Hr-
vatskog arheoloskog godiSnjaka, a njegov ¢e znacaj
s vremenom biti jo§ vecéi jer ¢e spomenuta stru¢na
izvjeSca za brojna provedena istrazivanja ostati jedina
objava rezultata.

Dodatni znacaj Hrvatskog arheoloskog godis-
njak ogleda se u tome §to pruza moguénost uspo-
redne analize arheoloskih aktivnosti po Zupanijama
1 po godinama na nacionalnom nivou te opcéenito
pracenja stanja i razvoja arheoloske i konzervatorske
struke u Hrvatskoj unutar razdoblja kojeg Casopis
pokriva.

Na temelju samog opsega godisnjaka jasno se
uoc¢ava porast broja provedenih arheoloskih istrazi-
vanja. Prvi broj godiSnjaka (Wiewegh 2005) donosi
129 skracenih stru¢nih izvjesca, s tim dajeutoj godini
zbog nepotpune evidencije i neodaziva pojedinih
voditelja obuhvaceno oko 90% istrazivanja. Svi
naredni brojevi u cjelosti obuhvacaju sva provedena
arheoloska istrazivanja. Njihov broj rastao je pos-
tupno i skoro se ucetverostruc¢io do 2015. godine.
Provedeno je 228 arheoloskih istrazivanja u 2005.
godini (Wiewegh 2006), 250 u 2006. godini (Wie-
wegh 2007), 277 u 2007. godini (Wiewegh 2008),
316 u 2008. godini (Wiewegh 2009), 347 u 2009.
godini (Wiewegh 2010), 390 u 2010. godini (Wie-
wegh 2011), 347 u 2011. godini (Wiewegh 2012),
445 u 2012. godini (Wiewegh 2013), 349 u 2013.
godini (Wiewegh 2014), 378 u 2014. godini (Wie-
wegh 2015) 1473 u 2015. godini (Wiewegh 2016).

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Al highway route, so-called. Dalmatians, on the
section Split - Sestanovac - Ravéa (near Vrgorac).
The volume of protective archaeological works was
on the increase until the beginning of the financial
and economic crisis that hit the world economy in
2007/2008 year and which was consequently trans-
ferred to the activities of private archaeological
companies. At the same time, the funds allocated
from the state budget for protective works on cultur-
al assets were also reduced, which also had a neg-
ative impact on their activities. A more significant
economic recovery that began in 2014 resulted in a
momentum of public and private construction that
led to a renewed increase in demand for protective
archaeological works and a gradual recovery of the
mentioned companies. There are currently around
twenty archaeological trading companies active in
Croatia, of which individually the largest number
is registered in Split. On the initiative of two larger
companies dealing with protective archaeology, the
aforementioned Geoarcheo d.o.o. from Zagreb and
Delmat Galiot d.o.o. from Split, the Association of
Archaeologists of the Croatian Chamber of Com-
merce was also founded, which has been operating
since 2013 intending to harmonize the interests of
archaeologists in matters concerning their position
on the domestic and foreign markets, encouraging
the development of archaeological excavations,
stimulating the application of appropriate ethical
and professional standards in archaeological work,
establishing quality criteria and resolving unequal
positions in tenders.

The state and development of archaeological
research in Croatia can be followed thanks to the
Croatian Archaeological Yearbook (HAG), which
has been published since 2005 and covers the pe-
riod since 2004. It is a yearbook published by the
Ministry of Culture and Media, Directorate for the
Protection of Cultural Heritage, whose executive
editor is M.S. Zoran Wiewegh, Chief Conservator
for Archaeological Heritage. Croatian archaeologi-
cal yearbook is arranged in such a way that by coun-
ties, in the form of short reports by expert leaders, it
provides basic data on all archaeological research in
the territory of Croatia in one calendar year, which
were carried out with the approval of the compe-
tent conservation departments. Yearbook also pub-
lishes short articles that are not directly related to
the main topic, and refer to the conservation pro-
fession and various regulations on archaeological
research. There is a summary in English with each
attachment. The obligation to submit expert reports
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U cilju identifikacije pojedinih trendova u
konzervatorskoj i arheoloskoj struci takoder je oba-
vljena i analiza po vrsti arheoloskih istrazivanja.
UredniStvo casopisa oznaku vrste istrazivanja prepu-
stilo je stru¢nim voditeljima, a s obzirom na razlicita
tumacenja i odstupanja od terminologije koja je
odredena ¢lankom 3. Pravilnika o arheoloskim is-
trazivanjima, utvrdeni broj po vrstama nije pot-
puno tocan, ali dovoljno realno oslikava stanje i
razvoj konzervatorske i arheoloske prakse u Hr-
vatskoj. U pojedinim slucajima kada je na teme-
lju sadrzaja struénih izvjes¢a uocCena pogresno
odredena vrsta istrazivanja, izvrSena je korekcija.
Brojna arheoloska istrazivanja bila su kombinacija
razliCitih vrsta istrazivanja pa je jedno istrazivanje
popisano u dvije ili viSe kategorija. U zaStitna
arheoloSka iskopavanja uvrStena su sva arheoloSka
iskopavanja koja odgovaraju ustaljenom tumacenju
tog pojma u Hrvatskoj, s tim da najveéi broj istih
predstavlja zastitno iskopavanje u uzem smislu te
rijeci koji odgovara pojmu ‘’rescue excavation” u
engleskom jeziku. Zastitnim arheoloskim istraziva-
njima pripadaju i svi provedeni arheoloSki nadzori
nad izvodenjem zemljanih radova unutar ili izvan
prostornih meda zasti¢enog kulturnog dobra. Uku-
pan broj arheoloskih istrazivanja zastitnog karaktera
jos je vedi jer tu spadaju i brojni arheoloski terenski
pregledi, probna iskopavanja i nedestruktivna arhe-
oloska istrazivanja koji su zbog radova izgradnje
provedeni na troSak investitora, a propisani su po-
sebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra kao pocetna
faza zaStitnih istraznih radova.

Provedeno je 61 zastitno arheolosko iskopavanje
u 2004. godini (47,29% od ukupnog broja istra-
zivanja), 116 u 2005. godini (50,88%), 113 u 2006.
godini (45,2%), 151 u 2007. godini (54,51%), 159 u
2008. godini (50,32%), 177 u 2009. godini (51%),
190 u 2010. godini (48,71%), 152 u 2011. godini
(43,8%), 174 u 2012. godini (39,1%) 119 u 2013.
godini (34,09%), 110 u 2014. godini (29,1%) 1 139
u 2015. godini (29,38%). Arheoloski nadzori kao
vrsta zastitnog arheoloSkog iskopavanja, od vrlo
rijetke postali su sve ucestalija zastitna mjera koju
konzervatori pripisuju posebnim uvjetima zaStite
kulturnog dobra. Provedena su 2 arheoloska nadzora
u 2004. godini (1,55%), svega 1 u 2005. godini
(0,44%), po 6 u2006. 1 2007. godini (2,63 12,16%),
po 17 u 2008. i 2009. godini (5,38 i 4,89%), 29 u
2010. godini (7,44%), 28 u 2011. godini (8,07%),
37 u 2012. godini (8,31%), 40 u 2013. godini
(11,46%), cak 65 u 2014. godini (17,19%) i 58 u
2015. godini (12,26%). Zbrojem navedenih zastitnih

on the conducted archaeological research is directly
related to the launch of the Croatian Archaeological
Yearbook and is prescribed by the first Rulebook on
Archaeological Research from 2005. Based on the
currently active rulebook from 2010, expert leaders
of archaeological research are required to submit an
expert report to the competent conservation depart-
ments, and a shortened report to the Ministry of Cul-
ture and Media in Zagreb within three months of the
end of the research. Based on the same Rulebook,
the Ministry has a right to publish an expert report
and must publish an abbreviated expert report in
agreement with the research leader. The majority of
leaders still do not fulfill their obligation to submit
expert reports to the competent authority within the
time limit prescribed by the Rulebook, so the execu-
tive editor of the Croatian Archaeological Yearbook
requests such reports from them, often and sever-
al times each year. The list of debtors is based on
the list of permits (solutions) for archaeological re-
search maintained by the Department of Archeology
of the Ministry of Culture and Media.

Croatian Archaeological Yearbook, in addition
to providing basic information about each research
conducted, enables the scientific community to fur-
ther analyze the discovered archaeological sites,
structures, and movable material. In the recent pro-
fessional and scientific literature, it is noticeable that
the articles from the Croatian Archaeological Year-
book are often mentioned, and their importance will
become even greater over time because the men-
tioned professional reports for numerous conducted
researches will remain the only publication of the
results.

The additional importance of the Croatian Ar-
chaeological Yearbook is reflected in the fact that it
provides the possibility of a comparative analysis of
archaeological activities by county and by year at
the national level, as well as generally monitoring
the state and development of the archaeological and
conservation profession in Croatia within the period
covered by the magazine.

Based on the very scope of the yearbook it’s
clearly noticed the increase in the number of arche-
ological researches carried out. The first issue of the
yearbook (Wiewegh 2005) brings 129 shortened
expert reports, with the fact that in that year, due
to incomplete records and non-responsiveness of in-
dividual presenters, about 90% of the research was
covered. All the following numbers in their entirety
include all the archaeological research carried out.
Their number grew gradually and almost quadru-
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arheoloskih iskopavanja, njihov udio u ukupnom
broju arheoloskih istrazivanja iznosi 48,84% u 2004.
godini, 51,32% u 2005. godini, 47,83% u 2006.
godini, 56,67% u 2007. godini, 55,7% u 2008. godi-
ni, 55,89% u 2009. godini, 56,15% u 2010. godini,
51,87% u 2011. godini, 47,41% u 2012. godini,
45,55% u 2013. godini, 46,29% u 2014. godini i
41,64% u 2015. godini.
Udioprobniharheoloskihiskopavanjauukupnom
broju arheoloskih istrazivanja, unato¢ oscilaciji
njihovog broja unutar promatranog razdoblja, ne
pokazuje tendenciju znacajne promjene. Provedeno
je 13 probnih iskopavanja u 2004. godini (10,07%
od ukupnog broja istrazivanja), 18 u 2005. godini
(7,89%), 26 u 2006. godini (11,4%), 29 u 2007.
godini (10,47%), 20 u 2008. godini (6,33%), 15 u
2009. godini (4,32%), 38 u 2010. godini (9,74%),
39 u 2011. godini (11,24%), 52 u 2012. godini
(11,68%), 38 u 2013. godini (10,89%), 43 u 2014.
godini (11,37%) 1 52 u 2015. godini (11%).
Arheoloski terenski pregled u promatranom
razdoblju je sve ucestalija metoda arheoloskog istra-
Zivanja, a povecanje broja i udjela u ukupnom broju
istrazivanja u direktnoj je vezi s povecanjem broja
zastitnih arheoloskih istrazivanja jer su terenski pre-
gledi Cesto odredeni kao prva faza zastitnih radova.
Provedeno je 10 terenskih pregleda u 2004. godini
(7,75% od ukupnog broja istrazivanja), 17 u 2005.
godini (7,46%), 19 u 2006. godini (8,33%), 20 u
2007. godini (7,22%), 31 u 2008. godini (9,81%),
55 u 2009. godini (15,85%), 33 u 2010. godini
(8,46%), 30 u 2011. godini (8,65%), 54 u 2012.
godini (12,13%), 40 u 2013. godini (11,46%), 44 u
2014. godini (11,64%) 172 u 2015. godini (15,22%).
Nedestruktivna arheoloska istrazivanja, us-
poredno s razvojem tehnologija i usvajanjem inter-
disciplinarnog pristupa arheolosSkim istrazivanji-
ma, pokazuju tendenciju ¢esce primjene. Geofizicka
istrazivanja, kao najucestalija metoda nedestruk-
tivnih arheoloskih istrazivanja, u Hrvatskoj su se
pocela primjenjivati 2002. godine, a njihov broj
znatno je porastao 2012. godine. Provedeno je 6
nedestruktivnih arheoloskih istrazivanja u 2006.
godini (2,4% od ukupnog broja istrazivanja), 5 u
2007. godini (1,8%), 5 u 2008. godini (1,58%), 6 u
2009. godini (1,73%), 10 u 2010. godini (2,56%), 3
u 2011. godini (0,86%), 26 u 2012. godini (5,84%),
15u 2013. godini (4,3%), 21 u2014. godini (5,56%)
122 u 2015. godini (4,65%).
Udio sustavnih arheoloskih istrazivanja koja se
potaknuta iskljuCivo znanstvenim interesom istra-
zivaca, ne pokazuje tendenciju dugotrajne promjene
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pled by 2015. It was carried out 228 archeological
researches in 2005 (Wiewegh 2006), 250 in 2006
(Wiewegh 2007), 277 in 2007 (Wiewegh 2008), 316
in 2008 (Wiewegh 2009), 347 in 2009 (Wiewegh
2010), 390 in 2010 (Wiewegh 2011), 347 in 2011
(Wiewegh 2012), 445 in 2012 (Wiewegh 2013), 349
in 2013 (Wiewegh 2014), 378 in 2014 (Wiewegh
2015) and 473 in 2015 (Wiewegh 2016).

In order to identify certain trends in the conser-
vation and archeology profession, an analysis by
type of archeological research was also carried out.
The editorial board of the magazine left the desig-
nation of the type of research to the expert leaders,
and given the different interpretations and devia-
tions from the terminology determined by Article
3 of the Rulebook on Archacological Research, the
determined number by type is not completely accu-
rate, but it sufficiently realistically reflects the state
and development of conservation and archaeologi-
cal practice in Croatia. In some cases when, based
on the content of expert reports, a wrongly deter-
mined type of research was observed, a correction
was made. Numerous archaeological research were
the combination of various types of research thus
one research was prescribed in two or more catego-
ries. Protective archaeological excavations include
all archaeological excavations that correspond to
the established interpretation of that term in Croa-
tia, with the majority of them representing protec-
tive excavations in the narrower sense of the word,
which corresponds to the term “’rescue excavation”
in the English language. Protective archaeological
research also include all conducted archaeological
supervision over the execution of earthworks inside
or outside the spatial boundaries of the protected
cultural property. The total number of archaeolog-
ical research of a protective nature is even greater,
as this also includes numerous archaeological field
surveys, trial excavations, and non-destructive ar-
chaeological research that were carried out at the
expense of the investor due to construction works,
and are prescribed by special conditions for the pro-
tection of cultural property as the initial phase of
protective investigative works.

Sixty-one protective archaeological excava-
tions were carried out in 2004 (47,29% from total
number of researches), 116 in 2005 (50,88%), 113
in 2006 (45,2%), 151 in 2007 (54,51%), 159 in 2008
(50,32%), 177 in 2009 (51%), 190 in 2010 (48,71%),
152 in 2011 (43,8%), 174 in 2012 (39,1%) 119 in
2013 (34,09%), 110 in 2014 (29,1%) and 139 in
2015 (29,38%). Archaeological supevision as a type
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trenda unutar promatranog razdoblja. Provedeno
je 37 sustavnih arheoloskih iskopavanja u 2004.
godini (28% od ukupnog broja istrazivanja), 68 u
2005. godini (29,82%), po 66 u 2006. 1 2007. godini
(26,4% 123,82%), 69 u 2008. godini (21,83%), 62 u
2009. godini (17,86%), 69 u 2010. godini (17,69%),
73 u 2011. godini (21,03%), 86 u 2012. godini
(19,32%), po 82 u 2013. 1 2014. godini (23.49% i
21.69%) i 114 u 2015. godini (24,1%). Sustavnim
arheoloskim iskopavanjima mogu se pribrojiti i re-
vizijska arheoloska iskopavanja. Provedeno je 4 re-
vizijska arheoloska iskopavanja u 2004. godini, 3 u
2005. godini, 7 u 2006. godini, 5 u 2007. godini, 3 u
2008. godini, po 2 u 2009. i 2010. godini, 5 u 2011.
godini, 8 u2012. godini, 5 u2013. godini, 4 u2014.
godini i 2 u2015. godini.

Na temelju iznesenih podataka moze se reci
da su oko 2/3 provedenih arheoloskih istrazivanja
u Hrvatskoj, svih godina unutar promatranog raz-
doblja, Ccinila arheoloska istrazivanja zaStitnog
karaktera, dok ih je 1/3 pripadala arheoloskim is-
trazivanjima koja su provedena u okviru raznih
znanstvenih i istrazivackih projekata.

Sibensko-kninsku Zupaniju, kopnene povrsine
2.994 km?, prema administrativnoj podijeli ¢ini 5
gradova (Drni§, Knin, Skradin, Sibenik i Vodice)
i 15 opc¢ina (Bilice, Biskupija, Civljane, Ervenik,
Kijevo, Kistanje, Murter-Kornati, Pirovac, Primo-
Sten, Promina, Rogoznica, Ruzi¢, Tisno, Tribunj i
Unesi¢). Konzervatorski odjel u Sibeniku, kao tijelo
Ministarstva kulture i medija, nadlezan je za pod-
ruéje ¢itave Zzupanije. Sibensko-kninska Zupanija ne
spada u razvijenije hrvatske Zupanije Sto se odra-
zava 1 manjim brojem provedenih nacionalnih,
regionalnih, lokalnih te privatnih investicijskih
projekata. Na manji broj provedenih zaStitnih
arheoloskih istrazivanja takoder je utjecala i kasnija
primjena svih mjera zastite koje su propisane zako-
nom. Posebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra
koji se izdavaju u postupcima ishodenja akata o
gradenju, arheoloska bastina se Cesto Stitila samo
zakonskom obavezom prijavljivanja pronalaska
arheoloskog nalazista ili nalaza. Takva zastitna mje-
ra osim $to se lako izbjegava, ¢ak i u slucajevima
prijave nadleznom tijelu, nije se provodila u skladu
s Pravilnikom o arheoloskim istrazivanjima.

Od strateskih investicijskih projekata provedenih
na podru¢ju Zupanije izdvajaju se izgradnja dionica
autoceste Al i magistralnog plinovoda Bosiljevo —
Split te regionalnog plinovoda Sibenik — Drni§ — Knin.

Na trasi autoceste A1 kroz Sibensko-kninsku zu-
paniju terenskim pregledom kojeg je obavio Muzej

of protective archaeological excavations, from being
rarely used began more often used measure which
are prescribed by the conservators in special culural
heritage protection conditions. Two archaeological
inspections were carried out in 2004 (1,55%), to-
tal of 1 in 2005 (0,44%), 6 in 2006 and 2007 each
(2,63 1 2,16%), 17 in 2008 and 2009 each (5,38 i
4,89%), 29 in 2010 (7,44%), 28 in 2011 (8,07%),
37 in 2012 (8,31%), 40 in 2013 (11,46%), even 65
in 2014 (17,19%) and 58 in 2015 (12,26%). With the
sum of the aforementioned protective archaeologi-
cal excavations, their share in the total number of
archaeological research is 48.84% in 2004, 51,32%
in 2005, 47,83% in 2006, 56,67% in 2007, 55,7% in
2008, 55,89% in 2009, 56,15% in 2010, 51,87% in
2011, 47,41% u 2012, 45,55% in 2013, 46,29% in
2014 and 41,64% in 2015.

The share of trial archaeological excavations
in the total number of archaeological research, de-
spite the oscillation of their number within the ob-
served period, does not show a tendency to signifi-
cant change. 13 trial excavations were carried out in
2004 (10,07% out of the total number of research-
es), 18 in 2005 (7,89%), 26 in 2006 (11,4%), 29
in 2007 (10,47%), 20 in 2008 (6,33%), 15 in 2009
(4,32%), 38 in 2010 (9,74%), 39 in 2011 (11,24%),
52 u 2012 (11,68%), 38 in 2013 (10,89%), 43 in
2014 (11,37%) and 52 in 2015 (11%).

In the observed period, the archaeological field
survey is an increasingly frequent method of archae-
ological research, and the increase in the number
and share of the total number of surveys is directly
related to the increase in the number of protective
archaeological research because field surveys are of-
ten determined as the first phase of protective works.
Ten field surveys were carried out in 2004 (7,75%
out of the total number of researchers), 17 in 2005
(7,46%), 19 in 2006 (8,33%), 20 in 2007 (7,22%),
311n 2008 (9,81%), 55 1n 2009 (15,85%), 33 in 2010
(8,46%), 30 in 2011 (8,65%), 54 in 2012 (12,13%),
40 1in 2013 (11,46%), 44 in 2014 (11,64%) and 72
in 2015 (15,22%).

Non-destructive archaeological research, in
parallel with the development of technologies and
the adoption of an interdisciplinary approach to ar-
chaeological research, shows a tendency to be ap-
plied more often. Geophysical surveys, as the most
common method of non-destructive archaeological
research, began to be used in Croatia in 2002, and
their number increased significantly in 2012. Six
non-destructive archaeological researches were car-
ried out in 2006 (2,4% out of the total number of
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grada Sibenika evidentirana su dva arheologka
nalaziSta: Danilo Biranj — Poljakuse i Slivno —
Jarkoviste. Isti muzej obavio je i zastitno arheolosko
iskopavanje navedenih nalazista 2002. godine, ali
rezultati istrazivanja nisu objavljeni niti je sac¢injeno
pisano izvjesce. Poznato je da je na polozaju Polja-
kuse, na juznoj padini Crnog brda, istrazeno sedam
gomila s paljevinskim grobovima koje su na temelju
pronadenog keramickog materijala datirane u rano
bron¢ano doba i pripisane cetinskoj kulturi. U
zaseoku Donji Ercezi kod sela Slivna, na polozaju
Jarkoviste, istrazeno je petnaest gomila od kamena
i zemlje koje su na temelju keramickog materijala
okvirno datirane u kasno broncano i/ili pocetak
zeljeznog doba (Podrug i Krnéevi¢ 2010, 562).

Zastitno arheolosko istrazivanje na trasi plino-
voda takoder je bilo organizirano u dvije faze. Prvo
je proveden terenski pregled trase u Sirini od 30
m s obje strane osi plinovoda, a Uprava za zastitu
kulturne bastine Ministarstva kulture na temelju tih
rezultata izradila je Konzervatorsku studiju za trasu
IV. dijela plinovodnog sustava Like i Dalmacije od
PC/MRS Benkovac do PC Dugopolje. Navedenom
studijom kao daljnja zaStitna mjera propisano je
zastitno arheolosko iskopavanje i dokumentiranje
etnografske bastine svih nalaziSta u radnom pojasu
izgradnje.

Terenskim pregledom dionice magistralnog
plinovoda Bosiljevo — Split kroz Sibensko-kninsku
zupaniju u duzini od 44,2 km kojeg je obavio Muzej
grada Sibenika u proljeée 2009. godine, utvrdena su
tri arheoloSka nalaziSta: Danilo Biranj — Poljakuse
(AB 24), Slivno — Jarkoviste (AB 25) i Sitno Donje
— Krstace (AB 26) (Podrug i Krncevi¢ 2010, 561,
562). S obzirom da je trasa plinovoda poloZena uz
sjeverni rub autoceste A1, dva evidentirana arheolo-
Ska nalazista (Danilo Biranj — Poljakuse i Slivno
— Jarkoviste) djelomi¢no su istrazena u sklopu
zastitnih radova na trasi autoceste 2002. godine. U
zoni radnog pojasa na arheoloskom nalazistu Da-
nilo Biranj — Poljakuse (AB 24) evidentirana su tri
kamene gomile (humka, tumula) promjera 10 do
15 m i visine 2 do 4 m, a na arheoloskom nalazis$tu
Slivno — Jarkoviste (AB 25) deset gomila promjera
2 do 8 m i visine do 1 m. Na podrucju arheoloskog
nalazista Sitno Donje — Krstace (AB 26) koje nije
bilo evidentirano prilikom rekognosciranja trase
autoceste A1, unutar radnog pojasa plinovoda evi-
dentirane su Cetiri gomile razli¢itih promjera i visine
do 2m (Podrug i Krncevi¢ 2010, 562).

Terenski pregled trase regionalnog plinovoda
Sibenik — Knin, u duzini od 44,27 km, obavio je
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researches), 5 in 2007 (1,8%), 5 in 2008 (1,58%),
6 in 2009 (1,73%), 10 in 2010 (2,56%), 3 in 2011
(0,86%), 26 in 2012 (5,84%), 15 in 2013 (4,3%), 21
in 2014 (5,56%) and 22 in 2015 (4,65%).

Share of systematic archeological research,
which is motivated solely by the scientific interest
of researchers, does not show a tendency to long-
term changes in the trend within the observed pe-
riod. Thirty-seven systematic archeological exca-
vations were carried out in 2004 (28% out of the
total number of researches), 68 in 2005 (29,82%),
66 in 2007 and 2008 each (26,4% and 23,82%),
69 in 2008 (21,83%), 62 in 2009 (17,86%), 69 in
2010 (17,69%), 73 in 2011 (21,03%), 86 in 2012
(19,32%), 82 in 2013 and 2014 each (23.49% and
21.69%) and 114 in 2015 (24,1%). Systematic ar-
cheological excavations can also include revisional
archeological excavations. Four revisional archaeo-
logical excavations were carried out in 2004, 3 in
2005, 7 in 2006, 5 in 2007, 3 in 2008, 2 in 2009 and
2010 each, 5in 2011, 8 in 2012, 5in 2013, 4 in 2014
and 2 in 2015.

Based on the presented data, it can be said that
about 2/3 of the archaeological research carried out
in Croatia, in all years within the observed period,
consisted of archaeological research of a protective
nature, while 1/3 belonged to archaeological re-
search that was carried out as part of various scien-
tific and research projects.

Siben-Knin country, the land surface of 2,994
km?, according to the administrative division con-
sists of 5 cities (Drni§, Knin, Skradin, Sibenik, and
Vodice) and 15 municipalities (Bilice, Biskupija,
Civljane, Ervenik, Kijevo, Kistanje, Murter-Korna-
ti, Pirovac, Primosten, Promina, Rogoznica, Ruzi¢,
Tisno, Tribunj and Unesi¢). The conservation de-
partment in Sibenik, as a body of the Ministry of
Culture and Media, is in charge of the area of the
whole country. Sibenik-Knin County is not one
of the more developed Croatian counties, which
is reflected in the smaller number of implemented
national, regional, local, and private investment
projects. The lower number of carried out protec-
tive archaeological research was also influenced by
the later application of all protection measures pre-
scribed by law. According to the special conditions
for the protection of cultural property that are issued
in the procedures for issuing construction acts, the
archaeological heritage was often protected only by
the legal obligation to report the discovery of an ar-
chaeological site or find. Such a protective measure,
in addition to being easily avoided, even in cases of
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Odjel za arheoloSku bastinu Ministarstva kulture.
Dio trase kroz minski sumnjivo podrucje, od
stacionaze 14+624 u Pakovom Selu do stacionaze
234259 podno planine Mose¢ u Petrovom polju,
pregledan je tek djelomicno. Terenskim pregledom
utvrdena su 22 arheoloska nalaziSta i 9 etnografskih
spomenika. Najcesce je rije¢ o kamenim gomilama.
Takva nalaziSta su: Tromilja — Koc¢uSe 1 (AB 2),
Konjevrate — groblje i crkva sv. Dimitrija (AB 4),
Konjevrate — Tomicevac (AB 6), Gori§ — Goriski
grmi (AB 7), Brnjica — Dulibe (AB 8), Brnjica —
Ograde (AB 10), Brnjica — Gujilovaca (AB 11),
Zitni¢ — Brina (AB 12), Zitni¢ — Pod ogradom (AB
13), Bioci¢ — Grubaci (AB 21) i Orli¢ — Glavic¢ak u
barama (AB 23). Takoder je evidentirano vise arhe-
oloskih nalazista na kojima su utvrdeni povrSinski
nalaziraznog keramickog materijala. Takva nalaziSta
su: Tromilja — Kocuse 2 (AB 3), Konjevrate —
Okrugljaca, Brnjica — Doci (AB 9), Drni§ — Petrovo
polje — Osik 1 (AB 14), Drni$ — Petrovo polje — Osik
2 (AB 15), Siveri¢ — Cecela 1 (AB 16), Siveri¢ —
Mali Dili (AB 18), Tepljuh — Bristovaca (AB 19),
Tepljuh — Gaj (AB 20) i Rade — Bencevina (AB 22)
(Sinobad 2010, 563-565).

Svazastitna arheoloSkaiskopavanjaidokumenti-
ranje etnoloske bastine unutar zone radnog pojasa
na trasi regionalnog plinovoda Sibenik — Drni§ —
Knin obavilo je trgovacko drustvo Geoarheo d.o.o.
iz Zagreba 2010. i 2011. godine. Znac¢ajnih arheo-
loskih pronalazaka nije bilo, a izdvaja se nalaziSte
Konjevrate — Tomicevac (AB 6) gdje se moguce
radi o naselju nizinskog tipa iz srednjeg bron¢anog
doba koja nisu bila poznata u sjevernoj Dalmaciji.
Ondje je istrazeno pet niskih gomila od zemlje i
kamena. U dvije gomile pronadeni su ulomci grade-
vinske keramike iz anti¢kog doba, a u ostale tri go-
mile pronadene su suhozidne strukture i pokretni
arheoloski materijal koji se datirau srednje bron¢ano
doba (Paraman 2011, 616, 617). Na arheoloskom
nalazistu Brnjica — Ograde (AB 10) istraZeno je deset
kamenih gomila promjera od 1 do 5 m i relativne
visine do 1 m. U tri gomile pronaden je keramicki
materijal iz antickog i kasnoanti¢kog perioda medu
kojima je najveci broj ulomaka amfora (Maljkovi¢
2011, 602). Zastitno arheolosko iskopavanje na
arheoloskom nalazistu Siveri¢ — Cecela 1 (AB 16)
provedeno je ¢itavom duzinom nalazista u Sirini od
3 m. Pronadeno je svega nekoliko ulomaka anticke
keramike dok intaktni arheoloski slojevi nisu
utvrdeni (Zarak 2011a, 626, 627). Na arheoloskom
nalazistu Tepljuh — Bristovaca (AB 19) istrazena je
povrsina od 180 m?, a pronadeno je svega nekoliko

reporting to the competent authority, was not imple-
mented in accordance with the Rulebook on Archae-
ological Research.

Among the strategic investment projects carried
out in the area of the county, the construction of sec-
tions of the A1 highway and the main gas pipeline
Bosiljevo - Split and the regional gas pipeline Sibe-
nik - DrniS§ - Knin stand out.

On the route of the Al highway through Sibe-
nik-Knin County, a field survey conducted by the
Museum of the City of Sibenik revealed two archae-
ological sites: Danilo Biranj - Poljakuse and Slivno
- Jarkoviste. The same museum was also carried out
a protective archaeological excavation of the afore-
mentioned sites in 2002, but the research results
were not published nor a written report was made.
It is known that at the location of Poljakusa, on the
southern slope of Crno Brdo, seven mounds with
cremation graves were explored, which, based on
the found ceramic material, were dated to the Early
Bronze Age and attributed to the Cetinje culture. In
the hamlet of Donji Ercezi near the village of Slivna,
at the location of Jarkoviste, fifteen piles of stone
and soil were investigated, which, based on the
ceramic material, are tentatively dated to the Late
Bronze Age and/or the beginning of the Iron Age
(Podrug 1 Krncevic 2010, 562).

Protective archacological research on the route
of the gas pipeline was also organized in two phases.
First, a field survey of the 30 m wide route on both
sides of the pipeline axis was conducted, and the
Directorate for the Protection of Cultural Heritage
of the Ministry of Culture based on those results
prepared a Conservation Study for Route IV. part of
the gas pipeline system of Lika and Dalmatia from
PC/MRS Benkovac to PC Dugopolje. As a further
protective measure, the aforementioned study pre-
scribes protective archaeological excavation and
documentation of the ethnographic heritage of all
sites in the working zone of the construction.

A field survey of the section of the main gas
pipeline Bosiljevo - Split through Sibenik-Knin
County in the length of 44.2 km, which was carried
out by the Museum of the City of Sibenik in the
spring of 2009, identified three archaeological sites:
Danilo Biranj - Poljakuse (AB 24), Slivno - Jarkov-
iSte. (AB 25) and Sitno Donje — Krstace (AB 26)
(Podrug and Krncevi¢ 2010, 561, 562). Considering
that the gas pipeline route is laid along the northern
edge of the A1 highway, two recorded archaeologi-
cal sites (Danilo Biranj - Poljakuse and Slivno - Jar-
koviste) were partially explored as part of the pro-
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ulomaka keramickih posuda koje nije bilo moguce
datirati (Zarak 2011b, 632). Na arheoloskom nala-
ziStu Brnjica — Doci (AB 9) u duzini od 150 m
istrazeno je pet probnih sondi dimenzija 3 x 3 m.
Samo u jednoj sondi na juznom rubu nalazista pro-
nadena je manja koli¢ina ulomaka prapovijesne
keramike dok arheoloske strukture nisu otkrivene
(Vrki¢ 2012, 580).

Najopseznije zastitno arheolosko istrazivanje na
podruéju Sibensko-kninske Zupanije provedeno je
na tvrdavi sv. Ivana u Sibeniku u sklopu projekta
revitalizacije tvrdave. RijeC je o najvecem projektu
Grada Sibenika ukupne vrijednosti 50.014.742,95 kn
(0oko 6.500.000 EUR) za koji su sredstva osigurana iz
fondova Europske unije. Tvrdava sv. Ivana pripada
utvrdama bastionskog tipa, a izgradena je za potrebe
obrane grada od osmanskih napada u Kandijskom
ratu. Tvrdava je imala vise gradevinskih faza koje
su izvedene u periodu od 1646. do 1664. godine
(Glavas i1 Pavi¢ 2016, 97-101). Sastoji se od dvije
fortifikacijske cjeline ukupne povrsine 18.657 m?.
Juzni poviseni dio tvrdave kolokvijalno se naziva
“’Zvijezda”, a sjeverni nizi i prostraniji dio naziva
se “’Klijesta”.

Geofizicko istrazivanje koje je provelo trgova-
¢ko drustvo Moho d.o.o. iz Zagreba u okviru geo-
tehnickih istrazivanja, bili su prvi istrazni radovi
provedeni na tvrdavi sv. Ivana (Salkovi¢ 2015).
lako istrazivanje nije bilo geoarheolosko njime su
detektirane brojne arheoloske strukture unutar bede-
ma tvrdave 1 dubine kulturnih slojeva sto je bilo od
pomo¢i prilikom planiranja zastitnih arheoloskih
iskopavanja. Pojedine fortifikacijske strukture bilo
je moguce detektirati na temelju konfiguracije tla.
Prva faza zaStitnog arheoloskog iskopavanja bilo
je sondazno arheolosko iskopavanje provedeno
nakon najave pokretanja projekta revitalizacije
tvrdave koje je za cilj imalo utvrditi stratigrafiju i
karakter detektiranih kulturnih slojeva i arheolo8kih
struktura. Iskopavanje je proveo Muzej grada
Sibenika u ljeto 2015. godine. Istrazeno je Sest
arheoloskih sondi ukupne povrSine 420 m?. Jedna
arheoloSka sonda otvorena je na prostoru “’Zvije-
zde” (sonda 4), a pet na prostoru “’Klijesta” (son-
de 6, 7, 9, 10A 1 10B). Sonda 4 postavljena je na
mjestu grudobrana SZ polubastiona unutarnjeg
hornwerka, sonde 6, 7 1 9 duz srednjeg hornwerka
dok su sonde 10A i B postavljene uz zapadni zid
izmedu srednjeg i vanjskog hornwerka tvrdave
(Krncevi¢ 2016, 633-635). Provedenim sondaznim
arheoloSkim iskopavanjem dobiveni su osnovni
podaci o stratigrafiji arheoloskog nalaziSta, stanju
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tective works on the highway route in 2002. Three
stone piles (mounds, tumuli) with a diameter of 10
to 15 m and a height of 2 to 4 m were recorded in
the working zone at the archaeological site Danilo
Biranj - Poljakuse (AB 24), and at the archaeolog-
ical site Slivno - Jarkoviste (AB 25) ten piles with
a diameter 2 to 8 m and height up to 1 m. On the
area of archaeological site Sitno Donje — Krstace
(AB 26) which was not recorded during the survey
of the route of the A1 highway, four piles of different
diameters and heights of up to 2m were recorded
within the working zone of the gas pipeline (Podrug
and Krnéevi¢ 2010, 562).

A field survey on the route of the regional gas
pipeline Siben — Knin, the length of 44.27 km, was
carried out by the archeological heritage department
of the Ministry of Culture. Part of the route through
the mine-suspected area, from station 14+624 in Pa-
kovo Selo to station 23+259 at the foot of Mose¢
mountain in Petrovo Polje, was only partially in-
spected. Twenty-two archaeological sites and 9 eth-
nographic monuments were determined by the field
survey. Usually, it’s a pile of stones. Such sites are:
Tromilja — Kocuse 1 (AB 2), Konjevrate - cemetery
and church of St. Dimitrija (AB 4), Konjevrate —
Tomicevac (AB 6), Gori§ — Goriski grmi (AB 7),
Brnjica — Dulibe (AB 8), Brnjica — Ograde (AB
10), Brnjica — Gujilovaca (AB 11), Zitni¢ — Brina
(AB 12), Zitni¢ - Under the fence (AB 13), Biogié -
Grubaci (AB 21) and Orli¢ - Glavicak in the ponds
(AB 23). Several archaeological sites were also
recorded, where surface finds of various ceramic
materials were found. Such sites are: Tromilja —
Kocuse 2 (AB 3), Konjevrate — Okrugljaca, Brnjica
— Doci (AB 9), Drnis§ — Petrovo polje — Osik 1 (AB
14), Drnis§ — Petrovo polje — Osik 2 (AB 15), Siveri¢
— Cecela 1 (AB 16), Siveri¢ — Mali Dili (AB 18),
Tepljuh — Bristovaca (AB 19), Tepljuh — Gaj (AB
20) i Rade — Bencevina (AB 22) (Sinobad 2010,
563-565).

All the protective archeological excavations
and documentation of ethnological heritage within
the zone of the working section on the route of the
regional gas pipeline Sibenik - Drni§ - Knin were
carried out by the trading company Geoarcheo
d.o.o. from Zagreb in 2010 and 2011. There were no
significant archaeological finds, and the site Konje-
vrate - Tomic¢evac (AB 6) stands out, where it may
be a settlement of the lowland type from the Middle
Bronze Age, which was not known in northern Dal-
matia. Five low earth and stone mounds were ex-
plored there. Fragments of building ceramics from
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arheoloskih struktura, gradevinskim fazama tvrdave
1 mogucnostima njegove prezentacije. Prilikom
izrade natjeCajne projektne dokumentacije upravo
je na temelju tih rezultata dana procjena troSkova
predstojeceg zastitnog arheoloskog iskopavanja.

Konkretne mjere zaStite arheoloSke baStine
odredene su u postupku izdavanja posebnih uvjeta
zastite kulturnog dobra na temelju idejnog projekta
revitalizacije tvrdave sv. Ivana kojeg su izradili
zagrebacki arhitekti Boris Ilekovi¢ i Dina Vulin
Ilekovi¢. Navedeni arhitekti u skladu s posebnim
uvjetima izradili su i glavni projekt revitalizacije
tvrdave sv. Ivana na temelju kojeg je ishodena gra-
devinska dozvola. Najinvazivniji zahvat predviden
tim projektom je izgradnja podzemnog Edukativnog
kampusa i njegovih pristupnih puteva u sjevernom
dijelu tvrdave izmedu srednjeg i vanjskog hornwerka
koji zahtjevaju iskop u stijeni povrsSine oko 2500
m?. Najslozenije zahvate u smislu konzervatorsko-
restauratorskih radova predstavljali su rekonstrukcija
i prezentacija grudobrana unutarnjeg hornwerka,
arhitektonskih ostataka srednjeg hornwerka i Citav-
og vanjskog plasta bedema “’Klijesta”. Arheoloske
sonde propisane posebnim uvjetima zasStite kultur-
nog dobra postavljene su na povrsine gdje je u sklo-
pu projekta predviden veéi zemljani iskop.

Zastitno arheolosko iskopavanje na tvrdavi
sv. Ivana provelo je trgovacko drustvo Geoarheo
d.o.o. iz Zagreba krajem 2016. i pocetkom 2017.
godine. Istrazeno je 8 arheoloskih sondi ukupne
povrsine 2317 m? (Nodilo 2016). Pet sondi (Sonde
1, 2, 3, 7 1 8) postavljeno je na juznom dijelu
(“’Zvijezdi”), a tri sonde (4, 5 i 6) na sjevernom
dijelu tvrdave (“’Klijestima”). Sonda 1 pokriva Cita-
vu duzinu grudobrana unutarnjeg hornwerka ¢ija je
rekonstrukcija predvidena glavnim projektom. Son-
de 2 i 3 postavljene su na mjestu gdje se nalazila
kasnosrednjovjekovna crkva sv. Ivana. Sonda 4
postavljena je na mjestu SZ polubastiona srednjeg
hornwerka Cija je djelomi¢na rekonstrukcija i
prezentacija predvidena glavnim projektom. Sonde
516 postavljene su okomito na bo¢ni isto¢ni bedem
izmedu srednjeg i vanjskog hornwerka na mjestu
gdje je na povijesnim grafickim prikazima prikazan
zemljani grudobran. Sonda 8 postavljena je unutar
zgrade barutane iz mletackog perioda, a sonda 7
unutar objekta recentnog postanka koji je prigraden
uz zapadni zid barutane, a ¢ija su uredenja i nova
namjena predvideni glavnim projektom.

Zbog projekta revitalizacije tvrdave sv. Ivana
provedeno je jos$ jedno zastitno sondazno arheolosko
iskopavanje pocetkom 2019. godine. Arheolosko

the ancient era were found in two piles, and in the
other three piles, dry-wall structures and movable
archaeological material dating back to the Middle
Bronze Age were found (Paraman 2011, 616, 617).
At the archacological site Brnjica — Ograde (AB 10),
10 stone mounds were explored, with a diameter of 1
up to 5 m and a relative height of up to 1 m. Ceramic
material from the ancient and late antiquity periods
was found in three piles, among which the largest
number of amphora fragments was found (Maljkov-
i¢ 2011, 602). Protective archaeological excavation
at the archaeological site Siveri¢ - Cecela 1 (AB 16)
was carried out along the entire length of the site
in a width of 3 m. Only a few fragments of ancient
ceramics were found, while the intact archaeologi-
cal layers have not been determined (Zarak 2011a,
626, 627). At the archaeological site, Tepljuh - Bris-
tovaca (AB 19) an area of 180 m? was investigated,
and only a few fragments of ceramic vessels were
found which could not be dated (Zarak 2011b, 632).
At the archaeological site of Brnjica - Doci (AB 9)
in a length of 150 m, five test trenches measuring 3
x 3 m were investigated. Only at one trench at the
south part of the site, a smaller amount of fragments
of prehistoric ceramics were found while the archae-
ological structures were not discovered (Vrki¢ 2012,
580).

The most extensive protective archaeological
research in the area of Sibenik-Knin country was
carried out on the fortress of Sv. Ivan in Sibenik as
a part of the revitalization of the fortress project.
It is the largest project of the City of Sibenik with
a total value of HRK 50,014,742.95 (about EUR
6,500,000), for which the funds were provided from
the European Union funds. The Fortress of St. Ivan
belongs to the bastion-type fortifications, and it was
built to defend the city against Ottoman attacks in
the Candian War. The fortress had several construc-
tion phases that were carried out in the period from
1646 to 1664 (Glavas and Pavi¢ 2016, 97-101). It
consists of two fortification units with a total area of
18,657 m?. The southern elevated part of the fortress
is colloquially called “’Zvijezda™, and the northern,
lower, and more spacious part is called “’Klijesta”.

The geophysical research carried out by the trad-
ing company as part of geotechnical research was
the first investigative work carried out at the fortress
of St. Ivan (Salkovi¢ 2015). Although the research
was not geoarchaeological, it detected numerous ar-
chaeological structures within the fortress ramparts
and the depth of cultural layers, which was helpful
when planning protective archaeological excava-
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iskopavanje obavila je Javna ustanova Tvrdava Kul-
ture Sibenik, a istraZene su dvije arheoloske sonde.
Jednom sondom obuhvaéena je Citava unutrasnjost
recentnog objekta koji je prigraden uz zapadni zid
mletacke barutane, a drugom sondom obuhvacena je
unutrasnjost rusevnog objekta iz Drugog svjetskog
rata koji se prigraden s unutrasnje strane zapadnog
bedema izmedu srednjeg i vanjskog hornwerka
tvrdave (Naki¢ 2019).

Posebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra,
osim zastitnog arheoloSkog iskopavanja na povrsi-
nama najintenzivnijih gradevinskih radova, ta-
koder je propisan arheoloski nadzor nad svim
drugim zemljanim radovima u sklopu projekta
revitalizacije tvrdave. Arheoloski nadzor obavio je
Muzej grada Sibenika, a trajao je od sredine 2019.
do pocetka 2021. godine. Arheoloski nadzor vise
je puta prerastao u zaStitna arheoloSka iskopavanja
kojima su otkrivene nove fortifikacijske strukture.
Najznacajnije je otkri¢e ostataka revelina sjeverno
uz srednji hornwerk i joS jedne barutane sjeverno
uz barutanu iz mletackog perioda. Zbog o¢uvanja i
prezentacije otkrivenih arheoloskih struktura, izme-
du ostalih razloga, izradena je izmjena glavnog pro-
jekta. Izmjenu projekta uradio je Sibenski arhitekt
Zoran Popovi¢ koji je uvazavanjem rezultata prove-
denih arheoloskih iskopavanja pokazao iznimni
senzibilitet za oCuvanje integriteta tvrdave. Zbog
prezentacije revelina smanjena je povrsina i snizena
Citava podzemna zgrada Edukativnog kampusa, a
zbog drugih arhitektonskih ostataka otkrivenih to-
kom radova, znatno je smanjen obim gradevinskih
radova predvidenih projektom u juznom dijelu
tvrdave (“’Zvijezda”).

Druga najobimnija zastitna arheoloska istrazi-
vanja na podruéju Sibensko-kninske Zupanije pro-
vedena se u Kulturno-povijesnoj cjelini Grada
Knina i Kninskoj tvrdavi u sklopu Intervencijskog
plana grada Knina koji se financira iz europskih
strukturnih i investicijskih fondova putem nacional-
nih ministarstava. Intervencijski plan grada Kni-
na obuhvac¢a dvadeset projekata od kojih se deset
provodi na podrucju zasticenog kulturnog dobra. U
prostoru Kninske tvrdave predvidena je: izgradnja
rasvjete; rekonstrukcija i obnova jedne od rusevnih
zgrada u Sjevernom gradu (Kastel Knin) za potrebe
Interpretacijskog centra; rekonstrukcija i obnova
austrijske barutane u Srednjem gradu; izgradnja
Multifunkcionalne dvorane i ljetne pozornice u
Donjem gradu te izgradnja Zip line-a. Na pod-
ruc¢ju Kulturno-povijesne cjeline predvideno je:
uredenje rekreacijske zone Marunusa u kanjonu
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tions. It was possible to detect individual fortifica-
tion structures based on the soil configuration. The
first phase of the protective archaeological excava-
tion was a trial trenching archaeological excavation
conducted after the announcement of the initiation
of the fortress revitalization project, which aimed to
determine the stratigraphy and character of the de-
tected cultural layers and archaeological structures.
The excavation was carried out by the Sibenik City
Museum in the summer of 2015. Six archaeologi-
cal trenches with a total area of 420 m? were ex-
plored. One archeological trench was opened in the
area of “Zvijezde” (trench 4), and five in the area of
“Klijesta” (trenches 6, 7, 9, 10A, and 10B). Trench
4 was placed on the site of the breastworks of the
NW half-bastion of the inner hornwork, trenches 6,
7, and 9 along the middle hornwork, while trenches
10A and B were placed along the western wall be-
tween the middle and outer hornwork of the fortress
(Krncevi¢ 2016, 633-635). Basic data on the stratig-
raphy of the archaeological site, the condition of the
archaeological structures, the construction phases of
the fortress, and the possibilities of its presentation
were obtained through the conducted sounding ar-
chaeological excavations. During the preparation of
the tender project documentation, an estimate of the
costs of the upcoming protective archaeological ex-
cavation was given based on those results.

Specific measures for the protection of archae-
ological heritage were determined in the process of
issuing special conditions for the protection of cul-
tural property based on the conceptual project of the
revitalization of the fortress of St. Ivan, designed by
Zagreb architects Boris Ilekovi¢ and Dina Vulin Ile-
kovi¢. The aforementioned architects, in accordance
with special conditions, created the main project for
the revitalization of the fortress of St. Ivan, based on
which the building permit was obtained. The most
invasive operation envisaged by that project is the
construction of the underground Educational Cam-
pus and its access roads in the northern part of the
fortress between the middle and outer hornwork,
which require an excavation in the rock with an area
of about 2,500 m2 The most complex interventions
in terms of conservation and restoration work were
the reconstruction and presentation of the battlements
of the inner hornwork, the architectural remains of
the middle hornwork, and the entire outer shell of
the rampart “Klijesta”. Archaeological trenches pre-
scribed by special conditions for the protection of
cultural property were placed in areas where a larger
excavation is planned as part of the project.
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rijeke Krke podno Kninske tvrdave koje ukljucuje
izgradnju ugostiteljskog objekta, pozornice i bine;
rekonstrukcija stare trznice; izgradnja komunalne
infrastrukture i rekonstrukcija starih gradskih stepe-
nica u viSim zonama stare gradske jezgre te obnova
Cetiri stambeno-poslovne zgrade.

Posebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra zas-
titno arheolosko iskopavanje u prostoru Kninske
tvrdave propisano je na lokacijama svih projekata
koji podrazumijevaju zemljane radove. Zastitno
arheolosko iskopavanje provedeno je prije izdavanja
posebnih uvjeta zastite kulturnog dobra, a provela
ga je arheoloska zadruga Arheo KO-OP iz Zagreba
u ljeto 2019. godine. Iskopavanje je provedeno na
dvije lokacije u Donjem gradu (Sonde 1 i 2), jednoj
lokaciji u Srednjem gradu (Sonda 3) i dvije lokacije
u Gornjem gradu (Sonde 4 1 5), a ukupno je istrazena
povrsina oko 745 m? (Mileti¢ i Koprivnjak 2019).
Rezultati tog iskopavanja posebno su znacajni iz
razloga $to je to prvo suvremeno arheolosko isko-
pavanje provedeno unutar bedema tvrdave.

Sonda 1 povrsine 50 m? postavljena je u blizini
bastiona Vendramin, na platou ispred upravne zgrade
muzeja gdje je predvidena izgradnja ljetne pozornice.
U njoj je otkrivena c¢itava prizemna/podrumska
etaza zgrade koja se datira prije izgradnje bastiona
u prvom desetljecu 18. stolje¢a. Grad Knin je zbog
navedenog nalaza morao odustati od izgradnje pla-
nirane podizne pozornice te je u skladu s posebnim
uvjetima pristupio izradu potrebne dokumentacije
za prenosivu modularnu pozornicu. Najveca sonda
(S2) povrsine 330 m? postavljena je na lokaciji gdje
je predvidena izgradnja multimedijalne dvorane uz
stijenski masiv na ¢ijem vrhu se nalazi Kastel Lab.
Iskopavanjem je utvrden sloj uruSenog kamena i
ogromnih fragmenata stijene koji su onemogucili
iskop do kamena zivca ve¢ do maksimalne dubine
oko 5 m. Svi pronadeni pokretni arheoloski nalazi
ondje su dospjeli erozijom tla ili odbacivanjem
predmeta s Kastela Lab. S obzirom da u sondi nisu
otkrivene znacajne arheoloske strukture, posebnim
uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra dopustena je plani-
rana izgradnja multimedijalne dvorane. Sonda 3
povrsine 198 m? postavljena je na lokaciji austrijske
barutane Cija je rekonstrukcija predvidena jednim
od projekata. Otkrivanje zatrpanih arhitektonskih
ostataka i arhitektonskih elemenata u slojevima uru-
Senja, uz provedena konzervatorska istrazivanja,
omogucilo je izradu projektne dokumentacije koja
podrazumijeva cjelovitu rekonstrukciju izvorne
zgrade. Sonde 4 i 5 ukupne povrSine oko 167
m? postavljene su na gornju i srednju topovsku

Protective archaeological excavation at the for-
tress of St. Ivan was conducted by the trading com-
pany Geoarcheo d.o.o. from Zagreb in late 2016 and
early 2017. Eight archaeological trenches with a to-
tal area of 2,317 m? were explored (Nodilo 2016).
Five trenches (Trenches 1, 2, 3, 7, and 8) were placed
on the southern part (*’Zvijezdi”), and 3 trenches (4,
5, and 6) on the northern part of the fortress (“’Kli-
jestima’). Trench 1 covers the entire length of the
inner hornwerk breastwork whose reconstruction is
foreseen by the main project. Trenches 2 and 3 were
placed on the site where the late medieval church of
St. Ivan. Trench 4 was placed on the site of the NW
half-bastion of the middle hornwork whose partial
reconstruction and presentation are foreseen by the
main project. Trenches 5 and 6 were placed vertical-
ly on the side eastern rampart between the middle
and outer hornwork on the site where the earthen
rampart is shown on the historical graphic represen-
tations. Trench 8 was placed inside the gunpowder
building from the Venetian period, and trench 7 was
inside the building of recent construction, which
was attached to the western wall of the powder
room, and whose arrangements and new purpose
were foreseen in the main project.

Due to the revitalization project of the for-
tress of St. Ivan, another protective archaeological
trench excavation was carried out in early 2019.
The archaeological excavation was carried out by
the Public Institution Fortress of Culture Sibenik,
and two archaeological trenches were investigated.
One trench covered the entire interior of the recent
building, which was attached to the western wall of
the Venetian powder room, and the second trench
covered the interior of a ruined building from the
Second World War that was attached to the inside of
the western rampart between the middle and outer
hornwork of the fortress (Naki¢ 2019).

The special conditions for the protection of
cultural property, in addition to the protective ar-
chaeological excavation on the surfaces of the most
intensive construction works, also prescribe the ar-
chaeological supervision of all other earthworks as
part of the fortress revitalization project. Archaeo-
logical supervision was carried out by the Museum
of Sibenik city and lasted from mid-2019 to early
2021. Archaeological supervision has repeatedly
turned into protective archaeological excavations,
which have revealed new fortification structures.
The most significant is the discovery of the remains
of a ravelin north of the middle hornwork and an-
other gunpowder chamber north of the gunpowder
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platformu Kalunerice, bastionske dogradnje s po-
Cetka 18. stoljeCa koja je prigradena uz sjeverni
dio srednjovjekovne utvrde. Jednim od projekata
bilo je predvideno uredenje kazamata u tom dijelu
tvrdave, ali se od toga odustalo nakon provedenih
arheoloskih i1 konzervatorskih istrazivanja zbog
znacajnog troska uredenja i invazivnosti zahvata.
Umjesto toga pristupilo se projektu rekonstrukcije
i uredenja jednog od ruSevnih objekata unutar
srednjovjekovnog dijela tvrdave za potrebe izgradnje
Interpretacijskog centra. Posebnim uvjetima zastite
kulturnog dobra ondje je takoder propisano zasti-
tno arheoloSko iskopavanje koje je provedeno
u prolje¢e 2021. godine. Iskopavanje je obavila
arheoloska zadruga Arheo KO-OP, a u prostoru
zgrade istrazena je povrsSina od 120 m?. Na temelju
rezultata arheoloSkog i konzervatorskih istrazivanja
pristupilo se izradi projektne dokumentacije koja
predvida cjelovitu rekonstrukciju zgrade u izvorno
stanje iz vremena austrijske uprave.

Posebnim uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra za
slozenije zahvate na podruc¢ju Kulturno-povijesne
cjeline grada Knina takoder su propisana zastitna
arheoloska iskopavanja, dok je za manje invazivne
zahvate propisan stalni arheoloski nadzor nad zemlja-
nim radovima. Zastitno sondazno iskopavanje pro-
pisano je za zahvate rekonstrukcije stare trznice,
rekonstrukcije 1 izgradnje komunalne infrastrukture
u viSim zonama stare gradske jezgre i izgradnje
kosog lifta do Kninske tvrdave. Na podrucju stare
trznice, u cilju detektiranja arheoloskih struktura
i kvalitetnijeg planiranja sondaznog arheoloskog
iskopavanja, prvo je provedeno geoarheolosko
istrazivanje. Istrazivanjeje obavilo trgovacko drustvo
Gearh d.o.0. iz Maribora krajem 2019. godine, a
istrazena je povrsina oko 1500 m? IstraZivanjem
je utvrdeno da na Citavom prostoru trznice postoji
vrlo gusta koncentracija arhitektonskih ostataka iz
raznih povijesnih razdoblja. Na temelju rezultata
provedenih istrazivanja odredene su pozicije ar-
heoloskih sondi. Zastitno sondazno arheolosko
iskopavanje obavila je arheoloska zadruga Arheo
KO-OP u proljec¢e 2020. godine. Iskopavanjem koje
je provedeno na tri lokacije ukupne povrsine oko 60
m?, utvrdeni su karakter, polozaj i visine prethodno
detektiranih arheoloskih struktura, a rezultati su
iskoriSteni za izradu glavnog projekta uredenja
trznice na nacin da se planiranim zahvatom ne
ostecuje arheoloska bastina. Arheoloskim iskopava-
njem 1 konzervatorskim istrazivanjem na podrucju
povijesnih pjesackih komunikacija u vi$oj zoni stare
gradske jezgre, otkriveni su svi elementi potrebni za
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chamber from the Venetian period. Due to the pres-
ervation and presentation of discovered archaeolog-
ical structures, among other reasons, an amendment
to the main project was made. The modification of
the project was done by an architect from Sibenik
Zoran Popovi¢, who, by taking into account the re-
sults of the archaeological excavations, showed ex-
ceptional sensibility for preserving the integrity of
the fortress. Due to the presentation of the ravelin,
the area was reduced and the entire underground
building of the Educational Campus was lowered,
the scope of the construction works foreseen in the
project in the southern part of the fortress (*’Zvijez-
da”) was significantly reduced.

The second most extensive protective archaeo-
logical research in the area of Sibenik-Knin County
was carried out in the Cultural-Historical Complex
of the City of Knin and the Knin Fortress as part
of the Intervention Plan of the City of Knin, which
is financed by European structural and investment
funds through national ministries. The intervention
plan of the city of Knin includes twenty projects, ten
of which are carried out in the area of protected cul-
tural property. In the area of the Knin Fortress, the
following are planned: construction of lighting; re-
construction and restoration of one of the dilapidated
buildings in the Northern City (Kastel Knin) for the
needs of the Interpretation Center; reconstruction
and restoration of the Austrian powder room in the
Middle Town; the construction of the Multifunction-
al Hall and the summer stage in Donji Grad and the
construction of the Zipline. In the area of the Cul-
tural-Historical Complex, the following is planned:
the arrangement of the Marunus$ recreation area in
the canyon of the Krka River at the foot of the Knin
Fortress, which includes the construction of a cater-
ing facility, a stage and a stage; reconstruction of the
old market; construction of communal infrastructure
and reconstruction of the old city stairs in the higher
areas of the old city core, as well as the renovation
of four residential and business buildings.

According to the special conditions for the pro-
tection of cultural property, protective archaeologi-
cal excavation in the area of the Knin Fortress is pre-
scribed at the locations of all projects that involve
earthworks. The protective archaeological excava-
tion was carried out before the issuance of special
conditions for the Protection of Cultural Property,
and it was carried out by the archaeological cooper-
ative Arheo KO-OP from Zagreb in the summer of
2019. Excavation was carried out at two locations
in the Lower Town (Trenches 1 and 2), one location
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cjelovitu rekonstrukciju stepenice prema kojoj ¢e se
one iz vrlo degradiranog stanja vratiti u izvorno stanje
iz vremena mletacke i austrijske uprave. S aspekta
zaStite arheoloske bastine zahtjevan je i projekt
izgradnje kosog lifta kojim se stara gradska jezgra
planira povezati s Kninskom tvrdavom. Posebnim
uvjetima zastite kulturnog dobra ondje je pripisano
sondazno arheoloSko iskopavanje na lokacijima
nosivih stupova i gornje platforme pred glavnim
ulaznim portalom tvrdave u bastionu Pisani. Zastitno
sondazno arheolosko iskopavanje takoder je provela
spomenuta arheoloska zadruga u zimu i proljece
2022. godine. Ukupno je istrazena povrsina od oko
30 m?, a zbog pronalaska arheoloskih struktura u
dvije sonde, konac¢na pozicija nosivih stupova kosog
lifta jo$ uvijek nije konacno odredena.

Razorni potresi koji su pogodili podrucje grada
Zagreba u proljece 2020. godine i podrucje Banije
krajem iste godine, uzrokovali su znatnu materijalnu
Stetu na zaStiCenoj graditeljskoj bastini Sto je
Ministarstvo kulture i medija, Upravu za zaStitu
kulturne bastine prinudilo na privremenu obustavu
brojnih zapocetih programa zastite Sirom zemlje
i koncentriranje na sanaciju S§tete prouzrocCene
potresom. NaruSavanju zaStitnih programskih
aktivnosti takoder je doprinijela gospodarska kriza
uzrokovana epidemijom bolesti Covid-19. Po-
sljednje dvije godine brojni korisnici ostali su us-
kraceni za programe zastite arheoloske bastine ko-
ji se financiraju iz drzavnog proracuna, medutim
zastitni arheoloski radovi i dalje se izvode u sklopu
EU projekata koje provode tijela drzavne uprave, je-
dinice regionalne i lokalne samouprave te za potrebe
privatnih investicijskih projekata.

in the Middle Town (Trench 3), and two locations
in the Upper Town (Trenches 4 and 5), and a total
area of about 745 m? was explored (Mileti¢ and Ko-
privnjak 2019). The results of that excavation are
particularly significant for the reason that it is the
first modern archaeological excavation conducted
inside the fortress ramparts.

Trench 1 with an area of 50 m? was placed near
the bastion Vendramin, on the plateau in front of
the administrative building of the museum, where
the construction of the summer stage is planned.
In it, the entire ground/basement floor of the build-
ing was discovered, which dates back to before the
construction of the bastion in the first decade of the
18th century. Due to the aforementioned finding, the
city of Knin had to abandon the construction of the
planned lifting stage and, under special conditions,
began the preparation of the necessary documenta-
tion for a portable modular stage. The biggest trench
(S2) with an area of 330 m? was placed on location
where the construction of multimedia halls next to
the rock massif on the top of which is Kastel Lab.
Excavation revealed a layer of collapsed stone and
huge rock fragments, which made it impossible to
dig up to the vein stone, even to a maximum depth
of about 5 m. All recovered mobile archaeological
findings got there through soil erosion or by throw-
ing away objects from Kastel Lab. Given that no
significant archaeological structures were discov-
ered by the trench, the planned construction of a
multimedia hall is permitted under special condi-
tions for the protection of cultural property. Trench
3 with an area of 198 m? was placed on the location
of the Austrian powder room whose reconstruction
is foreseen by one of the projects. Discovery of bur-
ied architectural remains and architectural elements
in the layers of collapse, along with conducted con-
servation research, made it possible to create project
documentation that includes a complete reconstruc-
tion of the original building. Trenches 4 and 5 with a
total area of about 167 m? were placed on the upper
and middle cannon platforms of Kalunerica, bastion
additions from the beginning of the 18th century,
which were attached to the northern part of the me-
dieval fortress. One of the projects envisaged the ar-
rangement of casemates in that part of the fortress,
but this was abandoned after the archaeological and
conservation research was carried out due to the sig-
nificant cost of arrangement and the invasiveness of
the intervention. Instead, the project of reconstruc-
tion and arrangement of one of the ruined buildings
within the medieval part of the fortress was started

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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for the purpose of building an Interpretation Center.
The special conditions for the protection of cultur-
al property also prescribe protective archaeological
excavation there, which was carried out in the spring
of 2021. Excavation was carried out by the archae-
ological cooperation Arheo KO-OP, and in the area
of the building, an area of 120 m? was investigated.
Based on the results of the archaeological and con-
servation research, the development of project doc-
umentation was started, which envisages a complete
reconstruction of the building to its original state
from the time of the Austrian administration.

The special conditions for the protection of cul-
tural property for more complex projects in the area
of the Cultural and Historical Complex of the city
of Knin also prescribe protective archaeological ex-
cavations, while for less invasive interventions per-
manent archaeological supervision of earthworks is
prescribed. Trench protective excavation was pre-
scribed for the reconstruction of the old market, the
reconstruction and building of a communal infra-
structure in the higher areas of the old town center,
and the construction of an inclined elevator to the
Knin Fortress. In the area of the old market, with
the aim of detecting archaeological structures and
better planning of trial trenching archaeological ex-
cavations, a geoarchaeological survey was first car-
ried out. The survey was carried out by a trading
company Gearh d.o.o. from Maribor in late 2019,
and an area of 1500 m? was explored. Research has
established that there is a very dense concentration
of architectural remains from various historical pe-
riods in the entire area of the market. Based on the
results of the conducted research, the positions of
archaeological trenches were determined. Protective
trial trenching archeological excavation was carried
out by archaeological cooperation Arheo KO-OP in
the spring of 2020. The excavation, which was car-
ried out at three locations with a total area of about
60 m?, determined the character, position, and height
of the previously detected archaeological structures,
and the results were used for the development of
the main design project of the market in such a way
that the planned intervention does not damage the
archaeological heritage. Through archaeological ex-
cavations and conservation research in the area of
historical pedestrian communications in the upper
zone of the old city core, all the elements needed for
the complete reconstruction of the stairs were dis-
covered, according to which they will return from
a very degraded state to their original state from the
time of Venetian and Austrian administration. From
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the point of view of the protection of archaeological
heritage, the project of building an inclined elevator,
which is planned to connect the old city center with
the Knin fortress, is also demanding. The special
conditions for the protection of the cultural property
there were attributed to the sounding archaeologi-
cal excavation at the locations of the load-bearing
columns and the upper platform in front of the main
entrance portal of the fortress in the Pisani bastion.
Protective trial trenching archaeological excavation
was also carried out by the aforementioned archaeo-
logical cooperative in the winter and spring of 2022.
In total, an area of about 30 m? was investigated, and
due to the discovery of archaeological structures by
two trenches, the final position of the load-bearing
columns of the inclined elevator has not yet been
finally determined.

The devastating earthquakes that hit the area
of the city of Zagreb in the spring of 2020 and the
area of Banija at the end of the same year caused
considerable material damage to the protected archi-
tectural heritage, which forced the Ministry of Cul-
ture and Media, the Directorate for the Protection of
Cultural Heritage to temporarily suspend numerous
started protection programs throughout countries
and concentrate on repairing the damage caused by
the earthquake. The economic crisis caused by the
COVID-19 disease epidemic also contributed to the
disruption of protective program activities. In the
last 2 years, numerous users were left deprived of
the Protection of the Cultural Heritage which is fi-
nanced from the state budget, however, protective
archaeological works are still carried out as part of
EU projects carried out by state administration bod-
ies, regional and local self-government units and for
the needs of private investment projects.
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SAHITUTA U OYYBAIBE
KYJTYPHOI HACJIEBA Y I'PYKOJ

Ancmpakm — Y 0BOM pajy IpeAcTaB/baMO TPEHYTHY Ipakcy 3amTuTe Hacieha (yriiaBHOM apxeosomkor) y I'pukoj,
1oceOHO y OKBHPY TJIaBHOT I'PYKOT 3aKOHA O 3aIITHTH KynTypHOr Hacieha (3akon Op. 3028/2002). 3akoH peryuiie cBe
acIIeKTe KOj! Ce OTHOCE Ha 3alITUTY CIIOMEHHKA (MOKPETHUX M HEMOKPETHHX ), APXEOJIOMIKHX JIOKAINTETa, HCKOTIaBamba,
panamy3sejauta. Takole, 6rhe peun 0 MFHCTUTYIIHOHAIHOM OKBUPY 32 CIIpoBol)erhe 3aKoHa (TIpeKo rpukor MUHUCTapCTBA
KYJITYpE U HeTOBHX CIIENNjaIN30BaHUX U PETHOHAIHUX KaHIleNapuja U JUpeKnnja) u 00e30ehuBame merose npaBuitHe
IIPUMEHE, Kao U O MPEeIHOCTHMa M HenocTanuma ucror. Kao ocHoBa 3a naspy nuckycujy 6mhe kopunthenn HenaBHU
IIPUMEPH KOjH CE OJJHOCE Ha 3aIUTHTY W MPEJCTaBIbalbe jaABHOCTH Y30PHHUX CIIOMEHHKA KOjU Cy OMJIM TeMe yIapHHX
BECTH Y CBETY, Ka0 U CTy/IHje Clly4aja M3 Hallle JUIHE IpaKce.
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THE PROTECTION AND PRESERVATION
OF THE CULTURAL HERITAGE IN GREECE

Abstract — In this paper we present the current practices of heritage (principally archaeological) protection in Greece,
especially within the framework of the main Greek law protecting cultural Heritage (Law No. 3028/2002). The law
regulates all aspects related to the protection of monuments (both movable and immovable), archaeological sites, ex-
cavations, museum operation, etc. We also discuss the institutional framework in place to enforce the law (through the
Hellenic Ministry of Culture and its specialized and regional offices and directorates) and ensure its proper implementa-
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the public of exemplary monuments that made headlines internationally as well as case studies from our own personal
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YBoa

C mobpmm pasmorom, I'puka je mehynapomHO
MO3HaTa IO CBOjUM aHTUKBUTEeTHUMA. llopen Haj-
3HAYQJHUJUX OCTaTaKa KJIACUYHE YMETHOCTH M apX-
UTEKType, 3eMJba je, Takohe, Oorara TparoBmMa
JbYJICKOT TIPHCYCTBA M aKTUBHOCTH KOje 00yXBarajy
CBE OJI MajeoyuTa 10 MOAEpHUX BpemeHa. [lopen
YMETHHYKE W UCTOPHjCKE BPEIHOCTH, 32 MOJEPHY
['puky OBHM apXeoJIOLIKH Hala3d Cy W 3Ha4YajaH H3-
BOp MPUXO0J1a, Y KOMOWHALIU]H Ca JIETEHOAPHUM MO-
peM U OCTpBHUMa OBE 3eMJbE. BpeaHocT xeneHcke
MPOLIOCTH U HEH 3Hauaj 3a 3ajeAHUYKH €BPOIICKU
WCGHTUTET NPENO3HATH Cy jOII OJ] MEpUuoia peHe-
caHce, a MOCceOHO je TO JIOUUIO JI0 M3pakaja TOKOM
0CaMHAECTOI' M JICBETHACCTOI BEKa, KPO3 Jesia T3B.
xeneHodua, 1 KOHaYHO, kpo3 0opOy ['pka 3a Hesa-
BHCHOCT OJ1 0OTOMAaHCKOT I1apCTBa HAaMo4eTKy 19. Beka.
3Hauaj TpUYKOT apXeoJIOMKOT Haceha mpemo3Har je u
y Haropuma Jia ce OHO 3allTUTH U cavuyBa Kpo3 HeKe
0]l HajpaHMjUX 3aKOHO/IAaBHHX TeJia Koja cy ce OaBmia
MUTambUMa 3allITHTE KyJITYpHOT Hacieha.

VY 0oBOM pay HpeacTaB/baMO TPEHYTHY NPAKCY
3amtute Hacieha y ['pukoj, y IpBOM pelly OHOT Koje ce
OJTHOCH Ha apX€0JIOTH]Y, a TOCEOHO Y OKBUPY TIABHOT
IPUKOr 3aKOHA O 3AIUTHTH KYJITYpHOr Hacieha
(3axon Op. 3028/2002 o 3amITUTH aHTUKBUTETA U
KyntypHor Hacneha yommre, Bnagun rmacauk 153/
A/28-6-2002). 3akoH perynuilne CBE acleKTe KOju
ce O/IHOCE Ha 3aITUTY CIIOMEHMKA (TIOKPETHUX M
HETIOKPETHHUX), apXEOJIOIIKUX Hajla3WIlTa, WCKOIa-
Bama, paga Myseja, uta. Takole, roBopumMo o WH-
CTUTYIIMOHATHOM OKBHpPY KOjU j€ YCIIOCTaBJbEH
3a cmpoBoheme 3akoHa W 00e30chuBame MHErose
NpaBWIHE TpPUMEHEe Kpo3 MHMHHCTapCTBO KyJIType
u crnopra ['puke W HEroBe CIeNUjaM30BaHe U
perHoHaNTHEe KaHIenapuje u aupekimje. Kao wmmy-
crpaurja he MOCTY)XKUTH HENABHHU IMPUMEPH KOjU
ce OJIHOCE Ha 3allITUTy M TNPEICTaBIbabe jaBHOCTH
3HA4YajHUX CTIOMEHHKAa KOjH Cy OWJIM TeMa yAapHUX
BeCTH y MehyHapoOHMM MEAMjUMa, Kao U CTyIuje
cllydaja U3 Hallle JTMYHE TpaKce.

I'puka apxeonomka ciayx0a je Ap’KaBHO TeJO
MO/l OKPHJbEM TIpUKOr MHUHHCTapCTBa KyAType U
CIIOPTa, OJATOBOPHO 32 HAJ30p CBUX aPXEOJOMIKHX
HCKOIIaBama, JEJIATHOCTH My3€ja U apXCOJOILKOT
Hacneha zemsbe yommute. To je HajcTapuja TakBa
cryxx6a y EBporn, ocroBana 1833. rommHe, ogmax
[0 YCHOCTaBJbalby MOJEPHE I'pUKe ApkaBe. ToxoM
CBHX THX TOJIMHA TIOCTOjaka MHCTUTYIIH]a j& MPOIILIa
BHINICCTPYKE TpaHCchopMarje W IheHa CcaIalimba
CTPYKTYypa je 3aCHOBaHa Ha IUIaHy OpraHu3aLuje U3
2018. ronune.

Introduction

For good reason, Greece is internationally re-
nowned for its antiquities. In addition to the most
iconic remains of classical art and architecture, the
country is also littered with remains of human pres-
ence and activity that span everything from Palaco-
lithic through modern times. Beside their artistic and
historic value, for modern Greece these archaeologi-
cal remains are also a significant source of income,
in combination with country s iconic sea and islands.
The value of Hellenic past and its importance for
the common European identity has been recognized
since the renaissance period and has particularly
intensified during the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
turies, through the works of the so-called philhel-
lenes and, ultimately, through the Greek struggle for
and the achievement of independence from the Otto-
man Empire early in the nineteenth century. The im-
portance of Greek archaeological heritage has been
recognized also in the efforts to protect and preserve
it through some of the earliest legislature tackling
the issue of the protection of cultural heritage.

In this paper we present the current practices
of heritage protection in Greece, particularly as it
applies to archaeology, especially within the frame-
work of the main Greek law protecting cultural
Heritage (Law No. 3028/2002 on the protection of
antiquities and cultural heritage in general, Govern-
ment Gazette 153/A/28-6-2002). The law regulates
all aspects related to the protection of monuments
(both movable and immovable), archaeological
sites, excavations, museum operation, etc. We also
discuss the institutional framework put in place to
enforce the law and ensure its proper implementa-
tion through the Hellenic Ministry of Culture and
Sports and its specialized and regional offices and
directorates. Recent examples related to the pro-
tection and presentation to the public of exemplary
monuments that made headlines internationally as
well as case studies from our own personal practice
will be used to illustrate this.

The Greek Archaeological Service is a state body
under the auspices of the Greek Ministry of Culture
and Sports responsible for the oversight of all archae-
ological excavations, museums and the country’s ar-
chaeological heritage in general. It is the oldest such
service in Europe, founded in 1833, immediately af-
ter the establishment of the modern Greek state. It
has undergone multiple transformations during all
these years of its existence and its current structure is
based on the 2018 organization plan.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage



SAIITUTA 1 OYYBAIGE 153
KVYJITYPHOI' HACJIEBA YV I'PUKOJ

OcHOBHA 3aKOHCKA PEryjiaTrBa Koja ce THU€ 3alll-
TUTE KyJITypHOT Haclieha pa3Buja cBeoOyxBaraH H Jie-
TaJbaH CUCTEM 3aIUTHTE IIOKPETHUX U HEMOKPETHUX
CIIOMEHMKA U apredakara, Ka0 M HeMaTepHjaIHOr
Hacieha. /[Ip)kaBHO BIACHUIUTBO HAJ CIIOMEHHIMMA
Koju natupajy ox mpe 1453. rogune (romuHa mana
Hapurpana), wim kiacudukanyja HOBHjUX CIIOME-
HuKa/apredakara Koju ce cMaTpajy BayKHUM, KJIbyUHH
Cy TPUHIMIA 3aKOHA, W OHHM Takohe ycMmepaBajy
HETOBY IIPUMEHY.

3akon 3028/2002 npedpunuiie Heke OasuyHe
TEpMHUHE Be3aHE 3a 3alITUTy KyITypHOT Hacieha,
ofHOCHO: Kynmypnu o6jekmu cy ,,CBEIOYaHCTBA O
[IOCTOjarby U MHANUBULYyaJIHOM M KOJIEKTHBHOM CTBa-
panamTBy YOBEYAHCTBA.

I'puku 3aKOH IpaBH PA3IMKy U3Mel)y ,,KyITypHUX
objekata“ u ,,cioMmeHnka“‘. Behnna crporux npomnmca
npeasuhernx 3akonom 3028/2002 omHOCH ce caMo
Ha ,,cioMeHuKe". CHOMEHUIH CY ,,KyATypHH 00jeKTH
KOjU TIPENICTaBJha]y MaTepHjalHa CBEIOYAHCTBA KO-
ja mpumangajy KyaTypHoM Hacnely 3zemibe W KojH
3acilyXKyjy moceOHy 3amtuty™. 3akoH AeduHHIIE
cnenehe kareropuje: a) IpeBHHU CIIOMEHHLH; O) HO-
BUjH CIIOMEHHUIIY; 11) HEMOKPETHU CIIOMEHHIIH; 1) T10-
KPETHH CIIOMEHHITH.

Lpesnu  cnomenuyu unu  Anmuxeumemu  cy
CBH KYJITypHH 00jeKTH (apTedakTH W CIIOMEHHUIIH)
yKJbyuyjyhu OHE U3 MPaucTOPHjCKOT, aHTUYKOT, BH-
3aHTHjCKOT M MIOCTBU3aHTHjcKor 100a 10 1830. Ap-
XEOJIONIKY CIIOMEHHIIH, Takohe, YKIby4yjy rnehnHe n
MTAJICOHTOJIONIKE OCTATKE 3a KOje TIOCTOje JTOKA3! Jia
Cy IOBE3aHHU Ca JbYACKUM HOCTO]AHHEM.

ApXeoJIolIKa Hala3uIlTa Cy MoApydja Ha KOIHY,
Ha MOpY, y je3epuMa Wi peKama Koja caapke (Wi
MOCTOje JOKa3W Ja Caapke) JApPEeBHE CIOMEHHKE,
WIA KOja Cy YMHWIA (WM TIOCTOje JOKa3u Jia Cy
YUHIJIA) MOHYMEHTaJIHE, ypOaHe Wi TpoOHE TPy-
ne of apeBHUx BpemeHa Ao 1830. Apxeosomka
HaJIa3uITa, Takohe, 00yxBarajy HEOIX0AaH OTBOpE-
HU [IPOCTOP Koju oMoryhasa Jia ce cauyBaHU CIIOMe-
HUIM carjefajy y HCTOPUjCKOM, €CTETCKOM U
(hyHKIIMOHATHOM jeTMHCTBY.

Hosuju cnomenuyu ¢y KynTypHH 00jeKTH KOjU
natupajy mocie 1830. romuHEe W KOjU 3aciHyXyjy
3alITUTY 300 CBOI' MCTOPHjCKOT, YMETHHUYKOT WIIN
Hay4YHOT 3Hauaja, y cKiaay ca GopMyJalijoM diaHa
20 HaBeJEHOr 3aKOHA.

Apxeonowka ucmpasxicusearba Cy 3aKOHCKH Jie-
(mHECaHa KAa0 WMCTPaXKWBamkE Tia, CII0jeBa HCIION
MOBPILIMHE 3€MJBUILTA, MOPCKOI' THA MJIM KOPUTA je-
3epa WIM peKa y IHUJbY JIOLHMpama WM OTKPUBamba
JPEBHUX CIIOMEHHUKa, 0e3 003upa Ha TO Ja JI TaKkBa

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

The main legislation governing the protection
of cultural heritage develops a comprehensive and
detailed system of protection regarding movable
and immovable monuments and artefacts as well
as the intangible heritage. The state ownership of
monuments pre-dating 1453 (the year of the fall of
Constantinople), or the classification of more recent
monuments/artefacts considered to be important, are
core principles behind the law and they also guide
its implementation.

The Law 3028/2002 defines some basic terms
connected to cultural heritage protection, namely:

Cultural Objects are “testimonies of the exis-
tence and the individual and collective creativity of
the humankind”. Greek law distinguishes between
“Cultural Objects” and “Monuments”.

Most of the strict regulations stipulated in Law
3028/2002 apply only to “Monuments”

Monuments are “cultural objects which consti-
tute material testimonies belonging to the cultural
heritage of the country and which deserve special
protection”. The law defines the following catego-
ries: a) ancient monuments b) recent monuments c)
immovable monuments d) movable monuments.

Ancient Monuments or Antiquities are all cultur-
al objects (artifacts and monuments) including those
from prehistoric, antique, Byzantine and post-Byz-
antine times up to 1830. Archaeological Monuments
also include caves and paleontological remains for
which there is evidence that they are related to hu-
man existence.

Archaeological Sites are areas on land, at sea, in
lakes or rivers that contain or there is evidence that
they contain, ancient monuments, or which have
constituted or there is evidence that they have con-
stituted monumental, urban or burial groups from
ancient times up to 1830. Archaeological sites also
include the necessary open space to allow the pre-
served monuments to be considered in a historical,
aesthetic and functional unity.

Recent Monuments are cultural objects dating
after 1830 that deserve protection due to their histor-
ical artistic or scientific significance, in accordance
with the distinctions of article 20 of the said law.

Archaeological research is legally defined
as the exploration of the ground, subsoil, the sea-
bed or the bed of lakes or rivers for the purpose
of locating or discovering ancient monuments,
whether such research constitutes excavation on
land or underwater, surface research or scientif-
ic research carried out by geophysical or other
methods. The archeological research is classified
in systematic excavations and rescue excavations
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HCTpaXKMBaka MPEJICTaBIbajy UCKOIABAKE HA KOIHY
WM TIOABOJAOM, UCTPAKMBAHKC IIOBPUIMHE UJIM HAYYHO
HCTPaXUBAFE KOje CE CIIPOBOAM T€ODU3UIKAM FITH
JIPYrUM MeTojiaMa. ApXeoJIollKa HCTPaKUBAKA Ce
CBpPCTaBajy y CUCTEMaTCKa MCKOIaBamka U 3allITUTHA
uckonaBamwa — Cucmemamcka UCKONagarba MOTY
CIIPOBOIUTH:

a) MunncTapcTBo KynType (Tj. BeroBa Apxeo-
JIOIIKA CITyK0a),

0) TpuKke HMCTpaKUBAYKE WM OOpa3oOBHE WH-
CTUTYyIIMje CIeUUjai30BaHe 3a o0JacT
apXEOJIOMIKMX WITH MAJICOHTOJIONIKUX UCTpa-
KUBama (HIp. YHUBEP3UTETH),

II) CTpaHEe apXCOJIOIIKe MHICHjE WIJIH IITKOJIE OC-
HoBaHe y ['puxoj. Jla ©u morie ma Bpiie
WCKOIaBama, OBUM HMHCTUTYyLHjaMa je Mo-
TpeOHa MO3UTHBHA OAJYyKa MUHHCTpa KyJI-
Type, Ha OCHOBY MHIIJbeHa LleHTpanHor
apxeosomkor caBeTa (KAS).

3a poOujame J03BOJNIE 3a HMCKOMaBame (CHCTe-
MAaTCKO MCKOIABambE), 3aMHTEPECOBaHA HHCTUTYLIH]a
MoOpa JOCTaBHTH JOKYMEHTAIlMjy Koja JO0Kazyje
Na cy ucnymeHu onpehenu ycnosu, mely kojuma
cy: TmpodecHoHATHOCT W TOy3dAaHocT Oymyher
M3BPIIMONIA HWCKOMAaBamha WM HWHCTUTYIH]E, HC-
MyEBEHOCT YCIIOBa 33 MHHUMAJIHO WCKYCTBO Y
WCKONaBamby W HAy4YHH AayTOPUTET pPYKOBOAMOLA
WCKOIaBama, TOCTOjalbe HHTEPIUCIUILIMHAPHOT
cactaBa Tuma (Tj. TUM Tpeba Ja ce cacToju of
YJIaHOBAa KBATM(HUKOBAHUX 33 HCTPAXKHBAC aln
M 32 KOHCOJNWJAIM]jy, KOH3EpBalHjy, 3aIlTHTy U
o0jaBJbHBamkEe Hajla3a), aJIeKBATHOCT TEXHUYKE WH-
¢dpacTpykType (HIp. ompema, CKIaAMIITE U CIL.), U
aJIEKBaTHOCT (pHHAHCUPAha MPEIIOKEHOT TIporpaMa
HCKOTIaBarha, KOH3epBaIrje U 00jaBJbUBakha HaIasa.

[lopen Tora, ”HCTUTYIIH]ja KOja TOTHOCH TIPHjaBY
MOpa Jia MOTHECE aHATIMTHYKHU U3BEINTA] KOjU MPYyXKa
prima facies n0Ka3e O TMOCTOjalby CIOMEHHKA,
neduHMIIe ToKaIuTeT/moapyyje Ha KojeM he ce uc-
KomaBatd. Mopa ce JOKYMEHTOBaTH OYEKHWBaHU
JIOTIPUHOC TIPEJUIOKEHOT HCTPKUBAbA HAYYHOM
ca3Hamy, Kao 1 00jacCHUTH NOTpeba J1a ce HaCTaBH ca
HCKOTABALCM.

3awmumno ucxonasarwe ce paedUHUIIE Kao
WCKOTIABakhe paji 3allTHTE CIIOMEHUKA KOJU je
OTKPUBEH TOKOM TEXHUYKOT, JABHOT HJIH IPUBATHOT
pana, cay4dajHO WM 300T MPHPOIHUX Y3pOKa HITH
HE3aKOHHUTOT HCKomaBama. OBy BPCTY HCKONABamba
MOXe 1a 00aBJba caMo ApXxeoJolKa ciayx0a Munu-
crapcTBa Kynartype. Apxeonor kora je Ciyx0a

— Systematic excavations can be conducted by:

a) the Ministry of Culture (i.e. its Archacolog-
ical Service),

b) Greek research or educational institutions
specialized in the field of archaeological or
paleontological research (e.g. universities),

c) Foreign archaeological missions or schools
established in Greece. To be able to con-
duct excavations these institutions need a
positive decision of the Minister of Culture,
following an opinion by the Central Archae-
ological Council (KAS).

In order to get an excavation permit (systemat-
ic excavation) the interested institution has to sub-
mit documentation demonstrating the presence of
certain requirements, some of which include: pro-
fessionalism and reliability of the future excavator
or institution, the fulfilment of the requirement for
the minimum excavation experience and the scien-
tific authority of the director of the excavation, the
existence of interdisciplinary composition of the
team (that is, the team needs to consist of members
qualified in research but also in consolidation, con-
servation, protection and publication of the finds), the
evidence for the adequacy of technical infrastructure
(e.g. equipment, storage, and similar), and the proof
of adequacy of funding for the proposed program of
excavation, conservation and publication of the finds.

Additionally, the applying institution must sub-
mit an analytical report providing prima facies ev-
idence of the existence of monuments, defining the
site/area to be excavated and documenting the ex-
pected contribution of the proposed research to the
scientific knowledge as well as explain the need to
proceed with the excavation.

Rescue excavation is defined as excavation for
rescuing a monument that has been revealed during
a technical, public or private work, accidentally or
due to natural causes or illegal excavation activity.
This type of excavation can only be carried out by
the Ministry of Culture’s Archaeological Service.
The archaeologist appointed by the Service to lead
the said excavation must have at least three years of
experience in excavations and should not have vio-
lated the time limits for the submission of previous
annual scientific reports.

The rescue excavation, the conservation, and
the publication of the finds has to be financed by
the owner of the works if that is a) public technical
work or b) private work with a budget of more than
587,000 Euro.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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oJpenuiia Aa PYKOBOJAW HABEJCHUM HCKOMABAHEM
MOpa UMAaTH HajMamke TPH FOAWHE HCKYCTBA Y HCKO-
raBamUMa 1 He Ou Tpedasio Ja je KPIIHO pOKOBE 3a
MOJIHOMICHE MTPETXOHUX TOJUIIBbUX HAYYHUX U3BE-
mIraja.

3amTUTHA MCKOIABamka, KOH3EPBaLUjy U 00jaB-
JbUBam-€ Hajla3a Tpeda Ja (PuHaHCHUpa UHBECTUTOP pa-
JIOBa, aKo Cy TO: ) jaBHU PaJIOBH, WIH: 0) IPUBATHU
panosu ca oyrrerom Behrm oxr 587.000 eBpa.

Myseju

My3eju ce ypehyjy BHXOBHUM HHTEPHUM aKTHMA.
JpxaBHU My3€jH OBE aKTe YCBajajy OMIYKOM MH-
HHUCTpa KyaType, 1o Munubemy CaBera Myseja.
Ocranmu My3eju MOpajy jeAHOCTaBHO jaa oOaBecTe
CnyxO0y.

[IpeaMeTy nenoHOBaHM y My3€jiMa MOpajy OuTn
peructpoBanu y JIp>kaBHOM MHBEHTapy CIIOMEHUKA,
1 3a TO je HaIJIe)KHA yIpaBa My3eja. Hajznauajauju
My3eju APXEOJIOIIKe CITy>KO€e Cy y IPOIIeCy M3/IBajarha
W3 TJaBHOT Jiena ciay:kO0e u yckopo he pamutn
WHIIMBHyaJTHO, Ha OCHOBY IIPOTOTHNA KOjU HYAU
My3sej Akporiojba ca CBOjUM MPUBATHUM W JaBHUM
MapTHEPCTBOM. MHOTH TPUYKH apXeoJIo3H Cy MPOTHUB
oBe ypenode, jep ce MOoCcTaBJha MUTAkE A JTH MY3ejH
MOTY J1a paJie ca BACOKUM KBaJIUTETOM H ca (JOKyCOM
Ha Hacielhe HE3aBUCHO OJf OCTaTka ApXEOJIOLIKe
ciyx0Oe (amp. Summerfield 2021). Jowr jeana cTBap
Koja ce Hamehe y OBOM Ciydajy je yBepaBame Ja
AHTUKBUTETH KOjU CE Y TUM My3€juMa dyBajy J0a3e
n3 obe3z0eheHOr KOHTEKCTa W J1a HHCY MPOU3BOJ
KOJIOHMjaJTHUX WJIM TIOBE3aHUX aKTHBHOCTH.

3amrura KyJTypHOT Hacieha mocTana je oaro-
BOPHOCT JpKaBe BPJIO PAHO HAKOH CTBapama MO-
JepHe rpuke napxase. JlaHac je To yak u y Ycrasy,
npeMa KOMe ,,3aIlITUTa IPHPOIHE U KyJITypHE cpe-
JIMHE TIpeJICTaBJba JIy)KHOCT JprKaBe U IPaBO CBAKOT
yoBeka“* (Ycras ['puke, Bimanun rimacauk, 85/A/18-4-
2001, unan 24).

3amruta 00yxBaTa HACHTH(OUKAIIHN]Y, HCTPAKUB-
ambe, CHIMAambe, JOKyMEHTOBAbE, OUyBamhe, KOH3ep-
BallMjy W pecTayparyjy, Kao W CIpeuaBame Hele-
TaJHOT M3BO3a M OMoryhaBame jaBHOI HPHCTYIA U
jaBHOT HH(pOPMHUCaka 0 KyITypHOM Hacieh)y. 3akoH,
Takohe, oOyxBaTa yHampeheme M HHTErpauujy
Hacjeha y caBpeMeHHU JpYHITBEHU KHUBOT U 00pa3o-
BarhC U €CTETCKO Y)KUBambhE, M CBECT JABHOCTH O KYJI-
TypHoMm Hacnely. JlomaTHa 3alTHTa IMOCTHKE ce
Kpo3 MexaHu3aMm mpahema, KOju ce CIpoBOIH Ipe
IUIAHWpamba Ha CBAaKOM HHUBOY, WJIM TPE€ HErO IITO
Ce KpeHe ca OWIO KOjUM aKTHMBHOCTUMA (HIIP. y3rOj

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Museums

Museums are governed by their internal regula-
tions. State-owned museums adopt these by a deci-
sion of the Minister of Culture following an opinion
by the Council of Museums. Other museums must
simply notify the Service.

The objects deposited in museums must be reg-
istered in the National Inventory of Monuments and
the museum administration is responsible for this
registration. The most important museums of the
Archaeological Service are in the process of being
extracted from the main body of the service and will
soon operate individually based on the prototype of-
fered by the Acropolis Museum with its private and
public partnership. Many Greek archaeologists are
against this regulation since the question whether
museums can operate at high quality and with fo-
cus on heritage independently from the rest of the
Archaeological Service (e.g. Summerfield 2021).
Another issue that arises in this case is the assurance
that antiquities stored in them are coming from se-
cure contexts and are not the product of colonial or
related activities.

The protection of cultural heritage became the
responsibility of the State from very early on after
the creation of the modern Greek State. Today, it is
even in the Constitution, according to which “the
protection of the natural and cultural environment
constitutes a duty of the State and a right of every
person” (Constitution of Greece, Government Ga-
zette, 85/A/18-4-2001, Art. 24).

Protection covers identification, investigation,
recording, documentation/study, preservation, con-
servation and restoration, as well as prevention of
illicit exporting and the facilitation of public access
and public information regarding the cultural heri-
tage. The law also encompasses enhancement and
integration of the heritage in contemporary social
life and education and aesthetic enjoyment and pub-
lic awareness of the cultural heritage. Additional
protection is achieved through a monitoring mecha-
nism implemented before planning at each level, or
before any activity takes place (e.g. crop farming,
livestock farming, mining, building, demolition, ex-
cavation, etc.).

Preservation of the cultural heritage is, to a large
extent, related to land use and residential growth
policies and, in general, the monitoring of building
activity and construction of infrastructure works in
“monument-sensitive” areas. The legislation pro-
vides that “the protection of monuments, archaeo-
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yceBa, CTOYapCTBO, PYAapCTBO, U3rPaiiba, PyLICHE,
HICKOTIABALE UT]L.).

OuyBame KyJlITypHOT Haclieha je y BeJTHKOj MepH
MOBE3aHO Ca TMOJUTHKOM Kopuihema 3eMIBHIITA
u cramMOeHOr pacta W, yommTe, mpahemem rpahe-
BUHCKUX aKTHMBHOCTH M WH(PACTPYKTYpPHHX paJioBa
y oOnactuma ,,0CETJbUBUM II0 IIHTamky CIIOME-
HUKa™. 3aKoHCKa peryjaThBa TNpeaBuha ma ce
,»3aIITUTAa CIIOMEHHKA, apXEOJIONIKUX JIOKATUTETa U
WCTOPHUJCKUX MECTa YBpPCTH Mel)y muibeBe Ha CBUM
HUBOMMa KOpuIIhema 3eMJBUINTA, PAa3BOjHOI, €KO-
JIOWIKOT ¥ ypOaHUCTUYKOT MiaHupama‘. [llraBuiie,
3aKOH M3PUYUTO 3a0pamyje OMII0 KaKBy pajiby Koja
yTH4de Ha TIOKPETHH WJIM HETIOKPETHH CIIOMEHHK
,-koja 01 MOTy1a IOBECTH, IUPEKTHO WITH HHIHPEKTHO,
JI0 YHUIITeHa, omTehema, 3araljema Win mpoMeHe
E-ErOBOT 00JTHKA™,

[ToceOHO y Tmoryeny 3amTUTE ApXEOJOIIKUX
JIOKJIUTETa U CIIOMEHUKA, TIPUMEYje ce TIOCTYIaK
3a BBUXOBO pa3BpcTaBame (Kao 3amTHheHUX JIoKa-
JUTETa) W O3Ha4yaBame, INTO pe3yNTHpa I0CTa-
BJbAEKLEM YCJIOBA y TOTJIEAY J03BOJEHE YIOTpeOe
U aKTUBHOCTH Yy HHXOBUM TIpaHunama. Takobe,
Moryhe je pasrpaHHYHMTH TOCEOHE 3aITHTHE 30HE
YVHyTap apXeoJIOMIKHUX JIOKAIUTETA, OJJHOCHO 30He A
(motnyHo 3amrrhene, Herpal)eBUHCKe 30He) ¥ 30HE b
(ca moceOHUM OrpaHUYEeHUMa 32 H3TPAIHY, KOPHIII-
heme 3eMJbHINTA U APYTe AKTUBHOCTH).

MuHuCTApCTBO KYJITYpe H cniopTa ['puke

I'naBHa AprkaBHA areHIMja 3a 3aLITUTY KyJATypPHOT
nacieha je MunucrapctBo Kyntype u ciopta (Cnnka
1). Ciyx0e MUHHCTapCTBa HAIJICKHOT 3a TOCIOBE
yIpaBJbamka CIIOMEHUIINMA U FbUXOBE 3aITHTE JICNe
ce Ha:

- [{enmpanne cnyocoe, K0je HAATIENAjy U mparte
pan pernoHaj HUX CIy:kO0m W 00e30ehyjy koopmu-
HalWjy aKTHBHOCTH M 3aj€HUYKH IPHUCTYN y pelia-
Bamby NUTamka KyATypHOT Hacieha. Llenrpanne cimyx-
0e Koje ce AMPEKTHO OIHOCE HA 3aIITUTY KYJITYPHOT
Hacneha cy:

1. TenepanHa nmupeknyja 3a aHTUKBUTETE H
KyJITypHO Haciiehe — oAroBopHa 3a wemno-
KYIIHy 3aliTUTy U YIPaBbambe KYITYpPHUM
Hacnehem.

2. T'enepanna mupexija3a pecrayparmjy, My3e-
j€ ¥ TeXHWYKE PaJIOBE, y CapajamH ca Ham-
JeKHUM ciy)kOama ['eHepanHe aupeKiuje
3a aHTUKBHUTETE U KyJATYpHO Haciehe — Haz-
JIe)KHA 32 TIPOyYaBamke U CIIpoBolebe paaoBa

logical sites and historical places shall be included
among the goals at every level of land use, devel-
opmental, environmental and urban planning.” Fur-
thermore, the law explicitly forbids any action af-
fecting a movable or immovable monument “which
could result, directly or indirectly, in the destruction,
harm, pollution, or alteration of its form”.

With specific regard to the protection of ar-
chaeological sites and monuments, a procedure is
applied for their classification (as protected sites)
and designation, resulting in the imposition of con-
ditions regarding allowed uses and activities within
their boundaries. It is also possible to delimit spe-
cial protection zones within archaeological sites,
namely Zones A (entirely protected, non-construc-
tion zones) and Zones B (with special constraints on
building, land use, and other activities).

The Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports

The main state agency for the protection of cul-
tural heritage is the Ministry of Culture and Sports
(Figure 1). The services of the ministry responsible
for the management and protection of monuments
are divided into:

- Central Services that supervise and monitor
the work of the Regional Services and ensure the
coordination of activities and a common approach
when dealing with cultural heritage issues. The Cen-
tral Services directly related to the protection of cul-
tural heritage are:

1. General Directorate of Antiquities and Cultur-
al Heritage is responsible for the overall pro-
tection and management of cultural heritage.

2. General Directorate of Restoration, Muse-
ums and Technical Works, in cooperation
with the pertinent services of the Directorate
General of Antiquities and Cultural Heritage
is responsible for the study and implementa-
tion of protection, stabilization, restoration
and enhancement work on architectural
monuments and monumental complexes.

The Regional Services include:

» the Ephorates of Antiquities, responsible
for the protection of cultural heritage dating
up to 1830

* the Services of Modern Monuments and
Technical Works, responsible for the mo-
dern architectural heritage.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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https.://www.coe.int/en/web/herein-system/greece npucmynmweno 15. maja 2022.

Figure 1: Organization of the Hellenic Ministry of Culture and Sports,
https.//www.coe.int/en/web/herein-system/greece accessed on 15 May 2022.

Ha 3allITUTH, CTAOWIM3aIMjU, pecTayparyju
u yHamnpelhemy CIIOMEHUKA apXHUTEKTYpe H
CIIOMEHHYKUX KOMILICKCA.

V Pezuonanne ciyscoe yKIby4eHH CY:

* Edopartn aHTHKBHUTETa, OITNOBOPHH 32
3alITUTY KyaTypHor Hacneha go 1830.

e Cuyx0a caBpeMeHHX CIOMEHHKA U TEeXHU-
YKHX Pa/ioBa, OJrOBOPHA 32 CaBPEMEHO ap-
XUTEKTOHCKO Hacliehe.

KibydHy ynory y Kpeupamy MOJIMTHKE 3aIlITUTE
KyJITypHOT Hacieha u 0J00paBarmby BEJIMKHX WHTEP-
BEHIIMja HAa CIIOMEHHIIMMA, JIOKAIUTETHMA U Y JIp-
JKaBHUM My3€juMa WMajy TPH KOJCKTHBHA OpraHa
MuHHCTapCTBA KYJITYPE U CIIOPTA:

e lleHnTpanHu apXEOJOIIKU CaBET,

o TleHTpasHU caBeT HOBHjUX CITOMCHHKA,
*  Cager My3eja.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

A key role in policy-making for cultural heri-
tage protection and in the approval of major inter-
ventions at monuments, sites and state museums is
played by three collective bodies of the Ministry of
Culture and Sports.

*  Central Archaeological Council,
e Central Council of Recent Monuments
e Council of Museums.

Less significant matters are dealt with by the Lo-
cal Council of Monuments in each Region.

The Central Archaeological Council is the high-
est advisory body on all matters pertaining to the
protection of ancient monuments, archaeological
sites and sites of exceptional historical or legendary
importance up to 1830. The KAS, as it is known,
meets once or in some cases twice a week. Local
Councils of monuments per regions decides on cas-
es related to the protection of cultural heritage at a
local level.
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Mame 3HadajHUM TUTakuMa 0aBu ce JlokamHu
CaBEeT CIIOMEHHKA Yy CBAKOM PETHOHY.

,,LIeHTpaJTH1 apXeoJIOLIKH CaBeT je HajBUIIIE ca-
BETO/IaBHO TEJIO [10 CBUM MTUTambUMa KOja ce 0JJHOCE Ha
3alITUTY QHTHYKUX CIOMEHHUKA, APXCOJIOIIKHX JIOKa-
JIUTETA U JIOKAIUTETA Ol U3y3€THOI UCTOPH]CKOT WIIN
nereHnapHor 3Hadaja 10 1830. rogune. KAS — xako
j€ OBO TEIIO TI03HATO, CACTaje Ce jeTHOM HJIH, Y HeKHM
clly4yajeBHMa, J1Ba IyTa HenesbHO. JIoKamHu caBeTH
CIIOMEHHKA 110 PErMOHUMA OJITydyjy O TMpeaMeTHMa
KOJU Ce OJHOCE Ha 3aIlTHTy KyJATypHOT Hacieha Ha
JIOKQJTHOM HUBOY*.

LleHTpasiHN apXEOJIOIIKH CaBET

a) Jlaje mpenopyky MHHHUCTpY O:

°  MPHUHIMITNMA KOjH PEryJIHIIY 3allTHTy KyJI-
TypHOT Hacleha;

*  TOJUWIIEBEM MPOrpamMy eKCIPOIIPHjaIlHje W
JIUPEKTHE KYMOBHHE, HCKOMABama, pecTa-
ypaIyje, KOH3ePBaTOPCKUX, Ka0 U JIPYTHX
pazoBa Ha CHOMEHHUIIIMA.

0) Jlaje caBeTOJJaBHO MUIIJBCHE KaJa Cy Yy TH-

Tamy:

° CIOMCHUIIM U JIOKAJIUTETH KOJU CE Haiase
YHYyTap BHUIIIC OIIITHHA, HA MOPY WJIN Y peKa-
Ma U je3epuma;

°  3alITUTA CIOMEHMKAa ynucaHux Ha Jlucry
CBETCKe OallTHHE, Kao U IPyTUX CIIOMEHUKA,
APXEONIOMIKUX MM UCTOPUJCKHUX JIOKATUTETA
0] U3y3ETHOT 3HAauaja;

°  WHTEPBEHIIM]je O] BEJIMKOT 3Ha4aja Ha CIIOMe-
HHUIMMA ¥ JIOKAJTUTCTUMA,;

°  03HAYaBaE M YCIIOCTABIHAHE APXEOTOIIKUX
u I/ICTOpI/IjCKI/IX JIOKAJINTETA U 3allITUTHUX 30-
Ha y CKJIQJly ca oJjpe/idama 3aKoHa;

*  MPHUHYIHY SKCIPONpPHUjAlU]y WA JUPESKTHY
KYTIOBUHY HWJIH 3aMEHY HETIOKPETHUX CIIOME-
HHUKa U3 pasJiora 3allTHTe KyJITYpHOI Hac-
neha;

d YKIIamkbamkbe HCIMOKPETHUX CIIOMCHUKA WU
HEKOT' FbUXOBOT JIeJIa, WIIN OJIBajambe elieMe-
HaTa ca CIOMEHUKA O] U3y3eTHOT 3HaYaja;

°  M3JaBame J03BOJIC 32 PYLICHE Y CKIAAy ca
onpenbama wiaHa 6, ctas 10, 3akoHa;

*  u3B03 apredakara;

°  [I03ajMUILY U pa3MeHy apredakara KOju MpH-
na1ajy Ap KaBH;

* MpHU3HABAIbE KOJCKIMOHApa M HabaBKa KO-
JIEKIIMja Of CTPaHe JP>KaBe;

*  [03ajMHIA, IPUBPEMECHH H3BO3, pa3MeHa U
MIPEHOC AHTHKBHUTETA KOjU YMHE JIe0 MY3€j-
CKHX 30UPKU;

The Central Archaeological Council

a) Provides recommendation to the Minister on:

» the principles governing the protection of
the cultural heritage

» the annual programs of expropriations or
direct purchases, excavations, restorations,
conservation as well as other works on mon-
uments.

b) Gives advisory opinion on issues relating to:

*  monuments and sites located within more
than one municipality, at sea or in rivers and
lakes

» the protection of monuments entered on the
World Heritage List, as well as other monu-
ments, and archaeological or historical sites
of outstanding importance.

* interventions of major importance to monu-
ments and sites

* the designation and establishment of archae-
ological and historical sites and protection
zones in accordance with the provisions of
the law.

* the compulsory expropriation or direct pur-
chase or exchange of immovable monu-
ments for reasons relating to the protection
of the cultural heritage.

* the removal of immovable monuments or a
part thereof or the detachment of elements
from monuments of outstanding importance

* the issuance of a permit for demolition in
accordance with the provisions of article 6
paragraph 10 of the law.

» the export of artifacts

* the loan and the exchange of artifacts be-
longing to the state

» the recognition of collectors and the acquisi-
tion of collections by the state.

* the loan, temporary export, exchange and
transfer of antiquities forming part of muse-
um collections

* any other important issues referred to this
body by the Minister of Culture.

Use and abuse of antiquities,
recent debate

In support of the protection of the cultural heri-
tage by the state it has been declared that the cultur-
al heritage encapsulates, materializes and preserves
the experience and historical memory of the national
community; the cultural heritage is an essential part

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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* cBa Jpyra BakKHa IUTama KOja MHHHUCTap
KyJType yIIyTH OBOM OpTraHy.

Ynorpeda u 310ynorpeda aHTUKBUTETA,
ckopuja nedara

VY by HOApIIKE 3aIUTHTH KYJITYypHOT Hacieha
O]l CTpaHe Jp’KaBe, MPOIVIAIICHO je Aa KYJITYpPHO
Haciehe oOjenuibyje, Marepujaiuszyje W 4dyBa HC-
KyCTBO M HCTOpHjckO mnamherme HalMOHAIHE 3a-
jemHwmIIe; KynTypHO Haclele je CymTHHCKHU JIe0 YOBe-
KOBE TEXIE Ka I000JbllIaby M ycaBpllaBamy; U
KyJATypHO Haciehe JonpruHOCH MoOoJbIIaky yCIoBa
aytoHomuje JuaHoctH. [Ipema YcraBy ['puke, unan
24, craB 1, 3amTruTa NPUPOTHE U KYJITypHE CPETUHE
MpeJICTaB/ba KCTOBPEMEHO 00aBe3y JpiKaBe U IpaBo
cBakor 4omeka. lllraBuiie, kopumiheme apxeomno-
IITIKAX HaJIQ3WINITa je TeMa Koja 9ecTo 100rja MaXmby
y 3BaHMYHUM MeJ{juMa U Ha APYLITBEHUM Mpekama
y I'puxoj, a Takole je u mpenMer *Ky4He MOJTUTHIKE
nebare. OBO ce TOCEOHO OHOCH Ha MOCIEABUX He-
KOJTUKO TOJIIHA, UMajyhu y BUTy TelKy (PMHaHCH]CKY
CUTYaIljy y 3eMJbH, KOja je ToBehasia mpuTHCaK Ka
eKCIUTOATalllji FHEHOT O0TaTor KyJNTYpPHOT Hacle-
ha xao exoHOMCKOT pecypca. OBa MOIUTHKA CE, Me-
DyTum, HacTaBMIIA YaK M HAaKOH m3nacka ['puke u3
Hajroper (UHAHCH]CKOT TMOJ0XKaja, a UMa TIpHMepa
KOjU YyKazyjy Ha OBy cuTyauujy. HacraBipa ce
eHepruuHa npebarta wm3mel)y ApymTBa y IIEIHHU,
MOJUTHYKUX BJIACTU W apxeojora. YuHu ce na
caJallbe MOJIUTHKE HUCY Y CTamby Ja JIAKO TIOCTUTHY
Oananc mu3mel)y ynorpebe u odyBama KOju OM OMO-
ryhno wuHTErpanujy apxeojomIKUX CIIOMEHHKA U
JIOKAJTUTETa y CABPEMEHH JKHBOT.

Kao mro je gecro cmydaj y 'pukoj, 3emibaHu
pazoBu OOMYHO 10BOJE OO OTKpuha apXeoJoHmIKOr
Marepujaja Wi YnTaBux Hanasumra. ConyH, apyra
MeTporionia y ['pukoj, HeZlaBHO je Ouo CBeIoK OTKprha
BEJIMKOT AaHTHYKOT JIOKAINTETA TOKOM H3TPajibe
MeTpoa y rpaay. Tamo ce BiaauHM 3BaHHUYHHUIIH,
apxeoJI031 W JIOKATHO CTaHOBHHUINITBO CYKOOJbaBajy
OKO ONTHMAJIHOT pelIeHa 3a OUyBambe MPOLUIOCTH —
Y3 HCTOBPEMEHY MOJICpPHH3ALN]y Ipaja.

Wsrpaama merpoa mouena je y jyry 20006, u
MPBOOUTHO je Owiio mpenBul)eHO Jla ce 3aBpIId Y
okToOpy 2012. ToguHe, HA CUMOOIMYAaH TaTyM KOjU
ce TIOKJIara ca CTOTOAWIIBUAIIOM oclio0ol)ema rpaia
O]l OCMaHCKe Biactu — 26. okrobpa 1912. romune.
Ha nokanutery Oymyhe merpo cranuue Benusenoc
2013. je nponaljeHO BEIMKO apXEOJIOIKO HAJIA3HUIIITE,
Ha nyOunm on 5,4 M OTKpUBEHA j¢ PUMCKa aBEeHH]a
Jlekymanyc Maxkcumyc (KacHHje TIO3HaTa W Kao

Ilpesenmuena apxeonoeuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

of human striving toward improvement and perfec-
tion; and the cultural heritage contributes to the im-
provement of the conditions of a person’s autono-
my. According to the Constitution of Greece, article
24, paragraph 1, the protection of the natural and
cultural environment constitutes simultaneously an
obligation of the state and the right of each person.
Moreover, the use of archaeological sites is a topic
which often receives attention in mainstream media
and social networks in Greece, as well as a subject
of heated political debate. This has been especially
true in the past few years, given the country’s ardu-
ous financial situation, which has increased pressure
towards exploiting its rich cultural heritage as an
economic resource. This policy, however, has con-
tinued even after Greece’s exit from the worst of its
financial predicament and some examples are indic-
ative of this situation. A vigorous debate continues
between the society at large, political authorities and
archaeologists. It seems that current policies are un-
able to easily achieve a balance between the use and
the preservation that would enable the integration of
archaeological monuments and sites in contempo-
rary life.

As is often the case in Greece, earthworks usu-
ally bring up archeological materials or entire sites.
Thessaloniki, Greece’s second metropolis, recent-
ly witnessed the discovery of a major ancient site
while constructing its metro. There, government of-
ficials, archaeologists, and local residents clash over
the optimal solution to preserve the past while mod-
ernizing their city.

The construction of the metro began in June
2006 and was originally scheduled to end in October
2012, a symbolic date coinciding with the centennial
of the city’s liberation from Ottoman rule on Octo-
ber 26, 1912. A major archaeological site was found
in 2013 at the location of the future Venizelos Metro
Station. At a depth of 5.4 m, the Roman avenue De-
cumanus Maximus (later also known as the Byzan-
tine Middle Road) was unearthed, along with shops
and houses along the ancient Via Egnatia. A treasure
trove of 750 jewels and more than 2,700 burial ar-
tifacts were also discovered in other metro stations
currently under construction, all testifying to the
rich heritage dated to Hellenistic and Roman times.
International archaeological circles have since char-
acterized the discovery as “Byzantine Pompeii”
(Christides 2013). Following the discovery of the
antiquities in 2013 a big debate has emerged related
to the removal of the finds from the site in order to
continue the metro construction work. This plan was
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BU3AHTHjCKU CPEIHU TYT), 3ajeJHO ca pajmaMa H
kyhama myx antmuke Via Egnatia. Borare ocrase
ca 750 xomana Hakurta u Bume ox 2.700 rpoOHMX
aptedakara OTKpHBEHE Cy M Ha JIPyTUM METPO CTa-
HUIIaMa KOje CY TPEHYTHO Y H3TPaJIibH, IITO CBEI0UN
0 OoratoM Haclel)y W3 XEIeHHCTHYKOT W PHMCKOT
no6a. MelyHapotH1 apXeoJIOIMKH KPYTOBH Cy Taza
OKapakTepHucau oTkpuhe Kao ,,Bu3anTujcku [lomme-
ju‘“ (Christides 2013). Hakon otkpuha anTuKBUTETa
2013. roauHe, moOjaBWiIa ce BellMKa Jebara y Be3u
ca yKIamameM Hajasza ca JIOKaJuTeTa Kako Ou ce
HAaCTaBWJIM pPaJOBH Ha wu3rpagmu Merpoa. OBaj
IUIAaH je TPBOOMTHO 3ayCTaBJbEH HAKOH CHAYKHOT
MPOTUBJBEHA apXxeosiora W craHoBHUKA. Jlebara je
JI0CTIeNIa Ha HACJIOBE y INTAMIM M jJaABHUM MEIWjHMa
mmpom cBeta. Crpyumany 3a Buzantujy u3 memnor
cBeta, Tpahanm ComyHa, apxeoyio3n ApXEOoJIOIIKe
ciryxo0e, Europa Nostra —iaHeBpOIICKa OpraHu3almja
3a KyJNTypHY OallTUHY, IPU3HATH KOHCYJITAHT U He-
BiaguH naptHep EBporncke yHuje, CaBera EBpone u
VYHecka — oOpahanu cy ce mucMHMa TPUKUM BIlac-
TUMa U CaMOM TpeMujepy mnpykajyhu moupuiky aa
ce mpoHal)eHN aHTHKBUTETH OCTaBe Ha TPBOOWTHO]
nokanuju (in situ, apXeoJOmKH pedeHo). ['puxa
BJaJa je, ca CBOje CTpaHe, Y HEKOJIMKO HaBpara Me-
haJla MUIJBEHHE O TOM MTUTAbY.

Jla 6rcMO 0BO pa3yMetu, 0J1 IIPECY/IHOT je 3Hauaja
pa3yMeTH OKOJHOCTH TIOJ KojuMa cy ojapeheHu
AQHTUKBUTETH JOOMIN CTaTyC HAIIMOHAIHUX CUMO0JIa
y I'puxoj. MHora apxeoJsolika Hajla3uiiTa 1 CrioMe-
HHUILIU ce JO0KMBJbABAjy Kao Haciehe on mpemaka u
CBETH CHMMOOJIM TIOBE3aHU Ca TPUKUM HALMOHATHUM
HCHTUTETOM — MOCEOHO (MaKO HE UCKJbYYHBO) OHH
KOJU CE CMaTpajy OCTalnMa KJIaCHIHE TPUKE aHTHKE.
VY TakBa Mmecra ce, Ha mpuMep, yOpajajy aTHHCKH
Axpornosb, aHTHYKO nozopuiute y Emmpaypy nmnm
ceerwnmre y Jenduma, a cBa oHa MMajy 3HAYAjHY
cuMO0ITMUKy BpeaHOCT. CXOHO TOME, BPCTE HAMEHA
KOjUMa MOTY CIIY)KHTH OBH CIIOMEHHIIM, a 32 Koje
JI03BOJIy MOy Jla J1ajy Ap’KaBHU OPraHu, YIJIaBHOM
cy orpannueHe. VicToBpeMeHO — a TO BayKH 3a CIIOMe-
HHUKE O]l Mamer HAalMOHAJIHOI 3Hayaja — 4ecTo ce
CIIOMEHHLIM CMaTpajy OCTalliMa UCTOPH]CKUX TPaau-
112 KOjU HE YHHE 0 TPUKOT HAIIMOHATTHOT HApaTHBa
(HITp. OTOMAHCKH, BEHETINjaHCKH FITH PUMCKH, a TIPH-
Mep moTomer je Omeon Xepoma ATHUYKOT). 3aXTEBH
Cy Ta/1a Marb€ CTPOTH ¥ KOPUILINEHE OBUX JIOKAJIUTETA
je nmakuie oJOOpPHUTH 3a ILIUPH CIIEKTap HaMeHa.

MeljyTum, 4yiHH ce 1a ce U OBO OIMILTE MPABUIIO
MIPOMEHMJIO MOCJIEIHUX FOIMHA. 3a TO je KapaKTepH-
CTUYaH PUMEP aTHHCKOI AKpOIoJba.

initially stopped following strong opposition from
archaeologists and residents. The debate has made
headlines in the press and public media worldwide.
Byzantine experts from all over the world, Thes-
saloniki citizens, archaeologists of the Archaeo-
logical Service, Europa Nostra, the pan-European
organization for Cultural Heritage, a recognized
consultant and non-governmental partner of the Eu-
ropean Union, the Council of Europe and UNES-
CO, addressed letters to the Greek authorities and
the Prime-minister himself in support of leaving the
found antiquities at their original location (in situ, in
archaeological parlance). The Greek government, in
turn, has changed its opinion on the matter on sev-
eral occasions.

To understand this, it is of critical importance
to understand the circumstances under which cer-
tain antiquities have received the status of national
symbols in Greece. Many archaeological sites and
monuments are perceived as ancestral and sacred
symbols linked to Greek national identity—notably,
though not exclusively, those considered as remnants
of Greek classical antiquity. Such sites include, for
example, the Acropolis of Athens, the ancient theater
of Epidaurus, or the sanctuary in Delphi, which all
hold significant symbolic value. Consequently, the
kinds of uses that these monuments are put to, and
for which permission can be granted by state authori-
ties, are generally limited. At the same time, for mon-
uments of lesser national significance, often monu-
ments considered as remnants of historical traditions
which do not constitute a part of the Greek national
narrative (e.g., Ottoman, Venetian or Roman—an ex-
ample of the latter being the Odeon of Herodes Atti-
cus), the requirements are less strict and uses of these
sites are more easily authorized for a larger variety
of purposes. However, this general rule seems also
to have changed in recent years. The example of the
Acropolis of Athens is characteristic of this.

The installation of a new pathway and lift has
been criticized by archaeologists. Specialists say
that the recent repaving pathways for visitors using
concrete on the millennia-old monument is a barbaric
intervention. This intervention has been approved
by the Ministry of Culture and Sports. It has been
stated that the pathway imposes itself aesthetically
with its modern appearance and its sheer size, and
that “the scene of a concrete city that we see from
on top of the Acropolis has now climbed up onto the
Acropolis itself” (Kokkinidis 2022). For others, this
intervention improves the location of the site, and it
becomes more accessible to visitors.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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IMocraBmame HOBe cTaze U JudTa HAMILIO je
Ha KpuTHKe apxeosiora. CTpydmanu Kaxy Ja je He-
JIABHO IIOIUIOYABAME CTas3a 3a MOCETHOLE OETOHOM,
Ha MWJICHHjYMHMa CTapoOM CIIOMEHHKY — BapBapcKa
uHTepBeHIMja. OBy WHTEPBEHIM]Y OJ0OpPHIO je
MunucrapeTBo Kyntype u criopra. [loBomom Tora
OwI0 je HaBoJa Ja Ce CTa3a eCTeTCKH Hamehe CBO-
JUM MOJEpHMM H3IJIEIOM M CBOjOM BEJIMYMHOM H
Ja ce ,,Iipu30p OETOHCKOr Ipaja Koju BHAMMO ca
Bpxa AKpomoJba caja Iorneo Ha caM AKpomosb
(Kokkinidis 2022). Ilo MunUbeHY HIpyrux, OBa
WHTEPBEHIIMja 1M000JbIIaBa JIOKANW]y HaJIA3WINTa U
YUHM j€ TPUCTYIIAYHHjOM ITOCETHOITIMA.

HenaBna omryka LleHTpamHOr apXeonomkor ca-
BeTa Ja N103BOJIM (PPAHIYCKOM JYKCY3HOM OpeHIy
Christian Dior na KopucTi AKpOIoJb Kao Mo3aJuHy
3a TOHOBHO W3BOlEHE HMCTOPUJCKOI CHUMama W3
1951. romuHe y aHTHYKO] ITUTAICIN, W3a3Baja je
HOBY 7e0ary O KpUTepHjyMHMa KOjU CY YKJbydeHH
y JaBame J03BOJIe 3a TakBe mpojekre. (e.g. Harris-
Papaioannou 2021).

OBO cy camMo0 HEKH 01 IPEMeEPa KOjU MOKa3yjy Kako
Ce aHTHKBHUTETH CMaTpajy JICJIOM MOJICPHOT TPUYKOT
HaLMOHAIHOT UICHTUTETA, LITO YCJIOBJbaBA KECTOKY
nebary Koja ce BOIM OKO YIoTpeOe CIOMEHHKa Kao
KyITYPHHUX, WACOJOIIKUX M TMOJUTHYKUX CHMOOJIA.
3amrura KyntypHor Hacneha y EBponm u mmpom
CBETa CyouaBa ce ca MHOTHM HM3a30BHMa M Tpeda Jia
MOCTaHe TPUOPUTET y OyayhuM moiuTHUKama yrpa-
BJbama U /14 YKJbY4HU CBE 3aMHTEPECOBAHE CTPAHE.
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YIIPABJBAIBE HACJIEBEM
HA IUPUIHIKOM JE3EPY, HLIBAJLHAPCKA

Ancmpaxm —Y jezepuma ceBeporctouHe [1IBajiapcke moctoju oko 90 mparcTOPHjCKUX COjeHHIIA KOje TATUPajy U3 TIepH-
oma 014300. o 800. romune mpe HoBe epe. Cojenuye cy 2011. ronune nporiameHe Y HeCKOBOM CBETCKOM OarTnHoM. JIo-
KaJIMTETH Ce yIJIaBHOM Hajlase y IUTUTKUM BoJama Onm3y obane. BuiecTpykn yTHIiaju 4oBeka, Kao IITO Cy Talacu Koje
cTBapajy OpoIOBH, CHApEH-E Yamalla, JJaHIu 00Ba, 00aIHe 00JIore, MCKOMABamke je3ePCKUX CelMMEeHaTa paay N3rpamhe
JMydkux o0Ojekara u Oa3eHa, IUIOBHOCHU KaHauH, Bal)eme NUbyHKa, IIEBOBOIM — HACTAaBJbajy /1a YHUINTABA]Y JIOKAIUTETE
Kao ¥ IPUPOJIHE T10jaBe.

Y TOM KOHTEKCTY M ¢ 003UpOM Ha YHILCHHILY J1a Cy PECYPCH apXEOJIOUIKHX CIYKOHM OrpaHHYeHH, II0CTOju oTpeda 1a ce
(okycrpaMo Ha HajyrpoKeHH]je JIOKAJUTETE U MOpYyYja.

Hexu on1 nokanuTeTa MOKpHUBajy NPHIMYHO BENMKE ITOBPIIMHE KOje Ce MPOTEXKY Ha HEKOJIMKO CTOTHHA MeTapa; OOMIHO
ce cacToje 0/l HEeKOJIMKO OpraHCKuX ciojeBa. Hekn of mux cy noOpo 3amTrheHn MOKPUBHUM CETUMEHTHMA, JPYTH CY
M3JI0KEHH YTHIajuMa Ha JHY je3epa. JuHamuka BeTpa v Tajiaca y KOMOMHAIMjU ca TororpadckoM cuTyamnnjomM u Mopdo-
JIOTHjOoM OOQITHMX JIMHHja J0BOJE 10 cneruduuHor (peHoMeHa u obpacua eposuje. Jla OMcMO MX KBaHTH()UKOBAIM M
KBTHU(HUKOBAIN U Pa3BUIM HEKY BPCTY IPEUKTHBHOT MOJICIHPaba, MOTpeOaH HaM je XOJIMCTUYKHU MIPUCTYH yIIPaBIbatby
nokanureToM: 3D Mozen cTparurpadcke cuTyarpje Moxe ce reHeprcaTy OymiemeM. XUIpoArnHaAMIYKa Meperha IOBOIE
JI0 MoJieria epo3rje 1 npenBulama Kako O ce HASHTU(PHKOBAIA YIpOKeHa TOpydja YHyTap JoKajauTeTa Koja he ce mo-
jaButu y Oynyhuoctn. HenaBHo cy Tamacu ycien BeTpa M M3JIOKEHOCT TajlacuMa Ipuodaine 30He Llupumkor jesepa
CHUMYJIMPaHH Y BHCOKO] BPEMEHCKO] M IIPOCTOPHO] PE30JIYLIHjH TOKOM BHIIE O TOAuHY jnaHa. JloOmjeHn pe3ynTaTH cy
oMoryhumm cacraBibame crienuduyHe eKCIO3UIMjCKe Mare olajla M JIaBambe IPHOPHUTETa YIPOXKEHUM apXEOJIONIKAM
HaJIa3WIITHMa OKO je3epa. OnmrTy nwb je 6Mo Ja ce JeTaJbHO MCIHTA PAmUBOCT JIOKAINUTETA U Ja Ce pas3BHje ,,MOJIel
eposuje’ Kako OM ce HIeHTH(HKOBAIA YTPOKeHa MoJpydja y paHoj (a3u n Kako OM ce MOIJIe CIIpOBECTH eUKacCHE Mepe
3aIITHTE HAa POKYCHPaH U ONTHMH30BAaH HAYMH.

Kwyune peuu — Ynpasmwarwe nacieljem, 3D mooenuparse, npaucmopujcrka nacena, YHECKO CBETCKa KylITypHa OallTHHA,
epo3uja, MPeTMKTUBHU MOJICITH, TTOABOAHO KyATYpHO Haciele, 3alTHTa, MOACIUPALE 8emMapCKux manacd.
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SITE MANAGEMENT
IN THE LAKE OF ZURICH, SWITZERLAND

Abstract — In the lakes of northeastern Switzerland exist around 90 prehistoric pile dwellings dating from 4300 to 800
BC. The pile dwellings have been declared UNESCO world heritage sites in 2011. The sites are mainly situated in the
shallow waters close to the shores; manifold man made impacts like ship waves, anchoring boats, buoy chains, linings
of the shores, excavation of the lake sediments in connection with the construction of harbor facilities and swimming
pools, navigation channels, gravel extraction and pipelines keep on destroying the sites as well as natural phenomenon.
Against this background and considering the fact that the resources of the archaeological services are limited there is the
need to focus on the most endangered sites and areas.

Some of the sites cover quite large areas stretching over several hundred meters; they usually comprise several organic
layers. Some of these are well protected with covering sediments, others are exposed at the lake bottom. The dynamic of
wind and waves in combination with the topographical situation and the morphology of the shore lines lead to specific
erosion phenomenon and pattern. In order to quantify and qualify them and develop some kind of a predictive modelling
we need a holistic site management approach: a 3D model of the stratigraphical situation can be generated by drillings.
Hydrodynamic measurements lead to erosion models and forecasts in order to name endangered areas within a site that
will emerge in the future. Recently, wind waves and wave exposure of the nearshores zone of Lake Ziirich were simulat-
ed at high temporal and spatial resolution over more than a year. The derived results allowed the compilation of a specific
exposition map of the shores and to prioritize the endangered archaeological sites around the lake. The overall objective
was to investigate the site’s vulnerability in detail and to develop an «erosion model» in order to identify endangered
areas at an early stage and to be able to implement effective protective measures in a focused and cost optimized manner.

Keywords — Site management, 3D modeling, pile dwellings, Unesco world cultural heritage, erosion, predictive models,
underwater cultural heritage, protection, wind wave modeling.
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Hacema y jesepuma

cesepoucrouHe llIBajuapcke
Ceemcka kynmypna bawmuna Ynecka —
Ipaucmopujcka Hacesba

TepmuH cojenutie (pile dwellers) n nanac nzasupa
€MOTHBHE ClIKe Koj BehmHe Jbymu: moBesyje ce ca
pOMaHTHYHOM HiejoM ayToxToHuX LIBajapara koju
Cy ’KMBEJHU Ha IuiaTdopMama Ha je3epy y HIMINIHOM
nej3axy. Otkpuhe jesepckux Hacesba y Llupunikom
jesepy 1854. romune ox crpane Joxaneca Erunja (Jo-
hannes Aeppli) 1 ®epaunanga Kenepa (Ferdinand
Keller) m3a3Baio je mmpoxy maxmy mmpomM EBporie
(Cu. 1). Ha Cerckoj u3nox6m y Ilapusy 1867. romu-
HE, JKUTEJbH LIBAJUAPCKHX COjEeHHLA CY IMOHOCHO
MPE/ICTaBJbEHN CBETCKO] jaBHOCTH. Tako cy ce
YTUCHYJIH y KoJleKTHBHO namheme LIBajuapcke kao,
JIa TAaKO Ka)KEMO, HAITMOHATHHA MUT. FbuxoBo oTkpuhe
“Malio je BeoMma TMoKeJhaH edekar (opmMupama
UJICHTHTETA Ha Ta/1a jOII MJIaIy CaBe3Hy JpiKaBy.

Pile dwellings in the lakes

of northeastern Switzerland
UNESCO World Cultural Heritage Site
Pile Dwellings

The term «pile dwellers» still evokes emotional
images in most people today: It is associated with the
romantic idea of an indigenous Swiss people who
had lived on platforms on the lake in an idyllic land-
scape. The discovery of the lake dwellings in Lake
Zurich in 1854 by Johannes Aeppli and Ferdinand
Keller received wide attention throughout Europe
(Fig. 1.). At the World Exhibition in Paris in 1867,
the Swiss pile dwellers were proudly presented to
the world public. Thus, the pile dwellers became
imprinted in the collective memory of Switzerland
as a national myth, so to speak. Their discovery had
a welcome, identity-forming effect on the then still
young federal state.

Cn. 1, Aseycm Bbaxenun, « Ceno kamenoz 0oba nopeo jezepay (1867). Llsajyapcku Hayuonannu Mysej.

Fig. 1. Auguste Bachelin, «Village lacustre de [’dge de la pierre» (1867). Swiss National Museum.

Hama jezepa u peke cajpike apxeololiKa
CBEIOYAHCTBA KOja JaTUpajy O TIpe HEKOINKO
MUJICHHjyMa;, TOKOM BPEMCHA, YOBEK M >KHBOTHA
CpenuHa Cy CTBOPHWJIM JEMHCTBEHY apXWBY Tia H3
MPOIILIOCTH, KOja HaM oMoryhasa Jja OTKpHjeMO Halle

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Our lakes and rivers contain archaeological
witnesses dating back several millennia - over the
course of time, man and the environment have creat-
ed a soil archive of the past that is unique and allows
us to discover our civilizational roots. The wealth
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LUBUIM3AIMjCKe KOopeHe. boratctBo mH(popmaluja
3axBajbyjyhn OuyBamy OpPraHCKOI Marepujaja,
MOITyT ayaTa, HAKWTA, CBAKOJHEBHHUX IpeIMeTa H
JpBEHMX Tpal)eBHHCKUX eleMeHaTa Hacesba (COjeHH-
1Ie) U3 KaMEHOT 1 OpOH3aHOT J100a, O Cy OCHOB 32
MPOTJIAIICHE COJeHHIIA HA Y HECKOBO] JIUCTH CBETCKE
Oamrruae 2011. rogune. Ocrany ToseHa, YrJbeHHU-
CaHO KHUTO, OCTAIM >KUBOTHI-A M OWJbaka Jajy WH-
(opmanje o0 ycloBHMa JKMBOTA W TPHUPOTHOM
OKpYXeHY JbYIW TOr BpemeHa. OcTaly cojeHHuIla
MPEXKHUBEIHN Cy XHJbaJaMa TOJAWHA, Y HEIOCTaTKY
Bazayxa. OHHM JOKyMEHTYjy Hally KyJITYpHY U
npupoany ucropujy oxa 4300. g0 800. roauHe m.H.¢€.
Ca mnuMa ce pa3BOj HACCOOMHCKUX 3ajemHUIA W3
HEOJMTa W MeTaTHOr a00a MO)Ke TpoydaBaTH Yy
KOHTEKCTY CPEJIEhE, JYTOMCTOUHE U 3aI1aTHOEBPOIICKE,
Kao ¥ MeIUTepaHcKe KynTypHe Tpaaunuje. o nanac
je mo3Hato oko 1000 apXeoJoNIKMX COjeHUIla W3
[IBajiiapcke ¥ OKOJHUX AJCKUX 3eMasba. CepujcKy
KyATypHY OamTuHy ,,IIparcroprjcke cojeHHIe OKO
Anma®, xoja je ox 2011. romuHe Ha YHECKOBO] JIMCTH
cBeTcke OamruHe, yuHH u30op o 111 nokanurera
(Cn. 2).

Greifensee

Turlersee

Ziirichsee

of information thanks to the preservation of organic
material, such as tools, jewelry, everyday objects and
wooden building elements of pile dwellings from
the Stone and Bronze Ages were the cornerstone for
the 2011 designation of the pile dwellings as a UN-
ESCO World Heritage Site. Minute pollen remains,
charred grain, animal and plant remains provide in-
formation about the living conditions and natural
environment of the people of that time. The remains
of the pile dwellings have survived for thousands of
years in the absence of air. They document our cul-
tural and natural history from 4300 to 800 B.C. With
them, the development of Neolithic and Metal Age
settlement communities can be studied in the con-
text of Central, Southeastern and Western European
as well as Mediterranean cultural traditions.

To date, around 1000 archaeological pile-dwell-
ing sites are known from Switzerland and the sur-
rounding Alpine countries. The serial cultural her-
itage «Prehistoric Pile Dwellings around the Alpsy,
which has been a UNESCO World Heritage Site
since 2011, consists of a selection of 111 sites (Fig.
2).

Pféffikersee

Cn. 2, Cojenuye na Lupuwxom Jesepy, 1-11 Jlokanumemu YHECKO Ceemcke kynmypue bawmune. Ziirich-Kleiner
Hafner (1), «Ziirich Alpenquai» (2), Wédenswil «Vorder Au» (3), Meilen «Rorenhaaby (4), Erlenbach « Winkel» (5),
Greifensee «Storen-Wildsberg» (6), Wetzikon «Robenhauseny (7), Rapperswil-Jona «Feldbach-Osty (8), Rapperswil-
Jona «Technikumy (9), Freienbach-Hurden «Rosshorny (10) und Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeldy (11).
HUnycmpayuja: Oodemerve [loosoorne apxeonoeuje L{upuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanuszam

Fig. 2. Pile dwellings at Lake Zurich. 1-11 UNESCO world cultural heritage sites: Ziirich-Kleiner Hafner (1), «Ziirich
Alpenquaiy (2), Wédenswil «Vorder Auy (3), Meilen «Rorenhaaby (4), Erlenbach « Winkel» (5), Greifensee «Storen-
Wildsbergy (6), Wetzikon «Robenhausen» (7), Rapperswil-Jona «Feldbach-Osty (8), Rapperswil-Jona «Technikumy (9),
Freienbach-Hurden «Rosshorny (10) und Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeldy (11).

Hllustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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VYHecko je jomr 2001. 3akpyuno KoHBeHIuMjy o
3allITHTH TIOABOJHOT KYJITypHOT Hacneha, kojoj je
JI0 TaHac MPUCTYIIIIO oko 60 mprkaBa, yKIBy4Iyjyhu
n lIBajuapcky — ox 2020. KonBeHmmja je BakaH
WHCTPYMEHT 32 3allTUTy MOABOJHMX KYJITYpPHHX
nobapa y OKeaHMMa M YHYTpaIlbe BOJE MHOTHX 3€-
Masba. Y llIBajiapckoj o1aBHO 1MOCTOje TIPaBHE U WH-
CTUTYIIMOHAJIHE OCHOBE KOj€ PETYIHUINY PYKOBambe
ITOIBOTHUM KYJTYPHUM JOOpHMa y HAIIMM je3epuMa
u pekama. Y xaHtoHy LHupux, 3akoH o mnaHupamy u
W3rpabU rapanTyje u3alTUTY TOJBOAHOT KyITYpHOT
Hacneha. Mnak, parudukanuja Konseniuje o 3ar-
TUTH TIOABOJHOT KyITypHOT Hacneha ox crpane
[1IBajapcke je BaxHO ONPENeIhEehe KOje JOIPUHOCH
MOJIN3akbY CBECTH JaBHOCTH O BPEAHOCTH TOIBOIHUX
KyJITYpHHUX J100apa, Koja ce y OBOj 3€MJbH YTJIaBHOM
cacToje 0]l COjeHHMIIA.

ApxeoJioruja cojenuna y L{upuiikom jesepy

[Touetkom 1960-ux, apxuBa IpaJUTEJbCKE HUC-
Topuje rpaza llupuxa ykipyunMBasa je NpHBaTHE
POHHOIIE, KOjU CY 3aloveiy MpBa apXeoJomIKa HC-
TpakKMBauka pOmBCHa Yy JomeM Oaceny Llupuiikor
jesepa, ucnpen nupumkor tpra bemnsy (Bellevue):
MOpajie Cy Ce€ Pa3BUTH HOBE TEXHHKE 3a IPBO MOA-
BOJHO HCKOIaBame, O00aBJbEHO Ha JIOKAIUTETY
Knajuen Xaduep (Kleinen Hafner), on xojux ce
HEKe KOPHUCTE M JaHac. 3axBaJjbyjyhui MMOHHUPCKOM
JyXy W MHOBAaTHBHHM METOJaMa 3a MOABOJIHO JIO-
KyMeHaToBame, [logBonHa apxeonoruja Llupux mpe-
y3ena je Mmel)yHapoTHy THOHHPCKY YIIOTY.

logune 1998, kao neo wuCTpakMBamba BeEU-
KHUX pa3mepa, obana [lupumkor jesepa je moceOHO
NpeTpaskeHa y TOTpa3H 3a JOoKa3uMa O IMPaucTo-
pujckuM HaceJbiMa Ha obamu. Llusb je Omo nma ce
OTKpH]y W HOBH JIOKAJIWTETH, IMOpe] MHOTHX Beh
MMO3HATUX COjEHHIIA, M TO je YCIIEIIHO CIIPOBEACHO:
wmBajyhu 1o 30HaMa IDIMTKUX BOJA, KOje ce 300r
Tororpaduje TUIMTKOT je3epCKOr Ha cMaTpajy To-
TEHLIMjaJJHUM IpocTOpuMa 3a OTKpuhe cojeHwmIa,
[UPHIIKH POHUOIM OTKPHIHM Cy HEKOJHMKO pPaHHje
HETIO3HATHX JIOKAJIUTETa.

Eponupame npancropuje

Ca pactyhum nputHckoM Kopuiihema BOJCHUX
MoBpIIMHA, ToBehao ce u cyko0 nusbeBa, Kao 1 JieBa-
CTalnMja apxwBe apxeojomkor Tia. Jla 6u ce oBo
CTIPEYNIIO, APXEOJIONIKAM JIOKAJUTETIMA YIIPaBJba
[lonsomna apxeosoruja Llupux, y ume pasmuuuTHX
KaHTOHA, a 3aIITHTHU KOHLENTH U Mepe MMajy 3a

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

As early as 2001, UNESCO concluded a Con-
vention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultur-
al Heritage, to which around 60 states have acceded
to date, including Switzerland since 2020. The Con-
vention is an important instrument for the protection
of underwater cultural assets in the oceans and in-
land waters of many countries. In Switzerland, legal
and institutional foundations have long existed that
regulate the handling of underwater cultural assets
in our lakes and rivers. In the Canton of Zurich, the
Planning and Construction Act also guarantees the
protection of the underwater cultural heritage. Nev-
ertheless, the ratification of the Convention on the
Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage by
Switzerland is an important commitment that con-
tributes to raising public awareness of the value of
the underwater cultural assets, which in this country
consist mostly of pile-dwelling sites.

Pile dwelling archaeology in Lake Zurich

At the beginning of the 1960s, the archive of
construction history of the city of Zurich involved
private divers which began the first archaeological
exploratory dives in the lower Lake Zurich basin in
front of Zurich’s square «Bellevue»: new working
techniques had to be developed for the first under-
water excavation, which took place at the «Klein-
en Hafner» site, some of which are still used today.
Thanks to a pioneering spirit and innovative meth-
ods for underwater documentation, Underwater Ar-
chaeology Zurich took on an international pioneer-
ing role.

In 1998, as part of a large-scale survey, the
shores of Lake Zurich were specifically searched for
evidence of prehistoric shore settlements. The aim
was to discover further sites in addition to the many
already known pile dwelling settlements - with
success: while swimming down the shallow water
zones, which are considered to be potential settle-
ment areas of the pile dwellers due to the shallow
lake bottom topography, the Zurich divers discov-
ered several previously unknown sites.

Eroding prehistory

With the increasing pressure of use on the water
bodies, the target conflicts with and the devastation
of the archaeological soil archives increased too. To
prevent this, the archaeological sites are managed
by the Underwater Archaeology Zurich on behalf of
various cantons: protective concepts and measures
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b CIpeyaBame epo3uje M HecTajama KyJITYpHO-
WCTOpHjCKUX crioMeHnKa. CaBe3Ha Biaja je Ha CBE
Behu mpuTHCcak Kopwuithema BOACHHUX TOBPIIMHA
2011. ronuHe OAroBOpUJIA HOBUM 3aKOHOM O 3alll-
TUTH BOJA, Kako O ce moOosblaia CTaHUILTA BOJIE,
MPOMOBHCA0 OMOAMBEP3UTET M YOIKWIN YTHLAjU
Ha obaie jesepa. CTpaTelIKO IUIAHUPAkE 338 PEBU-
TaJM3aIyjy JejaoBa obaie je3epa KOju MoKasyjy Io-
TEHITHjaJI 3a EKOJIOMIKO yHampeheme KaHTOHH Cy
nmanu obaBe3y na ycBoje 1o 2022. OBo ytude u Ha
apXeoJIOIlIKa HaJla3MIITa — MPE CBEra Ha COjeHHIIe —
KOje ce yIJIaBHOM Hajla3e y 30Hama IUIMTKUX BOJa
y Ommsunu obane. [Ipencrojehn m3a3or je, crora,
WICHTU(HUKOBAE CYNPOTCTABIbEHUX IMJbEBA U
CHHEpTHje n3Mel)y apXeosonkux JOKINTeTa | TPo-
jekaTa peBuTaTM3aImje odae.

[ocnenmwux neunenuja npumehyje ce cBe Behe
YHUIITABAKE JIOKAJUTETA OBUX HACeshba MPHUPOIHOM
W €pO3UjOM KOjy je HampaBuo doBek. Jla Ou ce oBO
CTIpPEYMIIO, MHBEHTAp W 3allTHTA JIOKATUTETa CY
HaTpeIoBalll U pa3BHjeHE Cy CTpaTerdje W OIIHje
3a akuujy. [lonasHa Tauka je KOHLENT XOJIMCTHYKOT
WHBEHTapA.

X0IMCTHYKO yIIPaB/bakhe
MOJABOJHUM KYJTYPHUM J00puMa

[Ipuctyn y BUIy XOJMCTUYKOT MHBEHTApa UMa 32
b TeHEepHCamhe CKyna MHOOPMAaTHBHUX MOJATaKa
3a CBaKM JIOKAIUTET, IITO CBEOOYXBATHH]ET, KOJU HE
caMo J]a ofpa’kaBa HEMOCPEIHN HUBO apXEOJIOIIKOT
ca3Hama, Beh omucyje m KOHTEKCT, a MOCeOHO ,,/TH-
HAaMUKY JKHBOTHE CpeJIHe" y K0jOj ce HaJla3| JIOKa-
quretr (Cn. 3). Lwp je na ce pa3Bujy NpUHLUNN
TUIAaHUpama W OMLMje 3a JeJOoBake Y paay ca IMoA-
BOJIHUM CIIOMEHUIIMMa, HE caMo Jia OM ce OCKYIHU
pecypcu Moru (DOKyCHpaTH IpeMa jacHO NehuHH-
CaHMM KPHTEPHjyMUMA.

W3 Tor paznora, [longsoana apxeonoruja Lupux,
3ajelHO ca KAaHTOHAITHHM MapTHEPCKUM UHCTHUTYIH-
jama, Beh HEKOJIMKO TOJIMHA yJa)Ke Y OCHOBHA UCTp-
QKUBaka Ca IMJBEM OdyBama crioMeHnka. dokyc
jé Ha IWHAMHUIM KOjO] Cy TOJBOIHHU JIOKAJTUTETH
U3JIOKEHH: TIPAHCTOPHJCKH KYJITYPHH CJIOjEBH CYy
CHUMJbEHH Kao 3D Mozenu u CynpoTcTaB/beH! OAro-
Bapajyhoj xuaponuHamuukoj curyauuju. Ha oBaj
HAuMH Ce MOTY TEHEpHUCATH aHAIM3e OMACHOCTH U
MIPOTHO3E epo3Hje.

XuapoanHaMHUYKa NCTPaKHBamba Ha ola0paHuM
apXeOoJIOIIKUM JIOKJTUTETUMA Beh Cy oKa3aa 3Hauaj
u epexTe MpUPOIHHUX TOKOBA Ha JokanureTnma (C.
4;Maderetal.2020). Ona, Takole, mokasyjy aa mocie-

are intended to prevent the cultural-historical monu-
ments from erosion and disappearance. This means
that in a first step, the substance present in the soil
must be determined - for example, by means of core
drillings or with sediment echosounder measure-
ments. In a second step, the endangered areas of a
site have to be documented - usually these are lay-
ers and finds lying exposed at the lake bottom, at a
high risk to get eroded. In prevention, such areas are
covered with a layer of gravel to suppress influences
such as currents or the damage of anchoring boats
on the sensitive pile-dwelling relics. In rare cases, it
is advisable to establish a no-anchoring zone.

The increasing pressure of use on water bodies
led to the federal government responding in 2011
with a new Water Protection Act to enhance water
habitat, promote biodiversity and mitigate impacts
on lakeshores: strategic planning for the revitaliza-
tion of lakeshore sections that show potential for
ecological enhancement must be adopted by the
cantons by 2022. This also affects the archaeological
sites - above all the pile dwellings - which are main-
ly located in the shallow water zones near the shore.
An upcoming challenge will therefore be to identify
conflicting goals and synergies between archaeolog-
ical sites and shoreline revitalization projects.

In recent decades, we have observed an increas-
ing destruction of pile-dwelling sites by natural and
man-made erosion. In order to counteract this, the
inventory and protection of the sites has been ad-
vanced and strategies and options for action have
been developed. The starting point is the concept of
the holistic inventory.

Holistic site management
of underwater cultural assets

The approach of a holistic inventory aims at
generating an information data set for each site that
is as comprehensive as possible, which not only re-
flects the immediate archaeological state of knowl-
edge, but also describes the context and especially
the «environmental dynamics» in which a site is
embedded (Fig. 3). The aim is to develop planning
principles and options for action in dealing with un-
derwater monuments, not least in order to be able to
focus scarce resources according to clearly defined
criteria.

For this reason, the Underwater archaeology Zu-
rich, together with cantonal partner institutions, has
been investing in basic research on the preservation
of soil monuments for several years. The focus is

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Cn. 3, Komnonenme Xonucmuukoe UH8eHMapa Kao u OUHAMUYKUX U CIAMUYKUX NOOAMAKa NompeoHux 3a npeosularbe
eposuje. Mnycmpayuja: Oodemerve I[loosoowne apxeonoeuje L{upuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanuszam

Fig. 3. Components of a holistic inventory as well as dynamic and static data needed for erosion predictions.
lustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.

Cn. 4, Hzmepene xopuzonmanno paspeuiene opsune cmpyje 6au3y ona moxom ciabux éemposa na iokayuju Pannepceun-
Jona «Cueybeny, Lupuwxo jezepo: Ilome dusepeenmue cmpyje noopoicasa u3eo3 ceoumenama uz oonacmu 1'1, wmo je y
cKaady ca eposujom Koja ce jaswa. Mnycmpayuja: Odemerve I1o06o0He apxeonoeuje Lupuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoarnuszam

Fig. 4. Measured horizontally resolved near bottom current velocities during weak winds at site Rapperswil-Jona

«Seegubely, Lake Zurich: The divergent current field supports the export of sediments from area G1, which is in
accordance to the occurring erosion. lllustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha
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JIIIE TIPOMEHa y TIPHOOATHOM CTPYjHOM TT0JBY — HIIP.
300r obnarama obana — MOTy OUTH MOJICIIOBaHE T
Jla ce MOTy Ha JudepeHrpaH HaYMH NpPEeICTaBUTU
e(eKTH Ha MPOMEHE BUCHHE CEIMMEHATA.

Y OCHOBH, MMOCTOje JIBA HAUYMHA 32 UCIIUTHBAHEC
XHJPOJMHAMUYKUX TIpolleca Ha Jiokanuju. Ha mHO
jesepa ce MOTy TIOCTaBUTH MepHH ypehaju Koju Ha
JUIy MecTa OeJiexe Tajace, CTpyje, pecycleH3uje
W TIPOMEHE BHCHHE CEMMEHaTa TOKOM oapehenor
BpEeMEHCKOr' repuoja. Meljytum, oBaj mMeToj — Ha
JIUITy MECTa, BeoMa je JyroTpajaH u, ¢ 003UpoM Ha
BelMKH Opoj mocTojehnx jokammTera, HE TMOCTHXKE
KeJbeHe pesynrate. J[pyra MOryhHOCT je HyMepH-
YKO MOAENMpame (METOJ BaH JIOKAJUTETa) I0Jba
BETApCKUX Tajaca U TUME KBaHTH(UKAIH]ja U KB~
(uKalmja JIOKATHUX YTHIAja Ha JIOKAIUTETE.

Crpareruja Ha JIOKAJIUTETY
Cmyouja cnyuaja Freienbach-Hurden ,, Seefeld

Y HactaBky he ce kao cTy/uja ciy4aja KOpUCTUTH
CojeHnYapcKu JokanuteT Freienbach-Hurden See-
feld (Kanton Schwyz; Méder et al. 2017) (ym. Cm.
2, 11). Hanma3u ce Ha WCTOYHO] 00all MOIyOCTpBa
Xypaen (Hurden) y jesepy ObGepce (Obersee), koje
je ucrounu aeo llupumkor jesepa. Jlokanmurer ce
pocTupe y ay>kuHu on oko 330 merapa y TIUTKAM
Bogama y3 obamy (Cm. 5). Y omespKy A Hamasum ce
IoJbe ca 30MjeHUM IPBCHWM CTyOOBHMMA, ajau 0Oe3
OYyBaHMX OPraHCKHX CJIOjeBa; y ofeJbKy B mcmpen
rojaca TPCKe MPHUCYTHU Cy W KYJITYPHHU CIOjeBU U
IpBeHU cTyOOoBH, a Ha Aeny C moapydje Hacesba je
BEpOBAaTHO orpaHudyeHo. Ha oBom nemy, mehyTum,
HCKOTIaBamh¢ 0arepoM je YHHIITHIIO KOPHUTO je3epa.

VY HommHanuju 3a CBETCKY KyJATypHY OallTHHY,
noceOHa Hay4YHA BPEJHOCT OCTaTraka COjeHuIa Frei-
enbach-Hurden ,,Seefeld objammaBa ce ouyBambeM
Hacara pase ¢ase 138. ,,Kynrype muneapHo-Tpakacre
kepamuke“. To je KyaTypHa rpyrma Koja ce pampuia
m3 cpenme EBpomne y CkannwnaBujy u Pycujy, Ha
Tpenasy u3kameHory OpoHsaHo 06a (oko 2800-2200.
1. H. €.), Koja je 1o0uIa UMe MO KapaKTePUCTUIHUM
yKpacuMma TIoCyna, YTUCHYTHM Yy TJHMHY Tpakama
win Bprnama. Ha miBajiiapckoj BUCOpaBHH, MEPUOJL
JIMHEeapHe KepaMHKe MaHU(ECTyje OTBapame Irpyra
JIOKQJTHOT CTAHOBHHINITBA KA ,,6BPOTICKAM ‘ YTHIIAjUMa.
MeljyTum, Ha OCHOBY MaTepHjayia Halla3a, Kao U Ipo-
Hal)eHHX cJojeBa M JPBEHUX CTyOOBa, XypACHCKE
COjeHHYapCKe 3aje[HULIC JKUBEJE CY Yy Pa3IniuTo
BpeMe Ha UCTOYHOM OoKy pra XypaeH. Hajcrapuje
1o caja 3a0eIe’KeHO HACEIJhE j€ ca CII0jeM TaKO3BaHe
@®un (Pfyn) xynType, kKoja je HacTana MOYETKOM 4.

on the dynamics to which underwater sites are ex-
posed: the prehistoric cultural layers are recorded as
3D models and juxtaposed with the respective hy-
drodynamic situation. In this way, hazard analyses
and erosion forecasts can be generated.

Hydrodynamic investigations at selected ar-
chaeological sites have already exemplified the
importance and effects of natural flows on the sites
(Fig. 4; Méder et al. 2020). They also show that the
consequences of changes in the nearshore current
field - e.g. due to bank fill - can be modeled and the
effects on the sediment budget can be represented in
a differentiated way.

There are basically two ways to survey the hy-
drodynamic processes at a site: On-site measuring
devices can be placed on the lake bottom, which
record waves, currents, resuspension and sediment
budget (changes in sediment height) over a certain
period of time. However, this on-site method is very
time-consuming and, in view of the large number of
existing sites, does not achieve the desired results.
A second possibility is the numerical modeling (off
site method) of the wind wave field and thus the
quantification and qualification of the local influ-
ences on the sites.

On site strategy
Case study Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeld

The pile-dwelling site Freienbach-Hurden
Seefeld (Canton Schwyz; Méder et al. 2017) will be
used as a case study in the following (cf. Figs. 2,
11). It is located on the eastern shore of the Hurden
peninsula in Lake Obersee, which is the eastern
part of Lake Zurich. The site extends for a length
of about 330 m in the shallow water area along the
shore (Fig. 5). In section A there is a dense pile field,
but without preserved organic layers; in section B in
front of the reed belt both cultural layers and piles
are present, and in section C the settlement area is
probably limited. In this section, however, dredging
has destroyed the lake bed.

In the nomination as World Heritage Site, the
special scientific value of the pile-dwelling re-
mains of Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeld» is justified
by the preservation of deposits of an early phase
of the so-called «Corded Ware Culture»: This is a
cultural group spread from Central Europe to Scan-
dinavia and Russia at the transition from the Stone
Age to the Bronze Age (ca. 2800-2200 BC), which
is named after its characteristic vessel decorations
impressed into the clay with strings. In the Swiss
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Cn. 5, Ynecko @pajendax-Xypoen « Cugpenoy. Yepooicenu kynmypuu ciojesu y oeny b.
Hnyempayuja.: Odemerve [loosoone apxeonoeuje Lupuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanusam

Fig. 5. Unesco site Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeldy. Endangered cultural layers in section B.
Hlustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism

MUJIEHHjyMa TIpe HoBe epe. [pyru cioj mpumnana,
npemMa pajroKapOOHCKOM JIaTOBamy, MpENacKy y
cnenehy mnah)y KyaTypHy rpyity, Tako3BaHy XopreH
kyntypy (oxo 3400-2800. m. H. e.). Tpehu cnoj kyn-
Type JIMHEapHe KepaMHKe, MOrao OW ce JaToBaTh
pPaTHOKapOOHCKAM METOAOM y 3. MWICHH]YM TIpe
HOBe epe. HajBuim, a camumM THM 1 HajMiTahy KyaTy-
pHH cI10j Takohe OM MOrao MPHIAAaTH KyJITYpH JIU-
HeapHe KepaMHKe — Ha OCHOBY MaTepHjaia Hajasa:
JICH/IPOXPOHOJIOIIKA MCTPaKMBakha Ha HEKUM JpBeE-
HUM CTyOOBHMMa Ji0Ka3yjy (a3y HacesbaBama 2646,
TOJIMHE TIPe HOBE epe, i Kopelaluja OBUX JPBEHUX
cTyOOBa ca HajBHIIIMM CIIOjeM HHje nara. Tako cy,
npeMa JA0CaIAIlbiM Ca3HakbUMa, cauyBaHa HajMambe
YeTUpH cJioja ca Hamasuma u3 neproja usmehy 3600.
u 2600. ToauHe pe HOBE epe.

XuapoauHaMHUYKa Mepema

Jlo HenmaBHO je OWJIO HEjaCHO Kako BETPOBH,
TaJlaCy ¥ CTPYje YTUUY Ha apXEOJIOLIKE CII0jEeBE — OJ1
KOJUX CYy HEKH MOBPIIMHCKU M3JI0KCHH — Ha JIOKa-
mutery. [la Ou ce oBo mcrpaxuno, JImMHOMOIIKN
nHCTUTYT YHEBep3utera y Koncraniy y Hemaukoj,

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Plateau, the Corded Ware period manifests an open-
ing of the local population groups towards «Europe-
an» influences. However, based on the find material
as well as the layers and piles found, the «Hurden
pile dwellers» lived at different times on the eastern
flank of the Hurden headland. The oldest settlement
so far we record with a layer of the so-called Pfyn
culture, which originated at the beginning of the 4th
millennium BC. A second layer belongs according
to radiocarbon dating to the transition to the next
younger cultural group, the so-called Horgen Cul-
ture (ca. 3400-2800 BC). The third, Corded Ware
layer could be dated by radiocarbon dating to the
3rd millennium BC. The uppermost and thus young-
est cultural layer might also belong to the Corded
Ware Culture on the basis of the find material: Den-
drochronological investigations on some piles prove
a settlement phase in 2646 BC, but a correlation of
these piles with the uppermost layer is not given.
Thus, according to current knowledge, at least four
layers with finds from the period between 3600 and
2600 BC are preserved.
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o0MO je 3amarak 1a KOHTHHYHPAHO MEPH TaJlaCHO U
CTpYjHO TIOJbE, Op3HHY CTpyje, 3aMmyheHoCT Boze U
KOHIIGHTPALIMjy YECTHIIA, Ka0 U MPOMEHY CJI0ja CeIH-
MeHara, y nepuoay oxn cpenune 2014. mo mponeha
2015. rofuHe; HEKOJIMKO OCET/HUBHUX MEpHUX ypehaja
MOTJIO CE€ TIOCTaBUTH Ha JHO je3epa Topen Iojaca
TpCKE Ha UCTOKY JoKanuTeTa. Pesynrupajyhe crpyje
Y OCHOBM HACTajy HWHTEPAKIHjOM TOBPITUHCKUX
Tasaca (OPOACKM Tajlaci M BETapCKH TalacH), o3a-
JIMHCKUX CTpYyja U JIOKaJHE Tornorpaduje aHa jesepa
Y IprOOATHOT MOIpYYja.

AHanm3a IpuKyIUBEHUX TToaTaka oMoryhma je
naeHTH(UKAIM]Y 30Ha epo3Hje U TAIOXKEeHmha YHyTap
JIOKAJIUTETa, OJHOCHO MECTa TJe CeIMMEHTH OMBajy
OJIHECEHHM M TJIe CE MaTepujajl akyMyJiupa (Oiaxe).
U BeTpoBH M OPOJCKH TalacH MOTY Ce€ Pa3IMKOBaTH
M0 CBOJUM CBOJCTBMMa W MOTYy Ja TIOKpEHY MO-
OwmM3anyjy 1 y KOMOWHAIMjH ca HACTAINM TI03aIFH-
CKHUM CTpyjaMa U3MeIITamke ceuMeHara. KoHkpeTHo,
OPOJICKH Tajlacu KOjU ce peIOBHO jaBJbajy CIIpevaBajy
KOHCOJIM/IAIN]y TTIOBPIIMHCKHUX CEANMEHATa KOHCTaH-
THOM peMoOHIHM3aIMjoM decTuila. Kao pesynrar Tora,
TOBPIIMHCKA CEIMMEHTH CYy CKJIOHHUJH Jla CE PeMO-
OWIHIy W epoIupajy BETAPCKUM TanacuMa. ToxoM

Nord—Koordinate (km)

Hydrodynamic measurements

Until recently, it was unclear how winds, waves
and currents affect the archaeological layers - some
of which are superficially exposed - at the site. In
order to investigate this, the Limnological Insti-
tute of the University of Konstanz, Germany, was
commissioned to continuously measure the wave
and current field, current velocity, water turbidity
and particle concentration as well as the change in
the sediment layer in the period from mid-2014 to
spring 2015; several sensitive measuring devices
could be placed at the lake bottom adjacent to the
reed belt in the east of the site. The resulting currents
basically arise from the interaction of surface waves
(ship waves and wind waves), the background cur-
rents, and the local topography of the lake bottom
and the shore area. The analysis of the collected data
set allowed the identification of erosion and deposi-
tion zones within the site, i.e. where sediments are
carried away and where material is accumulated (de-
posited). Both, wind and ship waves, could be dis-
tinguished by their properties and are able to trigger
the mobilization and in combination with occurring

Cn. 6, Xopuzonmanro peuteno cmpyjHo nome Ha nokayuju Ppajendax-Xypoen « Cugpenoy.: A eenuxa opsuna cmpyje u
eposuja, b Hucka 6psuna cmpyje u akymynayuja ceOumenma, L ounamuuxo cmpyjHo nosve u 6enuKu NoOmeHyujal eposuje.
Hnycmpayuja: Oodemerve [loosoorne apxeonoeuje L{upuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanuszam

Fig. 6. Horizontally resolved current field at the Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeldy site: A high current velocity and erosion,
B low current velocity and sediment accumulation, C dynamic current field and high erosion potential.
Hllustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.
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0oITyja, CeIMMEHTH C€ MOTY TPAHCIIOPTOBATH Ha BEJIHKE
ynasseHoctH, nonpuHocehn moBehamy eposuje Ha
W3JIOKEHUM JIeJIoBUMa Jiokanurera. Jlokanurer Frei-
enbach-Hurden ,,Seefeld je yriiaBHOM W3JI0KEH Be-
TpPOBHMa ca UCTOKA. AKTYeNHO ToJbe je Hajehum
JIeJIOM YCMEpPEeHO IyK o0aie Of CEeBEpOHCTOKa Ka
jyroszamany, ca Hajsehum Op3WHama y CEBEpHUM H
jyxHuM zenosuma jokanurera (Ci. 6), rie u3asusajy
3HaTHO Bely epo3ujy Hero y HEeHTpaHOM JAeNy, TAe
j€ T03aJIMHCKa CTpYyja 3HaTHO Hika. TOKOM 3uMe Mo-
ke JIohM 70 TpHOOATHUX CTpyjara, Koja MOJACTHIY
eKCIOpT CeJMMEHaTa U3 IUTNTKE 30He y ayOoke Boje
Y Ha Taj HAYWH MOTY 3HA4YajHO JIOTIPHHETH €PO3UjH
npuobanHux cenumeHara. [lopen Tora, cHabaeBame
CEIMMEHTOM Ca KOIHA je Y BEJIMKO] MEPH CMameHO
WM TIOTITYHO OHEeMOryheHo Ipernpekama Ha 0o0a,
HIIP. 3UJIOBH, TIPUCTAHMIIITA U JTyKE.

H3pana OymoruHa ca jesrpom

VY hebpyapy 2016. roune, apXeOIONIKH POHHOLH
rpana [ {upuxa HanpaBUiIM Cy BUIIIEC OYIIIOTHHA y 00J1a-
CTH OUYyBaHHMX KylITypHuX ciojeBa (Cm. 7). Takma
Oyniema MOXKE J@a HW3BElC ApXCONOMIKH POHMIIAI]
pyuHo o BojioM. Kopuctu ce Tako3Bana ,,ipodojHa
Oypruja“ (piercing drill), kojom ce MoXe IPOOYIIUTH
Majo je3rpo CeIMMEHTa MaKCHMAllHE JyKHHE O]

reed

background currents the relocation of the sediments.
In particular, the regularly occurring ship waves
prevent the consolidation of the surface sediments
by constant remobilization of particles. As a result,
surface sediments are more prone to get remobilized
and eroded by wind waves. During storm events
sediments can be transported over long distances
contributing to increased erosion in the exposed sec-
tions of the site. The site Freienbach-Hurden Seefeld
is mainly exposed to winds from the east. The cur-
rent field is mostly directed along the shore from
northeast to southwest, with the highest velocities
in the northern and southern areas of the site (Fig.
6), where they cause much more erosion than in the
central area, where the background current is much
lower. During winter, offshore currents can occur,
which can promote the export of sediments from the
shallow zone to the deep water and thus can con-
tribute significantly to the erosion of nearshore sed-
iments. In addition, sediment supply from the land
is greatly reduced or completely prevented by shore
obstructions, e.g. walls, piers and harbors.

Core drillings

In February 2016, the archaeological divers of
the City of Zurich carried out several core drillings

!

b 20

m

Cn. 7, Jesepa bywomuna 0yorc npemxooHo usmepeHux padapckux oca (eeo-padap) y @pajendax-Xypoeny « Cugenoy.
IInase mauxe.: 0oxaz KymmypHux ciojesa, oene mauke: Hema KYImMypHUX ciojeea, cmeha obnacm: ooum o4y8anux
Kyimyprux ciojeea. Mnyecmpayuja: Odemerve [loosoone apxeonoeuje Lupuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanusam

Fig. 7. Core drillings along previously measured radar axes (ground penetrating radar) in Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeldy.
Blue dots: Evidence of cultural layers, white dots: no cultural layers present, brown area: extent of preserved cultural
layers. Illustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha
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1,5M u mpeyHuKa 0J1 0KO 3 1iM. 300T MaJIoT MPEYHUKA,
CJI0jeBHM IpakTHUHO Hucy nopemehenu. CTpykTypa
cll0ja je BUAJbHBA y je3rpy OyIIOTHHE, IITO Ce MOXKE
npenusHo onucatd. CBU NPUCYTHH CJI0jEBU MOTY ce
MPEeLM3HO JOKYMEHTOBATH Ha 0Baj HAYMH U — aKo ce
yrpajze OpraHcKd MaTepHjaiyl MOIMyT APBEHOT yIiba
WM OOTAaHMYKUX OCTaTaka — MOTY C€ Y3€TH Y30pIHu
3a jajba UcTpakuBama. O moceOHOT MHTEpeca cy
BUCHHCKE BPEIHOCTH U JeOJbHMHE apXEOJOIIKHX
cinojeBa. Kopenauumja undopmanmja n1o0MjeHHX U3
OymoTrHa ca pagapckumM npodummma (Méder, A., et
al. 2017, 85) mokasyje penaTUBHO KOH3UCTCHTHY CJIH-
Ky ca TOPEHUM H3JI0)KEHHM CIIOjEM U JIOEUM JPYTHM
ciojem. Oba cy o/1BojeHa CIIojeM je3epCKOr Jaropa.
JlyOspu opraHckd ocTaiy ykasyjy Ha joIl HajMame
nBa 1o Tpu cioja (Co. 8).

in the area of the preserved cultural layers (Fig. 7).
Such drillings can be carried out by an archaeolog-
ical diver by hand under water. A so-called «pierc-
ing drill» is used, with which a small sediment core
of a maximum length of 1.5 m and a diameter of
about 3 cm can be taken. Due to the small diame-
ter, the strata are practically not disturbed. The layer
structure is visible in the drill core, which can be de-
scribed precisely. All layers present can be precisely
documented in this way and - if organic materials
such as charcoal or botanical remains are embedded
- samples can be taken for further investigations. Of
particular interest are the elevation grades and thick-
nesses of the archaeological layers. Correlation of
the information obtained from the boreholes with ra-
dar profiles (Méader, A., et al. 2017, 85) shows a rela-

KB 111
Ord HK3
12 L5 14 | 15 ;/[_SEJ 18 " *'.l 21 2 3 4
| | O3 (Holz) 1 | i
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-

Cn. 8. Ipumep kopenayuje padapckoe npoguna (I'TIP meperve) ca jesepuma (KB 110-114). Apxeonowixu crnojesu: 1.
Kynmypa nuneapne kepamuxe (6e3 oamyma), 2. Kynmypa auneapne kepamuxe (oxo 2800. npe noge epe), 3. [lpunep/
Xopeen kynmypa (oxo 3400. npe noge epe), 4. [lpunep xynmypa (oxo 3600 nue). Hnycmpayuja: A. Maoep, Odewerve

Tloosoone apxeonoeuje Lupuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanuzam

Fig. 8. Example of correlation of a radar profile (GPR measurement) with cores (KB 110-114). Archaeological layers. 1
Corded Ware (undated), 2 Corded Ware (c. 2800 BC), 3 Pfyner/Horgen Culture (c. 3400 BC), 4 Pfyner Culture (c. 3600
BC). llustration A. Mdder, Unterwasserarchdiologie Ziirich, Amt fiir Stidtebau

3D moaen

Ha ocHoBy OymioTuHa, anu U €XOCOHAUpama U
pagapcKuxXMepea,cacTaBIbeH])e TPOANMEH3NOHATTHI
MOJIeT MOJ3EMHOT cJI0ja: of] clojeBa | U 2 — o1 yKy-
[THO YE€TUPH HJICHTU(HUKOBaHA KYJITypHA CJI0ja — MO-
e OMTH TPUOIMKHO ofipel)eH n TpeIcTaBbeH 00NM
u aebsbrHa poctopHor nonosxkaja (Ci. 9). OBu Taxo-
3BaHM CTPATyMH IIOKa3y]jy T Ce Hajla3e ParbUBE 30HE

tively consistent picture with an upper exposed layer
and an underlying second layer. Both are separated
by a layer of lake marl. Deeper organic remains in-
dicate at least two to three more layers (Fig. 8).

3D model

On the basis of the boreholes, but also of echo
soundings and radar measurements, a three-dimen-

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Cn. 9, 3/] moden apxeonowkux ciojesa ucnod nosputune. A. Obracmu ca cnojesuma 1 u 2 mpeHymuo uznox’cenum Ha OHy
Jesepa; b. I[loened na crojese ucnoo jezepckoe Oua.
HUnyempayuja: Odesmerve [loosoone apxeonoeuje L{upuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanuzam

Fig. 9. 3D model of the archaeological layers in the subsurface. A Areas with strata 1 and 2 currently exposed at the lake
bottom; B View of the strata from below the lake bottom.
Hllustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.

Koje HUCy (WJIM Cy jellBa) MOKPHBEHE IMPUPOIHUM
cenumentuma. [loapydje y3 jesepo ca M3IOKEHUM
KyJITYpHHM CJI0jeM — cJIojeM | — MoXe ce jacHO OIl-
pratu. CeBepo3anaHO MPOIIUPEHE MpeMa KOIHY,
MeljyTum, He MOXKE C€ jacHO OJIPEIIMTH, jep Tojac O

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonrouikoe nacieha

sional model of the subsurface was compiled: Of
layers 1 and 2 — out of four identified cultural layers
- the spatial position extent and thickness could be
approximately determined and represented (Fig. 9).
These so-called strata show where vulnerable zones
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Tpcke oHeMoryhaBa Omke ucnuTHBame. Takohe je
HEJaCHO KOJIMKO KYJITYPHHX CJIOjeBa jOII IOCTOjH
ncnox xorHa. 3D Mozen jacHo uaeHTHHKY]je yTpo-
JKEHE 30He cJioja 2, Koje ce Hajla3e Ha BOJICHO] HBUII
JICTIOHH]E Ha UCTOKY H JyTOUCTOKY, TJIe CY H3JI0KEeHE
epO3UjH.

PamuBoct

Komb6unanuja 3D Monena ca XUIpoIMHAMUIKUM
MO/IAlMa J1aje KOXEPEHTHY CIIMKY: BEJIUKE Op3uHE
CTpyje OKO Tojaca TpCKe, yKazyjyhu Ha BEJTUKHU TpaH-
CIIOPT CEJMMEHTA M TIOTCHIIH]aJl epO3Hje, IpeKanajy
ce ca u3nokeHnuM ciojeM 1. Kao pesyunrar, oBo 1mo-
JIpydje KapaKTepHuIle epo3rja Koja KOHCTAHTHO Ha-
npesyje, ¥ CaMUM TUM — TyOHTaK OBOT KyJTYpHOT
clioja, Koju uMma mpeoctainy aeospuny ox 20-50 mm.
[MaxxJbUBHjH TTOTJIE]] OTKPHBA JIBE 30HE Y KOjHMa TIpe-
ornaljyjy Hajsehe Op3uHe cTpyje. YIpaBO y OBHM
3oHaMa Beh Hactaje momu cioj 2 (Cm. 10). [ame

are located that are not or hardly covered by natural
sediments. The lakeside area with an exposed cul-
tural layer - layer 1 - can be clearly delineated. The
northwestern landward extension, however, cannot
be clearly determined, since a reed belt prevents a
closer examination. It is also unclear how far cultur-
al layers still exist under the mainland. The 3D mod-
el clearly identifies the endangered zones of layer 2,
which are located at the seaward edge of the dump
in the east and southeast, where they are exposed to
erosion.

Vulnerability

The combination of the 3D model with the hy-
drodynamic data gives a coherent picture: High
current velocities around the reed belt indicating a
high sediment transport and erosion potential over-
lap with the exposed layer 1. As a result, this area
is characterized by constantly progressing erosion

Cn. 10, Obnacmu cnojesa 1 u 2 na jesepckom oxy. Cmpenuye unycmpyjy mpeHymHo no.ve.
Hcnpexuoane nunuje: paruse obracmu ca jakum cmpyjama (penamuHa ckaia).
Hnycmpayuja: Oodemerve [loosoorne apxeonoeuje L{upuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanuszam

Fig. 10. Areas of strata 1 and 2 exposed at the lake bottom.
The arrows illustrate the current field. Dashed lines: vulnerable areas with high current velocities (relative scale).
Hllustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.
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YIPOKEHE 30HE MOCTOje Ha HeoOe30eh)eHoj CeBEepHO]
WBUIIM UCKOIIMHE U Y Hajjyro3arajHujeM JIely 1oJba
ca ApBEHUM CTyOoBHMMa. 3amTuTHe Mepe he, crora,
MOpATH J]a C€ KOHIICHTPHIIY HA HajyrpOXKeHHje 30-
He ['® 1- '® 3 (1: akyTHO yrpoxkeHe, 2: BUCOKO
yrpoxene, 3: yrpoxene). Y I'® 4 (Mano yrpoxeHa)
cUTYyallMja je u3rjesa pejiaTuBHO 100pa; OBJIE Ce aKy-
MmyJupajy ceauments (Cor. 11).

/A(Qﬁ\ﬁr

egend
# measuring 2004

#  measuring 2011
pile bounds
dredge interference
reed
extent cultural layers 2002

extent cultural layers 2011

and thus the loss of this cultural layer, which has a
remaining thickness of 20-50 cm. A closer look re-
veals two zones where the highest current velocities
prevail. Exactly at these zones the underlying layer
2 is already emerging (Fig. 10). Further endangered
zones exist at the unsecured northern dredge edge
and in the southwesternmost area of the pile field.
Protective measures will therefore have to concent-

A
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m

Cn. 11, Vepootcene 3one y @pajenoax-Xypoer « Cugpenoy. I'® 1: akymno yepoorceno, I'D 2: eeoma yepooicero, I D 3:
vepooicero, I'® 4: cnabo yepoorceno. Hnycmpayuja: Odemerve [1odeoone apxeonocuje Llupuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypbanusam

Fig. 11. Endangered zones in Freienbach-Hurden «Seefeldy. GF 1: acutely endangered, GF 2: highly endangered, GF 3:
endangered, GF 4: hardly endangered. Illustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.

Crtpareruja BaH JIOKAJIUTETa

[Ipaucropujcka Hamazumra Ha obamama [lupu-
IIKOT je3epa UMajy pa3nuKTy U3JI0KEHOCT U Y PU3HUKY
cy oxn npupoaHe eposuje. OBa OMAaCHOCT YIJaBHOM
o0yxBaTa XUAPOJANHAMHUYKY HM3JI0KEHOCT TanachMa
W3a3BaHUM BETPOM (a JCIMMHYHO M Tajacuma Koje
M3a3MBajy OpOMIOBH) W FHHXOB ITOTEHITHjaJI Ja €po-
Upajy CeMMEHTE y 30HM IDIMTKOT mprobdaska. He-
JIABHO je ypal)eHO AMHAMHUYKO, IPOCTOPHO PELICHO

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

trate on the most endangered zones GF 1-GF 3 (1:
acutely endangered, 2: highly endangered, 3: endan-
gered). In GF 4 (hardly endangered) the situation
seems to be relatively unproblematic; here sedi-
ments are accumulated (Fig. 11).

Off site strategy

The prehistoric sites on the shores of Lake Zurich
have different exposures and are at risk from natural
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MOJICIIOBakbE TI0JbA Tajlaca HM3a3BaHUX BETPOM 3a
Hupumko jesepo, xopumhememM SWAN (Simulat-
ing WAves Nearshore, Deltares) mozenma (Seibt et
al. 2013). Pesynrarn omoryhaBajy KBaJIMTaTUBHO U
KBaHTHTATHBHO oJipehiBame TalaCHOT 1I0Jba U Hero-
BUX OCOOMHA, M3JIOKEHOCTH Taynacy Ieie odaie u
MOTEHIIMjaJla 3a PeCyCleH3ujy (peMoOuIu3aIujy
gectura) cakor Jokamutera (Hofmann 2020).
Crora, moceOHO M3II0’KeHa MEcTa MOTy OWUTH HJICHTH-
(uKkoBaHa ¥ paHTHpaHa y omamajyhem pemocieny y
OJIHOCY Ha HbHXOBY HM3JIOKEHOCT Tanacuma. llopen
Tora, pesyyiraru omoryhapajy nudepeHiupany aHa-
JM3y OMACHOCTH YHYTap TMOjelMHAYHHUX JIOKalluja
ynopehuBamem ocHoBHOr 3D Mojenma IMOI3eMHUX
clojeBa ca TPOCTOPHOM JTUCTPUOYIMjOM Op3vHa
CTpyje u3a3BaHuX Tanacuma. OBa nporena omoryhasa

———
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erosion. This hazard mainly comprises the hydrody-
namic exposure to wind-induced waves (and partly
also to ship-induced waves) and their potential to
erode the sediments in the shallow nearshore zone.
Recently, dynamic, spatially resolved modeling of
the wind wave field was performed for Lake Zurich
using the SWAN (Simulating WAves Nearshore,
Deltares) model (Seibt et al. 2013). The results al-
low qualitative and quantitative determination of
the wave field and it’s properties, the wave expo-
sure of the entire shore line, and the resuspension
potential (remobilization of particles) of each site
(Hofmann 2020). Thus, particularly exposed sites
could be identified and ranked in descending order
to their wave exposure. In addition, the results allow
a differentiated hazard analysis within the individual

Cn. 12. Meunen «Bopoepgheno». Ilpumep ougeperyujayuje u kamezopuzayuje Y2poxceHux noopyuja yHymap iokayuje.
Inase mauxe: Jesepa Oyuierba 0o 1,5 m 0youre, y Kojuma je 0oxkazaw cioj Kyimype. bpojesu o3nauasajy nokpusay (0ebmumy
ceoumenma) KyimypHoe cioja y ym. Ceemuosenene nogpuiune: nosehana opsuna cmpyje onusy oua. Ilpae 3a pemoounusayujy
ceoumenma je 0,07 m c-1. Unycmpayuja: Ooemerve Iloosoone apxeonoeuje Lupuxa, Kanyenapuja 3a Ypoanusam

Fig. 12. Meilen «Vorderfeldy. Example of differentiation and categorization endangered areas within a site. Blue dots:
Core drillings up to 1.5 m depth, in which culture layer is proven. The numbers indicate the cover (sediment thickness) of
the cultural layer in cm. Light green areas: increased near-bottom current velocity. Threshold for sediment remobilization

is 0.07 m s-1. Illustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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pasnuKoBame u3Mel)y akyTHO M OJaro yrposkeHux
WM HEYTPOKEHUX 30HA yHyTap Jiokanuje. Hakon
TOra, 3a WJICHTH(HUKOBAHE YTPOXKCHE 30HE MOXKE
Ce YCIOCTaBUTH CHUCTEMATCKU IUIAH aKTUBHOCTH H
Mepa. OBakBO MOIENHpAmE je, CTora, oJf BEJIMKOT
3Ha4aja 3a MpOLEHy, MPOTHO3Y, U Ha Kpajy, ymnpa-
BJbAHE MOJIBOAHNUM JIOKAJIUTETHMA y Be3H ca Oymy-
hum mepama koje he ce cripoBoauTH y 06IacTH JI0-
KaJHUTeTa COjeHWIla Ha 00alH je3epa, Kao IITO Cy
JOKYMEHTOBAme, WCKONaBama, OTKpuhe Hamasza u
3aIlITHTHE MEpe.

MonesioBame Tajaca BE€Tpa

Tamacu BeTpa MpeACTaBIbAjy XUAPOANHAMHIKA
HajBaKHUJHU TPOIIEC y 30HHU IUIMTKUX Boja Llupwmi-
KOT je3epa M KapaKTepHIle UX BeoMa BeJIWKa Mpoc-
TOpPHA M BPEMEHCKa BapHjaOMIIHOCT, KOja ce MOXKeE
cBeOOYXBATHO IMPUKA3aTH CaMO HyMEPUYKUM MOjIe-
mupameM. [lopex crarmmoHapHHMX CcHMynanpja ca
XOMOT€HHUM I0JbeM BeTpa (CIIM4HO TiocTojehem aTra-
Cy Tajaca), IpoCTOpHO (25 x 25 m), Kao U BPEMEHCKHU
(1 car) BUCOKO pa3pelieHnM, IMHaAMUYaH JTyTOPOYHU
MPUCTYIT MOJENIUpamy (IIPEKO jeJHEe TOIMHE) M0Jba
BETpO-Tajaca CIpoBeJieH je MpBH MmyT 3a Lupuiko
jesepo. OBaj TPHUCTYN KOPUCTHO j& TIPOCTOPHO
pemeno mosbe Betpa (COSMOI, MeteoSwiss) n
y3€0 y 0031p JMHAMUKY BOAOCTaja Ha JTHEBHO) Oa3u.
Pesynratu Mozmena cy moTBpheHH TEpEeHCKUM Moja-
[IMMa Kako OM ce Jajia peajHa CJIMKa TaJacHOT MoJka U
meroBux kapakrepuctuka (Ci. 13), kao m omoryhma
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sites by comparing the underlaying 3D-model of the
subsurface strata with the spatial distribution of the
wave-induced current velocities and. This assess-
ment allows the differentiation between profoundly
and slightly or not endangered zones within the site.
Subsequently, for the identified endangered zones
a systematic action and measure plan can be estab-
lished. Such modeling is therefore of great impor-
tance for the assessment, forecasts and ultimately
the management of underwater sites in connection
with future measures that will take place in the area
of pile-dwelling sites on the lakeshores, such as doc-
umentations, excavations, find recovery and protec-
tion measures.

Wind wave modeling

Wind waves represent the hydrodynamically
most important process in the shallow water zone
of Lake Zurich and are characterized by a very high
spatial and temporal variability, which can only be
comprehensively represented by numerical model-
ing. In addition to stationary simulations with a ho-
mogeneous wind field (similar to the existing wave
atlas), a spatially (25 x 25 m) as well as temporally
(1 hour) highly resolved, dynamic long-term mod-
eling approach (over more than one year) of the
wind-wave field was conducted for the first time
for Lake Zurich. This approach used a spatially
resolved wind field (COSMOI1, MeteoSwiss) and
took into account the water level dynamics on daily
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Cn. 13, Ilpocmopra oucmpubyyuja manactoe nosma (Xcue) 3a onyjuu doeahaj ca 3anaoum (1€60) u ceepouUCmouHUM
(0ecno) npasyuma. Ilome sempa je npukazaHo Kao 8eKmMopcko nosmwe (ypue cmpenuye). Mnyempayuja X. Xogpmanm.

Fig. 13. Spatial distribution of the wave field (Hsig) for a storm event from westerly (left) and northeasterly (right)
directions. The wind field is shown as a vector field (black arrows). Illustration H. Hofimann.

mudepeHIupana MpoIeHa W3JIMKEHOCTH TajlacuMma
o0aJia Ha pa3IMIuTUM BpeMeHckuM ckainama (Cit. 14-

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

bases. The model results were validated with field
data to give a realistic picture of the wave field and
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16), u cBux nokanmtera oko [{upuiikor jezepa. OBo
YMHU OCHOBY 32 JICTAJbHY M CBEOOYXBaTHY MPOIICHY
pH3HKa JIOKAJWTETa M MPEACTaBJba MPEIYCIIOB 32
onpehuBame NpuopUTETa MEpa 3a BUXOBY 3allITHTY.

Tanacno nosbe L{upuiikor jezepa kapakTepuiie
BEOMa BEJIMKAa BPEMEHCKA W TPOCTOPHA BapHjaOHJI-
HocT (Buam cil. 13), koja je moceOHO u3paxkeHa 3a
WCTOYHE TIpaBIle BETpa U TI0jadaHa je JIOKAJTHUM Be-
TpoBuMa. [lucTpuOynmja KapaKTEpUCTHKA CPEIbEr
(romuiImer MpoceKka) TaJaCHOT TMOoJba OfIpaXkaBa
JOMHUHAIIM]y 3alaHUX BETPOBA M jaKHX BETPOBA.
Hakye, Hajpehe BeM4YMHE KapaKTEPUCTUUHHX Mapa-
MeTapa Tamaca (HIp. 3HayajHa BHCHHA Tayaca,
Hsig, n TamacoM WHAyKOBaHA Op3WHA CTpyje OMu3y
nHa, Ubot) jaBipajy ce y ucrouHoMm llupumrkom
jesepy u jesepy OOepce (Obersee). Mehytum, Be-
TPOBU CEBEPOMCTOYHHUX IpaBala Takohe Mory naa
JIOMHHHUPA]y TaJIACHUM TI0JhEM Y TIOjEIMHUM MECeIH-
Ma. 3atum, HajBehe MarauTye ce jaBibajy y 3anajHoM
u jyroszanagaom L{upumkom jesepy u jesepy Odepce.

JIMHAMUYKO MOJICNIOBAbEe TATACHOT TOJha H
HETOBHX KapaKTEPUCTHKA J1aje BeoMa TudepeHImpa-
HY W JCTaJbHYy CIIMKY HM3JI0KEHOCTH obana Llupui-
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its characteristics (Fig. 13) as well as allow a dif-
ferentiated assessment of the wave exposure of the
shores on different time scales (Fig. 14-16) and of
all sites around Lake Zurich. This forms the basis
for a detailed and comprehensive risk assessment of
the sites and is a prerequisite for the prioritization of
measures to protect them.

The wave field of Lake Zurich is character-
ized by a very high temporal and spatial variability
(see Fig. 13), which is particularly pronounced for
easterly wind directions and are amplified by local
winds. The distribution of the characteristics of the
mean (annual average) wave field reflects the dom-
inance of westerly winds and strong wind events.
Thus, the largest magnitudes of characteristic wave
parameters (e.g., significant wave height, Hsig, and
wave-induced near-bottom current velocity, Ubot)
occur in eastern Lake Zurich and Obersee. However,
winds from northeasterly directions can also domi-
nate the wave field in individual months. Then, the
largest magnitudes occur in western and southwest-
ern Lake Zurich and Lake Obersee.

C) Nordost - 22 -28.02.2018

Cn. 14, Cpeora manacna uznosicenocm obana Ljupuwikoe jesepa 3a kapaxmepucmuune onyjue doealhaje ca
OOMUHaAHmMHUM eempom npasyuma 3anao (4, b), ceeepoucmorx (L) u 3anad/cesep/jye (). Excnosuyuja je npuxazana kao
penamusna gpexsenyuja snauajra eucuna manaca Xcue >0,15 m. Unyempayuja X. Xogpmann.

Fig. 14. Mean wave exposure of the shores of Lake Zurich for characteristic storm events with the dominant wind
directions west (A, B), northeast (C), and west/north/south (D). The exposure is shown as the relative frequency of the
significant wave height Hsig >0.15 m. Illustration H. Hofmann.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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KOI' je3epa TajacuMa. 300T BEJIHMKE JTUHAMHUKE Ta-
JIACHOT TI0Jba, IMPOCTOPHA JUCTPUOYIMja TanacHe
EKCTIO3HIIHje 00ajla MOXKE CEe 3HAUajHO MPOMEHUTH U
IpeMa TpaBIly BETpa y POKY OJf HEKOIIMKO CaTH 1 1aHa
(Cn. 14). Ilojenunaunu norahaju ca BETPOM KOjH Tpa-
Jy HEKOJIWKO JaHa MOTY OJAPEIUTH AUCTPUOYLHjy U
WHTEH3HUTET M3JI0)KEHOCTH 00aJie TOKOM JIy>KeT MepH-
ona, HIp. mecell JaHa. CXOJHO TOME, HU3JI0KEHOCT
Tajacuma obarna oko l{upuimxkor jesepa Moxke Beoma
nia Bapupa o Meceria 1o mecena (Ci. 15) u na omcryna

. Dez 2017

b=
Jan 2018
o

Feb 2018

Mai 2018

Jun 2018

The dynamic modeling of the wave field and its
characteristics gives a very differentiated and de-
tailed picture of the wave exposure of the shores of
Lake Zurich. Due to the large dynamics of the wave
field, the spatial distribution of the wave exposure
of the shores can change significantly and according
to the wind direction within a few hours and days
(Fig. 14). Single wind events lasting for a few days
can determine the distribution and intensity of shore
exposure over a longer period, e.g. a month. Ac-

0 4 (5] 19

% Hsig >0 15 m

Jul 2018

Okt 2018

Cn. 15, Ilpoceuna meceuna (00 oeyemobpa 2017. 0o deyembpa 2018.) uznosxcenocm manacuma odana oxo Lupuwiroe
Jesepa. Hznooicenocm je npukasano kao peramusna (hpexkeenyuja snavajne sucune manaca Xcue >0,15 m.
Unycmpayuja X. Xogpman.

Fig. 15. Monthly mean (Dec. 2017 to Dec. 2018) wave exposure of the shores around Lake Zurich. The exposure is shown
as the relative frequency of the significant wave height Hsig >0.15 m. Illlustration H. Hofmann.

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha
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O/ IPOCEYHE TOKOM ILIeJie TOJIMHE — CE30HCKa BapH-
jadowiaocT (Ci. 16). Y JieTbUM MecelMa, OCHM
0JTyja KOj€ ce jaBJbajy JOKATHO, CPEIba U3TI0KEHOCT
obane je mmucka. Hacympor Tome, HajBeha cpenma
W3JI0’KEHOCT O0AJTHUM TaJacHMa jaBJba Ce Y 3UMCKUM
MecermMa. [IpoctopHa nuctpulynuja H3M0KEeHOCTH
obarna TajacuMma JICJIMMUYHO BapHpa Ha BeoMa Ma-
M ckanama (cimka 16). Prosu cy ,.Bpyhe Tauke*
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cordingly, the wave exposure of the shores around
Lake Zurich can vary greatly from one month to the
next (Fig. 15) and deviate from that averaged over
a whole year - seasonal variability (Fig. 16). In the
summer months, apart from locally occurring storm
events, the mean shore exposure is low. In contrast,
the highest mean shore wave exposures occur in
the winter months. The spatial distribution of shore
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Cn. 16, I'oouwrsa cpeora (2018) uznoocenocm manacuma obana oxko L{upuwxoe jezepa. Excnosuyuja je npukasana kao
peramusna (hpexeenyuja snauajne sucure manaca Xcue >0,15 m (ne6o) u manracom undyxosamne bpsumne cmpyje npu Oy
Yoom >0,1 m c-1 (0ecno). Unycmpayuja X. Xogpmann.

Fig. 16. Annual mean (2018) wave exposure of the shores around Lake Zurich. Exposure is shown as the relative
[frequency of significant wave height Hsig >0.15 m (left) and wave-induced near-bottom current velocity Ubot >0.1 m s-1
(right). lllustration H. Hofmann.

M3JI0KEHOCTH TanacuMma. Hacympor Tome, 3aimBu U
nprobaltHa rmoipy4ja 3amtiuheHa off riTaBHUX IpaBa-
1a BeTpa (3amagHu M CEBEPOUCTOYHH) MOKa3yjy HH-
CKy H3JIOKECHOCT TanacuMma. ['eHepajHo, ceBepHE
obasie n3mehy Majiena (Meilen) u PanepcBui-Jone
(Rapperswil-Jona), jyxae obane wusmely Bamen-
ceuna (Wiadenswil) u ®pajendaxa (Freienbach) n
ceBepo3amnaaHe obase aBa octpsa — ¥Ydenay (Ufen-
au) u Jlunenay (Liitzelau), kao u ceBepHe oOaine
nzmely Bomunrena (Bollingen) u Llmepukona (Sch-
merikon) u jyxxHe o0ane usmely AaxopHa (Aahorn)
n JIuar-Jlente (Linth-Delta) [upumkor jesepa — ka-
pakrepuie Hajeeha M3I0KEHOCT Tamacuma.

HN3710:K€HO0CTH JIOKAJIUTETA

WznoxxeHOCT TaymacuMa TIOjeAMHAYHUX —JIOKa-
muteTa oko Llupuikor jesepa W3BezieHa je M3 H3JI0-
JKEHOCTH obara Tajmacuma (cimka 17). Tako ce mory
WICHTU(QUKOBATH TOCEOHO M3JI0KEHU JIOKATUTETH U
YTBPIMTH PAHT PEIaTUBHE YTPOKEHOCTH JIOKATUTETA.

wave exposure varies, in part, on very small scales
(Fig. 16). Headlands are «hot spots» of wave ex-
posure. In contrast, bays and shore areas sheltered
from the main wind directions (west and northeast)
show a low wave exposure. In general, the northern
shores between Meilen and Rapperswil-Jona, the
southern shores between Wadenswil and Freienbach
and the northwestern shore sections of the two is-
lands Ufenau and Liitzelau, as well as the northern
shores between Bollingen and Schmerikon and the
southern shores between Aahorn and Linth-Delta of
Lake Zurich are characterized by the highest wave
exposure.

Site expositions

The wave exposure of the individual sites around
Lake Zurich is derived from the wave exposure of
the shores (Fig. 17). Thus, particularly exposed sites
could be identified and a ranking of the relative en-
dangerment of the sites could be established.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Cn. 17, I'oouwrea cpeorsa (2018) uznoxcenocm manacuma noxayuja oxo Lfupuwkoe jesepa. Excnosuyuja je npukaszana
Kao penamusHa (pexkeenyuja sHauajue sucure manaca Xcue >0,15 m. Hnycempayuja X. Xogpmanm.

Fig. 17. Annual mean (2018) wave exposure of sites around Lake Zurich. The exposure is shown as the relative frequency
of the significant wave height Hsig >0.15 m. Illlustration H. Hofmann.

Hajrehy wuznoxkeHOCT NOKa3yjy JOKIMTETH Ha
ceBepHoj obamu [upumkor jesepa, msmelhy Yeru-
koHa (Uetikon) u Pamepcruin-Jone (Rapperswil-Jo-
na) u Ha jy)kHoj obamu [{upumxkor jesepa mzmehy
PuxrtepcBuna (Richterswil) u Pamepcrui-Jone.
U3noxxeHOCT cpelmuM  TalacuMma  JI0KUBIbABAjy
JIOKQJIMTETH Ha CEeBepHO] oOamu Ilupuiikor jesepa
m3melyy Epnentaxa (Erlenbach) m Majnena (Meilen),
U Ha jyxHo] obaim Impumxor jesepa, uszmehy
Ob6epunena (Oberrieden) n Xoprena (Horgen). Jloka-
nuTeTy Ha ceBepy (ceBepHo o Kycnaxra (Kiisnacht))
Lupumxor jesepa, 3aTHM CEBEPHO O] MOJIYOCTpBa
Ay (Au) ¥ TojeMHAYHK JIOKAUIUTETH Y 3TUBHMA
MMajy Maiy JI0 BeOMa HUCKY U3JIOKCHOCT TalackMa
W CTOTa HUCY yrpoxkeHu. JIOKAIUTETH Topmer jeepa
— Obepce, UMajy cpeirmbe 10 BUCOKE M3JIOKEHOCTH
Tayacuma.

[lpouena pusnka Ha JIOKamUTETHMa Tpeda aa
Ce 3aCHHUBA HA JIyrOTPajHO] WU3JI0KEHOCTH TaJlaCKMa
(cpenmma romuIEa BPETHOCT), amu Takohe Tpeba
Ja y3Me y 003up crenuduuHy H3I0KEHOCT peT-
KuM jorahajuma. YTIPKOC HHCKOj, MPOCEYHO] H3-

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

The sites on the northern shore of Lake Zurich
between Uetikon and Rapperswil-Jona and on the
southern shore of Lake Zurich between Richterswil
and Rapperswil-Jona show the highest exposure. A
medium wave exposure is experienced by the sites
on the northern shore of Lake Zurich between Erlen-
bach and Meilen and on the southern shore of Lake
Zurich between Oberrieden and Horgen. The sites
in the north (north of Kiisnacht) of Lake Zurich, the
sites north of the Au peninsula and individual sites
in bays have a low to very low wave exposure and
are therefore not at risk. The sites of the upper lake
(Obersee) have a medium to high wave exposure.

The risk assessment of the sites should be based
on the long-term wave exposure (annual mean), but
should also take into account the specific exposure
to infrequent events. Despite a low, average wave
exposure of a sites, individual storm events can lead
to high exposure over short time periods, which in
turn are associated with high sediment redistribution
and erosion risk.
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JIOKEHOCTU TajackMa Ha JIOKaJMTeTUMa, TI0jeIHA-
YHU ONyjHU Jorahaju MOTry JIOBECTH JO BHCOKE
M3JI0’KEHOCTH TOKOM KPAaTKUX BPEMEHCKHX MEepHoJa,
IITO je 3ay3BpaT MOBE3aHO Ca BEIMKOM IIPepactio-
JIeTIOM CeIMMEHTA U PU3UKOM O] €po3Hje.

300r BHUCOKE TPOCTOPHE PE30iyLHje, pe3yiaTaTu
HYMEpHUKOT MOjieupama oMmoryhasajy andepenim-
paHy aHAJIM3y | TPOICHY M3JI0KEHOCTH TaJlacuMma He
camo m3mel)y nokanutera, Beh u yHyTap WHX, IITO
HO/IpKaBa U3Bol)ee 30Ha OITACHOCTH cariielaBambeM
CBHX MO3HATUX MHBEHTApa.

IIpocTopHa BapujaduaHoCT
YHYTAp JOKAJUTETA

Kao mpumep, moganu nodujenu y3 momoh Hyme-
PHUKOT TalacHOT MOZEIHpama KOMOWHYjy ce Y
HACTaBKy ca MO3HATHM WHBEHTapUMa JIBE CTY[Hje
cllydaja v Ha OCHOBY Tora cy (hopMyJIrcaHe OIiuje 3a
TIeNIOBarbe. YTpaBJbamke JOKATUTETOM O, MehyTnMm,
Tpebasto Ha Kpajy a oMoryhu iporieHy 1 osipelhuBame
MPUOpUTETa 30HE ONACHOCTH YHYTap JOKauuje 3a
CBaKy IojeAMHaYHy JoKauujy Ha Llupumkom jesepy.
Kibyuynu mapamerap je TamacoM HHAyKOBaHa Op3vHA
cTpyje 6mu3y mHa (Y060Tt). bp3une — 03HaueHE CKAIOM
00ja — Behe o1 7 M y CEKyHIW MIMajy TIOTCHITHja a
PEMOOMITHIITY TTOBPIIMHCKE CEIMMEHTE U, Y KOMOH-
HalWju ca TMO33aJUHCKOM CTPYjOM, TPAaHCIOPTY]y
CeMMEHTe, IUTO Ha Kpajy MOKe JIOBECTH 10 JIO-
KanHe eposuje. Tpeba MMarh Ha ymMy Ja CBOjCTBA
TOpET ClI0ja CEMMEHTa MOTY BapHpaTH JIOKAIHO,
IITO MOJKE 3aXTEeBATH Op3WHE CTpyje Onu3y JHa Be-
he om 7 M y cekyHIM — 3a peMOOWIU3AINjy H, Ha
Kpajy, TPaHCIOPT ceanMeHara. MHBeHTap oOyxBara
XOPU30HTAIIHA OOMM U JIcOJbUHY JlaHAC TMO3HATHX
KYJITYPHHX CJI0j€Ba, 30HE Ca U3JIOKEHUM KyITYpHUM
CJI0jeBMMa Ha JHY je3epa M IMO3HATH OOWM I10Jha ca
JPBEHUM CTyOOBHMA.

Cryauja cayuaja 1: Majoen ,,lllenen”
(Meilen «Schellen»), Kanton Llupux

Jlokanurer ce cacToju On MoJjba ca APBEHUM
cTyboBuMa Ha moBprmmHU o 34.000 BagpaTHHX
MeTapa; KyJATYpHH CJOjeBH Cy IIOCBEIOYCHHM Ha
22.000 kBasipaTHHX MeTapa u natupajy y Kopranmon
kyntypy (Cortaillod Culture), ®un kyntypy (Pfyn
Culture), kynTypy NHWHEapHE KEpaMHUKE W PaHO H
KacHO OpomzaHo mob6a. Ha oxo 4.000 xBampaTHHX
MeTapa jesrpa OyIIOTHHA TIOKa3yjy jeJlaH WII BHIIE
KyJITYpHHUX ciojeBa neOspuHe Bume on 150 1.
HpBenu cty60Bu nenmuMudHO BUpe u A0 40 1M u3Ha

Due to the high spatial resolution, the results of
the numerical modeling allow a differentiated anal-
ysis and evaluation of the wave exposure not only
between the sites, but also within them, which sup-
ports the derivation of hazard zones by considering
all known inventories.

Spatial variability within the sites

As an example, the data obtained with the help
of numerical wave modeling are combined in the
following with known inventories of two case stud-
ies and options for action are formulated on this
basis: The site management should, however, ulti-
mately enable an assessment and prioritization of
the hazard zones within the site for each individ-
ual site at Lake Zurich. A crucial parameter is the
wave-induced near-bottom current velocity (Ubot).
Velocities - indicated by a color scale — higher than 7
cm per second have the potential to remobilize sur-
face sediments and, in combination with the back-
ground current, transport sediments, which can ulti-
mately lead to local erosion. Note that the properties
of the upper sediment layer can vary locally, which
may requires higher near-bottom current velocities
than 7 cm per second to remobilize and ultimately
transport sediments. The inventory includes the hor-
izontal extent and thickness of cultural strata known
today, zones with cultural strata exposed at the lake
bottom, and the known extent of pile fields.

Case study 1: Meilen «Schelleny,
Canton Zurich

The site comprises a pile field on an area of
34,000 square meters; cultural layers are attested
on 22,000 square meters and date to the Cortaillod
Culture, the Pfyn Culture, the Corded Ware Culture,
and the Early and Late Bronze Age. On about 4,000
square meters the core drillings show one or more
cultural layers of more than 150 cm thickness. Piles
partly protrude up to 40 cm from the lake bottom;
this shows that strong erosion is obviously acting at
this site, which washed the timbers free in a short
time.

The site Meilen «Schellen» is divided into a
western and an eastern half by the backfilled area
of the lido (Fig. 18). In the eastern half, Area A is
imminent endangered: this is shown on the one hand
by modelled mean near-bottom currents velocities
of 5-10 cm per second, and on the other hand, the
cultural layer lying exposed on the lake bottom is af-

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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JIHA je3epa; OBO MOKa3yje Jla Ha OBOM JIOKAJIUTETY
OUHIJICTHO JICNyje jaka epo3uja, Koja je 3a KpaTKo
BpeMe epoJirpaia ApBeHe CTPYKTYpe.

Jlokanurer Meilen ,,Schellen” mopemen je,
3aTpHaHuM noapyyjeM nuaa (yayOsbera HiH IIIaxe
3a Kylname — NpUM. IPEB.), HA 3aMafHy M HCTOYHY
nojioBuHy (Ci1. 18). Y UCTOYHO] TIOJIOBUHH, IOAPYY]je
A je HemoCpemHO YTPOXKCHO: TO je C jeHE CTpaHe
MPUKA3aHO MOJICIMPAHUM  CpPEelbUM  Op3uHaMa
MIPUIOHCKUX cTpyja ox 5-10 1M y cekyHmu, a ca
Jpyre cTpaHe, KyITYPHH CJI0j KOjH JISKH U3JI0XKEH Ha
JIHY je3epa je TpeHYTHO NoroljeH akTHBHOCTHMA Ky-
nama. Ctora, oBje TOCTOjH MPUOPUTETHA MOTpeda
3a aKkIujoM: ToJpydje A Mopa OWTH TOBPIIUHCKH
npeTpaxkeHo (ykipyudyjyhu ucTpakuBame mosba ca
JIPBEHUM CTYyOOBMMa), a 3aTHM 3alITHNEHO CliojeM
IIJbYHKA.

cultural layer in drilling
cultural layers negative
extent of cultural layers
endangered area
excavated areas

extent of pile field

sea buttom current m/sec.
="y no data
0-0.05
0.05-0.1
0.100000001 - 0.2
02-0.3
0.3-04

fected by bathing activities at this point. Therefore,
there is a prior need for action here: Area A must
therefore be documented superficially (incl. pile
field survey) and then protected with a gravel pack.
The same applies to Area B, where high near-bot-
tom current velocities correspond to an exposed cul-
tural layer on the lake bottom, which confirms the
match between the found state of site inventory and
hydrodynamic conditions. In Area C, boreholes are
missing, but it is unclear whether any culture layers
are present and still covered by sediment, although
the two adjacent culture layers suggest this. Since
wave-induced current velocities of up to 40 cm per
second can occur here, it should be a matter of time
before the protective cover sediments are removed
in this area and any underlying cultural layers are
revealed - unless massive amounts of material were

Cn. 18, Meunen «Cxeneny. Ilnase mauxe: Jesepa oywersa 0o 1,5 m oyoune, y kojuma je ookasan cioj kyimype. bpojesu
VKazyjy Ha nokpugarbe KyamypHoe cioja y ym. Mnycmpayuja: Iloosoona apxeonoeuja Liupux, Kanyenapuja 3a ypoanuszam.

Fig. 18. Meilen «Schelleny. Blue dots: Core drillings up to 1.5 m depth, in which culture layer is proven. The numbers
indicate the cover of the cultural layer in cm. Illustration Underwater archaeology Zurich, Office of Urbanism.

Hcto ce omHocu n Ha moxapydje B, rie Benmke
Op3uHE cTpyje IpH [HY OArOBapajy H3JI0KEHOM
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added in this area during the construction of the
open-air bath. The natural course of the bank should
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KYJITYpPHOM CJIOjy Ha JIHY je3epa, IITO MOTBphyje
nogyaapHocT uzmely nponaljeHor cramba HHBEHTapa
JIOKAIje ¥ XUIPOAMHAMUYIKUX YCiIoBa. Y 00jacTu
C HepocTaje UCTpaKMBamke OYIIOTHHAMA, A je He-
JacHO 11a U Cy NMPUCYTHU OWJIO KOjU CIIOjEBH KYJI-
Type W jOII yBEK MPEKPUBEHH CEAUMEHTOM, HAKO
JIBa CyceJiHa clioja KynType To cyrepuiry. [TomTo ce
OBJIC MOT'Y jaBUTH Op3WHE CTpPYje N3a3BaHE TaIaCUMa
10 40 M y cexyHam, Tpebano 6u na Oyne murTame
BpeMeHa Kaja he ce ceqMMeHTH 3alTHTHOT OMOTada
YKJIOHUTH Yy OBOj 00JacTH M OTKPUTH OMJIO KaKBU
KYJITYpHH CJIOj€BH HCIIOJ — OCHM aKO Cy OIPOMHE
KOJIMYMHE MaTepujaja JIOJaHe Yy OBaj MPOCTOp
NPWIMKOM M3TPaibe KyNalHIiTa Ha OTBOPEHOM.
[IpupomHu Tok obaire Tpebasto 61 1a ce MPOTexKe CKO-
PO 10 aHAIIkEr IyTa, U TaKo Ja CKIAJHO ITOBEXE
JIBE yBaJe.

MeljyTrm, y 3aBUCHOCTH OJl XOPU30OHTAIHE JNC-
TpuOyIIHje 1MoJba Op3rHE U HEroBOT BPEMEHCKOT TO-
Ka, TaKBH ,,BEIITAYKA PTOBH MOTY OWTH 00JacTH Y
KOjUMa Ce CeIMMEHTH 13 00a, HICTOYHOT U 3aIlaJHOT
3aJIMBa, MOTY IPEKJIANaTh ¥ akyMynupard. TadHa
JIOKalMja OBE aKyMyJallMOHE TadyKe Kopeiupa ca
nporopiyjamMa 3anajHe W HCTOYHE T03aJWHCKE
CTpyje, y KOMOMHAIIMjH ca o/iroBapajyhuM mpasiem
Tanaca v ’ibUXOBOM (hPEKBEHITH]OM.

VY 3amagHOM Jeny JOKaduTeTa, moapydja D u
E ca u3noxeHuM cjojeM KyJnType Cy MPBEHCTBEHO
yrpoKeHa U Tpeda MX MOBPIIUHCKH JOKYMEHTOBATH
u HakHaHO 3amtuTuTy. [loapydje F Takohe canpxn
M3JIO’KEHU CJI0j, alli OBJC j€ MOJCIIOBaHA Op3WHA
CTpyje Onu3y JHa HIDKA M Mepe 3aIlITUTE HUCY TaKaB
MPHOPHTET.

Crynmja ciy4yaja 2: Majiaen-Bopaepdeinn,
kaHTOH Hupux

Ha oBoM sokanureTy cy cauyBaHa TpH 3HauajHa
KyJITypHa CJI0ja, KOj! Ce MIPOCTHPY Ha HEKOIIMKO CTO-
THHa MeTapa Jyx obane. JlaTroBame qpBeTa U Hajlasa
MoKasyje Jia Cy oBJie mocrojayie cojenuiie u3 OuH u
XOpre’ KyiType, KyJIType JIMHEapHEe KepaMuKe M
paHoT, CPEIILET U TIO3HOT OpoH3aHor n06a. Ha memoj
JYTOMCTOYHO] TOJOBHHU JIOKATUTETA W3JIOKCHU CY
KyJITYpHH CJIOjeBH Ha JHY jesepa (moapydje A—C)
(yn. cii. 12).

OBa monpyyja takohe Kkapakrepuiny HajBehe
Op3uHe CTpyje OMm3y JHA JOKalfje M Ha Taj HAYUH
notBplhyjy Moh objanimema HyMEPHUIKOT TaIaCHOT
MoJierna. 3allTUTHE Mepe, HIIP. MOKPUBEHOCT MIJbYH-
KOM, cTora Tpeba ycMmeputy Ha nozapydja A, B u C.
Naxo cy ny oonacruma D u F tpenyTHe Op3une Takohe

extend almost to the present road and thus harmoni-
ously connect the two bay areas.

Depending on the horizontal distribution of the
velocity field and its temporal course, however, such
«artificial» headlands may be areas where sediments
from both, the eastern and western bay areas, can
overlap and accumulate there. The exact location of
this accumulation spot correlates with the propor-
tions of the western and eastern background currents
in combination with the respective wave direction
and its frequency.

In the western area of the site, Areas D and E
with an exposed culture layer are primarily at risk
and should be superficially documented and subse-
quently protected. Area F also contains an exposed
layer, but here the modeled near-bottom current ve-
locity is lower and protection measures are not such
a priority.

Case study 2: Meilen-Vorderfeld,
Canton Zurich

Three thick cultural layer packages are pre-
served at this site, which extend for several hundred
meters along the shore. The dating of timbers and
finds show that pile-dwelling settlements from the
Pfyn and Horgen cultures, the Corded Ware and the
Early, Middle and Late Bronze Age existed here.

In the entire southeastern half of the site, cul-
tural layers are exposed on the lake bottom (Areas
A-C) (cf. Fig. 12). These areas are also character-
ized by the highest near-bottom current velocities
of the site and thus confirm the explanatory power
of the numerical wave model. Protective measures,
e.g. gravel coverage, should therefore be focused on
areas A, B and C. Although in areas D and F, the
current velocities are also high, the cultural layers
are still more or less covered with natural sediments.
Accordingly, the recommended action is to docu-
ment the pile field and to install erosion controls to
ensure regular monitoring and to be able to take ear-
ly action if necessary. Area E experiences also high
near-bottom current velocities, but information on
cultural layers are missing. In addition to document-
ing the pile field, boreholes should also be drilled to
investigate any cultural layers.

Conclusions

An important basis for dynamic modeling - by
means of on-site or off-site data - are the static ar-
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BEJIMKE, KYJITYPHH CIIOjEBU CYy U JaJbe Mambe-BHIIIC
NPEKPUBEHU TIPUPOTHUM cenuMeHTHMa. CXOIHO
TOME, TIperopyUeHa akKTUBHOCT j€ 11a Ce TIOKYMEHTYje
MoJbe JIPBEHUX CTyOOBAa W JIa CC MHCTAINPAJy KOH-
TpoJIe epo3uje Kako Ou ce 00e30eTUII0 PeIOBHO Tpa-
heme u 1a Ou ce MOrJIe IPely3eTH paHe Mepe aKo je
notpedHo. [Tonpyuje E takohe uma Benmuke Op3une
CTpyje Onmm3y mHa, ali HEmoCTajy WH(pOpMaImje O
KyITYpHUM cliojeBuMa. [lopen JIOKYMEHTOBama
MoJba JIPBEHUX CTyOOBa, MOTPEOHO je HAUYMHWUTH H
OyHIOTHHE J]a OM ce UCTPAKUITH KyJATYPHH CJIOjCBH.

3ak/by4yHa pa3maTpama

BaskHa 0cHOBa 32 TMHAMIYKO MOJICITPAHE — IO~
Mohy mojjaTaka Ha JIMIly MecTa WM BaH JIOKaIluje —
jecy CTaTHYKH apXeoJIOLIKM NOAaH. Y MPBOM pexy,
TO cy OaTHMETpHjCKU CHUMIIM. J[pyra ocHOBa Koja ce
KOPHUCTH 3a MPOLIeHY cojeHuna jecy 3D momenu apxe-
OJIOIIKUX cJIojeBa mmox 3eMJboM. OBo omoryhasa
XOJIMCTHYKH TTOTJIE]] Ha JIOKAJIHUTETE: N3 KOMOWHAIHje
3D monena (OynioTruHa) ca JOKaJTHO U3MEPEHUM WU
XOPU30HTATHO PELICHUM Op3HHaMa CTpyje O3y AHA
W3 CUMYJalHje MOJelia, U3JIOKCHUX JIOKAIUTeTa 1
JIeTI0Ba JIOKAITUTETA Ca YIPOKEHUM KYJITYPHHUM CJI0je-
BHMa 3a KOje TIOCTOjH BEJIMKa BepoBaTHOha eposuje
ycJIe/l TalacuMa MHIIyKOBAaHHX Tajlaca — MOTY OUTH
uneHtudukoBanu. OBe nHpopmanuje omoryhasajy
npeaBuhame 1 onpehuBame NPUOPUTETA JIOKATIUTETA
Ha KOjuMa ce IoKasyje TpeHyTHa win Oyayha norpeda
3a aKIIjOM.

Cae 3ajeHO OJIAKIIaBa Pa3yMJBHBO YIIPABIbAHE
nokanureToMm. Kacauje, mehytum, uaeHTHdUKOBaHE
OIIUje 3a aKIWjy BE3aHy 3a COjeHUIle Ha olaiu
Hupwurkor jesepa Tpeba fasbe paspaautu. Mopa ce
HAarJIACHTH JIaje Pe/ICTaB/beHa METOI0JIOTHja UCKIbY -
YHBO NEPCIICKTUBA OUyBarba U HETe CIIOMEHUKA KaKo
Ou ce mpenBUIETH MOryhn epo3HOHM MNpOIECH Ha
obanama Llupuiikor jezepa U lbUXOB yTHUIIA] Ha JIOKA-
nurere. HapaBno, npu oapehuBamy mpuoputera u
crIpoBOherbY 3aITUTHAX Mepa MOpa Ce Y3eTH Y 003Hp
Y CTarke M3BOPHOT MaTepHjajia M HAy9YHH MTOTEHIIH]al
JIOKaJINTETA.

3axBaJIHOCT

[IpencTaBibeHN METOMOJNOMIKYA TPHCTYI HMa
3a IWJb JIa TIOCTaBU YIPaBJbakEe JIOKAIUTETOM Ha
Hay4YHY OCHOBY M J]a Pa3BHj€ TIEPCIIEKTUBY Ca OIIIIH]-
ama 3a akTHBHOCTH Ha 3aIlTHTH cojeHuna. Vma cra-
TyC MpEJIMMHUHAPHOr pafa W Aajke he ce pasBujatu
Ha KOHTUHYHMPAHO] OCHOBH; JOJATHU M NPEHU3HUjU

Ipesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

chaeological data. In the first place, these are bathy-
metric recordings. Another basis, which is used for
the evaluation of pile dwelling sites, are 3D mod-
els of the archaeological layers in the subsurface.
This allows a holistic view of the sites: From the
combination of 3D models (boreholes) with local-
ly measured or horizontally resolved near-bottom
current velocities from model simulation, exposed
sites and site sections with threatened cultural layers
that experience a high probability for erosion due
to wave-induced waves can be identified. This in-
formation allows the prediction and prioritization
of sites where immediate or future need of action is
required.

All together facilitates a comprehensible site
management. Subsequently, however, the identi-
fied options for action for the lakeshore settlements
at Lake Zurich need to be further elaborate. This
means that the nature of the locally available sur-
face or near-surface sediments must also be taken
into account: differentiation between stone cover,
silt, sludge, sand or lake marl. For example, cultur-
al layers in stone-covered zones are less affected by
wave- and current-induced forcing - but this does
not protect them from microbial decomposition. In
the case of consolidated lake marl as a natural cover
for archaeological cultural layers, it cannot be as-
sumed without reservation that the latter is perma-
nently protected: rather, the degree of consolidation
of the lake marl must be taken into account in order
to estimate the resuspension potential as a function
of current velocities. Finally, there are sites where
landslides have created highly exposed dump edges.
At such sites, even low current velocities can cause
severe erosion.

It must be emphasized that the methodology
presented is solely the perspective of the preserva-
tion and care of field monuments to make predic-
tions about possible erosion processes on the shores
of Lake Zurich and their influence on the sites. Of
course, the prioritization and implementation of
protective measures must also take into account the
state of source material and the scientific potential
of a site.
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APXEOJIOHIKHU NPOJEKAT HERUHE
JYAEJCKE ITYCTUILE (JDCAP), U3PAEJI:
ITPUMEP ITPEBEHTUBHE APXEOJIOI'MJE

Ancmpaxkm — Behnna nehuna Jynejcke mycTrme Hajla3y ce HAa BUCOKMM BEPTUKAIHUM JUTHIIAMA Ha oOajaMa JyOOKHX
u yckux nonmHa. [lpuctynm Thm nehnHaMa je Beoma TeXak W OOWYHO 3axTeBa yrnmoTpely ykamau. Tokom mporeximux 70
roavHa, y nehnHaMa cy mpoHal)eHH BayKHH HaJla3d M3 pa3uuUTHX IIePHO/a, YKIbYIyjyhu i 9yBeHe jylejcKe IMyCTHIHCKE
ceutke (Judean Desert Scrolls). Hanasu, oqyBaHn y OIIHMYHOM CTamy 300T KOHCTAHTHO CYIIHHX YCIIOBa KOjU BIAAAjy Y
Jynejckoj mycTumn, ykasyjy Ha JbyACKY aKTHBHOCT yHyTap rnehiHa NPBEHCTBEHO 3a YTOUMINTE, TOYEBIIHN OJ] HEOJINTA, aJIl
YTJIABHOM TOKOM XaJIKOJINTA, OPOH3aHOT, TBO3/IEHOT, PUMCKOT ¥ BU3aHTH]CKOT TEPHO/IA.

300r cBOje ynajeHe JOKallHje U BEJMKE BepoBaTHONE OTKpHBama APAaroleHNX apXeoJoIIKuX Haiasa, nehune Jymejcke
ITyCTHbE OMIle Cy OMUJBeHA MeTa Tpyna ykaukaia of] 1947. romiae, ox otkprha CButaka u3 Jyaejcke myCcTumbse, 0 JaHac.
VY mocenmoj ACHeHNj 1 HEKOIMKO (hparMeHara nmanvpyca je orbadkano u3 nehuna y Jyzejckoj myCcTHBY 1 Ha KPajy uX je
3arureHmIa JeauHuna 3a npeBeHnyjy kpahe antuksureTa (Antiquities Theft Prevention Unit - ATPU) M3paencke ympase
3a aaTukBHuTeTe (Israel Antiquities Authority - [AA), kao meo ob6aBemTajHe 1 TEPEHCKE OTepalimje.

300r MHTCH3WBHUX IUHAYKANIKIX aKTHBHOCTH W omTehema apxeonomkux 30mpku, [AA je moKpeHya HaIlMOHAIHU
BUIICTOIUINEGH TPOjeKaT 3alITUTHUX HCTPaKMBama W HMcKomaBama (2017-2022) y nehunama Jynejcke mycTumbe, Kao
JIeo nzeje Koja mpeia3n u3 nedan3uBHE y 0paH3UBHY aKIHjy y OOpOM MpOTHB MJbadKe aHTHKBHTETA. TOKOM TEPEHCKOT
MIpOjeKTa OTKPHBEHH Cy OpOjHM BPEIHM apXCONIONIKH HallasW, YKJbY4yjyhn HOBe (parMeHTe OMONIjCKUX CBHTAaKa M3
Bpemena obyne bap-Kox6a , mpsu myT HakoH 60 rognHa.

ApXeonomku rmpojexar, koju Boan ATPU, Harnamasa motpedy akTHBHH]ET IPHUCTYTA 3aIITUTH KYITYPHUX U apXCOIOITKIX
nobapa, 1 MITyCTpyje 3Ha4aj N3rpaIih-c HAIIHOHATHE jeTMHHUIIE 32 00pOy IPOTHUB 3T0YMHA TPOTUB KyJITYPHUX J00apa —Koja
YKIBY4Y]je TOJHIH]Y, TEPSHCKE U aKaJeMCKe CTPYUmhake i PEKTUBHO IPABHO OJICIbEEHE.

Kwyune peuu — mipauka, Jynejcka myctuma, moOyHa bap-Kox6a (Bar-Kokhba Revolt), Mpteo mope, Jemmauia 3a
NPEBEHIM)Y Kpalje aHTUKBHTETA, IPEBESHTHBHA apXEOJIOTHja, apXCOIOLIKO HCTPaKHBAKE

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha
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JUDEAN DESERT CAVES ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROJECT
(JDCAP), ISRAEL: A TEST CASE
FOR PREVENTIVE ARCHAEOLOGY

Abstract — Most of the Judean Desert Caves are located on high vertical cliffs on the banks of deep and narrow valleys.
The access to those caves is very difficult and usually requires the use of ropes. During the past 70 years, important
findings from various periods were found in the caves, including the famous Judean Desert Scrolls. The finds, preserved
in an excellent state due to the consistently dry conditions prevailing in the Judean Desert, indicating human activity
inside the caves primarily for refuge starting from the Neolithic Period but mainly during the Chalcolithic, Bronze, Iron,
Roman and Byzantine Periods.

Because of their remote location and the high probability of uncovering precious archaeological finds, the Judean Desert
Caves has been a preferred target for groups of looters since 1947, from the Judean Desert Scrolls discovery, until today.
In the last decade several papyri fragments have been looted from caves in the Judean Desert and eventually were seized
by the Antiquities Theft Prevention Unit (ATPU) of the Israel Antiquities Authority as part of an intelligence and field
operation.

Due to the intensive looting activities and damage to wide archaeological assemblages, the IAA initiated a national
multi-year survey and excavations rescue project (2017-2022) in the Judean Desert caves as part of a perception that
calls for going from defense to offense in the battle against the antiquities looting. During the field project numerous
valuable archaeological finds were revealed including new fragments of biblical scrolls from the time of the Bar-Kokhba
revolt, for the first time after 60 years.

The archaeological project, led by the ATPU, emphasizes the need to take more active approach for the protection of
cultural and archaeological properties and illustrate the importance for building national unit for the fight against cultural
properties crimes which includes law enforcement squad, field and academia experts and effective legal department.

Keywords: Looting, Judean Desert, Bar-Kokhba Revolt, Dead Sea, Antiquities Theft Prevention Unit, Preventative
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YBoa

Jynejcka myctuma y Uspaeny, Hanasu ce usmely
jyZlejckuX TUIaHMHA Ha 3anagy ¥ MpTBor mopa Ha
UCTOKY M Iupokaje 18—26 km. OBO je My CTHIba KHIITHE
ceHke' y MoJHOK]y Jy/iejcKuX MIaHuHa, 3aMaTHo O
MptBor Mopa. Ha 3amany, y mpezeny MycTHECKE
HBUIIE, BbeHA HaJMOpcka BUcHHa jaoctuxe 600—700
MeTapa, a OfIaTiIe ce CIyIlTa Ha UCTOK A0 450 M ncnon
Mopa y npouerny Mptsor mopa (Dead Sea Rift). Osa
pa3iMka y HaJMOPCKOj BHCHHH, KOja je HacTaja
300r MpoayOJbuBama MykoTHHE MpTBOT MOpa, M3a-
3Bajla jé pa3BOj OBOT jETUHCTBEHOT ITyCTHEHCKOT
nej3axa, IyOOKO ycelame KambOHa U CTBapame
crpMor oOpoHka smutuia Mprteor mopa (Ilan 1971,
17 -26). [Ipouen MpTBOr MOpa HMa HEKOJIUKO CTaJl-
HUX M3BOpa BOjE U BehMHa CTATHUX Hacesba Ouia je
KOHIIEHTPUCAaHA OKO OBHX ITyCTHEGCKUX 0a3a. M3me-
by oBHUX cTamHUX Hacesba U ypOAHUX IIEHTapa U cena
KOja Cy ce HaJla3uJja y jy/iejCKUM IUTaHUHaMa Pa3BHiIa
ce MyTHa Mpeka Koja je Y pa3iuuuTUM MepuoguMa
MPOLUIOCTH YKJbYy4YHBajla Yak U CTajlHe TBphaBe U
MyTHE MHCTAJAIMje KOje Cy OAprKaBalie IICHTpaHe
BJIACTH.

[lomyHnomazcke rpyne cy HacesbaBasie JymejcKy
MyCTHBY Yy BehnHM nepruoja u Kopuctuie cy nehu-
HE Iy [aJIMHa KabOHa U BbUXOBHX JIMTULIA (32 Teo-
Joryjy autvna Jynejcke MycTume U (opMHUparbe
nehuna, Bugetn Frumkin 2015) kao mpuBpeMeHo
CKJIOHHIITE, 3@ CKJIAJUIITEHE OIpPEMEe WIN Kao TO-
pose 3a craga. OcuM Tora, oBe IehuHe Cy CiryKuie
CTaHOBHMLIMMA OOJIIKIbMX HACEJbCHUX PErHOHA,
KOjU CY TO MECTO KOPUCTHIIM Ka0 YTOUHILTE 32 MO0Y-
ICHUKE W OCTyHIIE, Kao U 3a JPYIITBEHE M BEPCKE
rpyIie KOje Cy OTHIILIE J]a )KMBE y pETHOHNMA Ca Orpa-
HUYCHUM pecypcuma (3a pesume Bunetd Davidovich,
Porat u Ullman 2015).

300r cymiHe KIMMe Koja npeoBnaaasa y Jyaejckoj
MYCTHIGHM, OICTANNM CYy OPraHCKM MaTepHjald u3
MIPOIIJIOCTH KOjU C€ PETKO UyBajy Y BIAXKHUJUM 00J1a-
ctuma M3paena. Ty crianajy apBeHe mocyae, TEKCTHIT,
yKajl, IPEAMETH O] KOXKe, OOTaHMYKH U 300JI0IIKU
Hajla3y 1, HapaBHO, JPEBHU AOKYMEHTH ITHMCAaHH Ha
CBHUTLMMA O] IepraMenTa u nanupyca. OBH nucanu
HaJla3® Cy of noceOHe HayyHe BPEAHOCTH, Kao U JI0-
Opa kyaTypHor Hacieha HajBuIIer peja 3a JpKaBy
Nspaenn.

Cge 1o 1947. ronune, kaga cy cBuuy ca MpTBor
Mopa (Dead Sea Scrolls) oTkpuBenu y iurunaMa y

! Kumina ceHka je 71e0 3eMJbe KOjU je TOCTao MyCTHIba jep
TUTAHWHCKH JIAHIIM OJIOKUPAjy BEJTMKH €0 T1a/[ABHHA HEOTIXOTHUX
3a pact Ombaka (IPUM.TIPEB.).

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Introduction

The Judean Desert, Israel, is situated between
the Judean mountains in the West and the Dead Sea
in the East and is 18-26 km wide. This is a rain shad-
ow desert at the foot of the Judean Mountains, west
of the Dead Sea. To its west, in the region of the
desert fringe, its elevation reaches 600-700 above
sea level and from there it slopes eastward to 450 m
below msl in the Dead Sea Rift. This difference in
elevation, which was created because of the deepen-
ing of the Dead Sea Rift, caused the development of
this unique desert landscape, the deep undercutting
of the canyons and the creation of a sheer escarp-
ment of the Dead Sea cliffs (Ilan 1971, 17-26). The
Dead Sea Rift has few permanent water sources and
most of the permanent settlements were concentrat-
ed around these desert oases. A road network devel-
oped between these permanent settlements and the
urban centers and villages that were situated in the
Judean mountains that in various periods included
even permanent fortresses and road installations that
were maintained by the central authorities.

Semi-nomadic groups inhabited the Judean Des-
ert in most periods and made use of the caves along
the slopes of the canyons and their cliffs (for the ge-
ology of the Judean Desert cliffs and the formation
of caves, see Frumkin 2015) as a temporary shelter,
for storing equipment or as pens for flocks. In addi-
tion, these caves served the inhabitants of the near-
by settled regions, who used the place as a refuge
for rebels and fugitives, and for social and religious
groups who left to live in regions of limited resourc-
es (for a summary, see Davidovich, Porat and Ull-
man 2015).

Owing to the arid climate prevailing in the Ju-
dean Desert, organic materials from antiquity have
survived that rarely preserve in the moister areas of
Israel. These include wooden vessels, textiles, ropes,
objects of leather, botanical and zoological finds,
and, of course, ancient documents written on scrolls
of parchment and papyrus. These inscribed finds are
of special scientific value as well as cultural heritage
assets of the highest order for the State of Israel.

Until 1947, the year the Dead Sea Scrolls were
discovered in the cliffs near Khirbet Qumran (Bar-
thélemy and Milik 1955), the caves were visited
only occasionally by scholars and research was min-
imal. However, as awareness of the importance of
these scrolls grew, a new chapter was launched in
the study of the Judean Desert Caves (Fields 2009).
Following their discovery, the Bedouin inhabitants
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ommunn Kupoer Kympana (Khirbet Qumran) (Bar-
thélemy and Milik 1955), nayunumim cy nehune
nocehnBamy camMo TOBPEMEHO M HCTPaXKHBama Cy
Owna muHMMaHA. MelyTrM, Kako je pacia CBeCT o
BO)KHOCTH OBHMX CBHTaKa, IOKPEHYTO je HOBO IOIJIa-
BJbE y MpoyuaBamy nehuna Jynejcke mycrume (Fields
2009). Hakon muxoBor orkpuha, OeITyWHCKH CTa-
HOBHHIIU ITYCTHHE, KOJU CY BEKOBUMA OWITH TTACTHPH,
CXBaTWJI Cy HOBH €KOHOMCKH TTOTEHIIH]jal y TIPOAaju
aHTHKBUTETa. MHOTH Cy MOYeNH a ucruTyjy nehuxe
Tpaxehn mpeaMere KyiaTypHe OamTuHE, MOCEOHO
enurpadcke Hanmasze W (parMeHTe MepraMeHTHHX
cBUTaka. Hekn CTaHOBHUIIM TOT MOApYyYja pajdiid
Cy y TO BpeMe Ha apXCOJOIIKHM HCKOIABAbHMa
y obmactm Kympana (Qumran), koje je BoAmia
dpanmycka bubnmjcka mxona (Ecole Biblique) 1 jop-
nanckor Onesbema 3a CTapvHE MOJ PYKOBOJCTBOM
ouna Pomanna ne Boa (Roland de Vaux) u meda
jopaancke Yrmpase 3a crapue [lepanna Jlankecrepa
Xapnunra (Gerald Lankester Harding) (Baillet, Milik
and de Vaux 1962). lpyru cy BpUIMIN IJbadyKallika
HCKOTIaBaba M MCTpaKUBama nehrnHa Ha JMTHIaMa
Kympana u apyrux Baauja’ MUpoM 00IacTH, KOPH-
crehn mpuaMYHO €1ad HUBO CIpOBOhema peda of
CTpaHe jOpJIaHCKE BJIaJIC.

benyunu cy 1951. nmponanum necetnHe Komazaa
TEeKCTWJIA W CIhca, u3Mel)y octanmx apredakara, y
Bagnjy Mypabaar (Wadi Muraba‘at), yxmydyjyhu
HEKOJIMKO OHHMX KOjH HOCE NPBO NMOMHEbAE ITyHOT
nMeHa Bohe moOyHe mpotuB Puma on 132. mo 136.
roauHe Hoe epe — [lIumon Gen Kocoa (Shimon ben
Kosba) (Benoit, Milik and de Vaux 1961). Muora
TaKBa MCKOIIaBama BPIICHA Cy U Y jy)KHO] JynejcKoj
MYCTUEGH, Yy OOJNAcTH IO HM3PAeNICKOM KOHTPOJIOM
ox 1948. . 300r HenocTojama rpaHUYHE OTPaze WU
CTaJIHOT BOJHOT MPHUCYCTBA Y OBOj 00MacTh, OexyrHU
cy Monm naa yhy, a TubaukaliM aHTUKBUTETA CY
HEKa)XECHO JIeNIOBAIM Ha 00e cTpaHe rpanune. Jlemo-
BU CBHTAKa, IICaMa M aHTUKBHUTETa U3 Jyaejcke myc-
THIGE HAIUTH Cy TyT J0 TPXKUIITA aHTUKBHUTETA Y
UCTOYHOM Jepycanumy u Butnejemy.

lonune 1953. rnacuHe 0 akTMBHOCTHMA OelynHa
1 BUXOBUM OTKpHhKMMa Ha W3paciickoj cTpanu Jyje-
JCKe MyCTHIbE CTHUIIE Cy y JepycaliM 1 HaBele apxe-
onora np Joxanana Axaponuja (Yohanan Aharoni) ga
npeny3Me akiujy W TOKyIla Ja MPEeCTUrHe Ibayuka-
ie. Tokom 1950-ux, AxapoHH je peBOINO TPH apXe-
OJIOIIKE excrienunuje y nehinama Jyzaejcke mycTume
( Aharoni 1961a; Aharoni and Rothenberg 1970).

2 KopuTo WM JIONMHA [OTOKA y PErHOHUMA jyrosarajHe
Asnje u ceBepHe AdpHKe, Koja je OOMIHO CyBa OCUM TOKOM KHIII-
HE CEe30He, U K0ja yecTo popMupa oasze (MpUM.IpeEB.)

of the desert, who had been shepherds for centuries,
realized the new economic potential in the sale of
antiquities. Many began to survey caves seeking
objects of cultural heritage, especially epigraphic
finds and fragments of parchment scrolls. Some area
residents worked at the time at archaeological ex-
cavations in the area of Qumran, led by the French
Ecole Biblique and the Jordanian Antiquities De-
partment under the direction of Father Roland de
Vaux and Jordanian Antiquities Authority head Ger-
ald Lankester Harding (Baillet, Milik and de Vaux
1962). Others conducted looting excavations and
surveys of the cliff caves of Qumran and other wadis
throughout the area, taking advantage of the Jorda-
nian government’s fairly weak level of enforcement.

In 1951, the Bedouins found dozens of pieces of
textiles and writings, among other artifacts, in Wadi
Muraba‘at, including few bearing the first mention
of the full name of the leader of the rebellion against
Rome from 132 to 136 CE — “Shimon ben Kosba”
(Benoit, Milik and de Vaux 1961). Many such digs
were also carried out in the southern Judean Des-
ert, in the area under Israeli control from 1948. Due
to the lack of a border fence or permanent military
presence in this area, Bedouins could enter, and an-
tiquities looters acted with impunity on both sides of
the border. Portions of scrolls, letters and antiquities
from the Judean Desert found their way to the antiq-
uities market in East Jerusalem and Bethlehem.

In 1953, rumors of Bedouin activities and their
discoveries on the Israeli side of the Judean Desert
reached Jerusalem and led the archaeologist Dr. Yo-
hanan Aharoni to take action and try to get ahead
of the looters. During the 1950s, Aharoni headed
three archaeological expeditions to the Judean Des-
ert caves (Aharoni 1961a; Aharoni and Rothenberg
1970).

In early 1960, Aharoni organized another sur-
vey following new rumors of ancient manuscripts
found by Bedouins in the area of Wadi Seiyal (Nahal
Se’elim). The expedition worked for a week in Na-
hal Se’elim and its northern tributary, Nahal Harduf.
During the survey, the ‘Large Cave Complex’ was
discovered, and in the ‘Cave of the Scrolls’, doc-
uments and fragments of scrolls from the Roman
period were discovered for the first time by Israeli
researchers on the Israeli side of the Judean Desert
(Aharoni and Rothenberg 1970, 161-183; Aharoni
1961b).

The results of Aharoni’s survey revealed that an-
cient scrolls and manuscripts might also be found
on the Israeli side of the Judean Desert. As a result,

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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[Touetkom 1960. r. AXapoHH je OpraHu30Ba0 jOIII
jeIHO UCTPaKMBAH-E HAKOH HOBUX IIACHHA O IPEBHUM
pyKomucuma Koje ¢y 0eyHH! MPOHALIH y 001acTh
Baauja Cenjan (Haxan Cerenum) (Wadi Seiyal, Na-
hal Se’elim). Excnienuumja je paania Heaesby 1aHa y
Haxan Ceenumy 1 1eroBoj ceBepHOj putoru, Haxan
Xapaydy (Nahal Harduf). Toxom wncTpaxuBama
otkpuBeH je Bemmkn nehumnckm xommurekc (‘Large
Cave Complex’), a y llehuan Csuraka (‘Cave of
the Scrolls’) cy wu3paencku HCTpakWBa4l IPBH
MyT OTKPHJIN JOKYMEHTE M (parMeHTe CBHUTaKa W3
PUMCKOT TIEpHOAa Ha M3PaeiICKOj CTpaHu Jymejcke
myctume (Aharoni and Rothenberg 1970, 161-183;
Aharoni 1961Db).

Pesynratn AXapoHHjEBOT HCTPaKUBAHHa OTKPHIIN
cy /1a OM ce IpeBHU CBUTLIM U PYKOIUCH MOTIIM Hahu
M Ha W3paelickoj crpaHu Jyjaejcke myctume. Kao
pe3yaTar Tora, Ap>KaBHe HHCTHUTYIIW]jE, Ipe cBera Xe-
Opejcku yHuBep3uteT y Jepycamumy, Onerbeme 3a
AHTHKBUTETE M V3paencko MCTPaKMBayKoO JPYLITBO,
y3 iomoh M3paenckux ogOpamMOeHNX CHara, 3aro4ese
Cy OINCEXHa apXeoJIOIKa UCTPAKUBamka Y nehnHama
Jynejcke myctume m3mely Haxan laBuna (Nhal Da-
vid) Ha ceBepy u Macana (Masada) Ha jyry. ,,Omnepa-
mja Jynejcka mycruma (“Operation Judean Desert”)
OZIBHjaJIa ce TOKOM JIBE CE30HE 011 110 JiBe Hexesbe. [1o-
Ipydje je 0o moaesbeHO Ha YETHPH TEPEHCKE CKHITe
— KaMTa, Ol KOjiX je CBaKW BOJAMO BHWIITH apXEoJIorT.
[Ipernenano je Ha necetnHe rehnHa Ha JIUTHIIAMA Y
BaJIMjUMa, TPU YeMy Cy OTKPHUBEHH Ba)KHH Halla3u
W3 Pa3IMYUTUX TEPHOJA, YKIbYUIyjyhu XaIKOIUTCKY
ocraBy oTkpuBeHy y Ilehwnn brnara y Haxan Mum-
Mmapy (‘Cave of the Treasure’, Nahal Mishmar) u
mucma bap Kox6a y INehnan [Tucama y Haxan Xese-
py (‘Cave of Letters’, Nahal Hever) (Aharoni 1962;
Bar-Adon 1962; 1980; Yadin 1962; 1963).

Hayuno uctpaxuBame nehuna je HakoH orepa-
LMje jemaBalio, ald IUbAauKalld AaHTHKBUTETa U
JIOKaJTHU OCQyMHH HUCY MHPOBAIM M YXUBAIU Y
noBopukama. O Tor maHa 10 JaHac Tpaxke apre-
(akTe 01 MOCEOHOT HAYYHOT M HALMOHATHOT MHTE-
peca W TOKyIIaBajy Na WX MPOAajy HA TPXKUIITY
AHTHKBUTETAa OHOME KO TIOHYIN HajBehy meny.

Jloxanmja Behune nehmHa y Termko npucTynagHum
obOnmactnMa omera Tekyhy WHCHEKIIH]y W HaA30p
IpKaBHUX WHCTUTyIMja W M3paencke ympaBe 3a
aHTUKBHTETE. JI0Ka3u 11 00aBeIITajHH MOJIAIH O TJba-
YKH aHTUKBUTETA U3 NehHa IOBpEMEHO Cy CTH3aIn
no ATPU-a, moHekan kao neo Tekyher mpahema
TpXKUIITa aHTUKBUTETA Yy M3paeny.

VY mocnenmoj JCLEHUjU, apXEOJIOIKH pPaJoBU
crpoBenieHr y nehnHama Jyzejcke mycTuibe Oum cy
MOBE3aH! Ca aKTUBHOCTHMA JeTMHHMIIE 3a TPEBEHLIN]Y

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

state institutions, first and foremost the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, the Antiquities Department
and also the Israel Exploration Society, with the as-
sistance of the Israel Defense Forces, embarked on
an extensive archaeological survey in the Judean
Desert caves between Nahal David in the north and
Masada in the south. “Operation Judean Desert”
took place over two seasons of two weeks each. The
area was divided into four survey camps, each head-
ed by a senior archaeologist. Dozens of cliff caves
in the wadis were surveyed, revealing important
finds from various periods, including the Chalco-
lithic hoard discovered in the ‘Cave of the Treasure’
in Nahal Mishmar and the Bar Kokhba Letters in
the ‘Cave of Letters’ in Nahal Hever (Aharoni 1962;
Bar-Adon 1962; 1980; Yadin 1962; 1963).

Scientific research of the caves abated after the
operation, but the antiquities looters and local Bed-
ouins did not rest on their laurels. From that day to
this, they seek artifacts of particular scientific and
national interest, and attempt to sell them on the an-
tiquities market to the highest bidder.

Due to the location of most of the caves in dif-
ficult-to-access areas impeded ongoing inspection
and monitoring by the state institutions and the
Israel Antiquities Authority. Evidence and intelli-
gence about the looting of antiquities from the caves
reached the ATPU from time to time, sometimes as
part of the ongoing monitoring of the antiquities
market in Israel.

In the last decade, the archaeological work car-
ried out in the Judean Desert caves has been related
to the activity of the Antiquities Theft Prevention
Unit (ATPU) of the Israel Antiquities Authority.! As
part of this activity two ancient documents written
on papyrus, the ‘Year 4 for the Destruction of the
House of Israel Papyrus’ (Fig. 1) and the ‘Jerusa-

!'This article was written as part of Ganor’s Ph.D. disserta-

tion at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem: “The Impact of
Antiquities Looting on Archaeological Research,” advised by
Prof. Yosef Garfinkel and Dr. Itay Nissan-Rozen.
Our thanks go to the inspectors of the Robbery Prevention Unit
who work day and night to protect Israel’s antiquities sites; to
the IAA Director-General Eli Eskozido for his support and great
help; to the IAA’s conservators and laboratory researchers for
their devoted care for the artifacts and to the IAA’s directors for
their support; to the Israel Nature and Parks Authority staff, the
national rescue unit of the Israel Police, the Megillot, Etzion and
Arad rescue units, the Desert Frontier Unit of the Israel Defense
Forces, our excavation partners from the Hebrew University
of Jerusalem and the Cave Research Unit team, students at the
Susya and En Gedi field schools, and the hundreds of volunteers
who assisted in the excavations. Special thanks go to Ministry
of Jerusalem and Heritage for its financial support of this
important project since 2016.
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kpahe antukBurera (ATPU) M3paencke ymnpase 3a
aHTHKBUTETE.’ Y OKBUPY OBE aKTUBHOCTH, IBa IPEBHA
JOKyMEHTa HcIicaHa Ha manupycy — ,Jlamupyc 4.
roauHe yHuintewa kyhe Mspaena™ (“Year 4 for the
Destruction of the House of Israel Papyrus’) (Ca.1)
u ,Jepycamumcku nanupyc (‘Jerusalem Papyrus’)
(Cn. 2), 3amnenniu cy uacnexkropu ATPU-a kana je
MOKYIIIAHO J1a C€ MPOJajy Ha TP)KUILITY aHTUKBHTETA
(Eshel, Eshel and Yardeni 2011; Ahituv, Klein and
Ganor 2017). Ilopekno oBa /1Ba JOKyMEHTa je U3
jemre ox nmehmua Jymejcke mycTHmbe, a ympaBo OHH
Cy OTKpHIH 1a ¢y niehune Jymejcke myCTHIbe mocTajie
TUTEH TJbavyKala.

,,Onepaiuja opao*

Kao pesynrar mponaje Ta ABa mamnupyca U cXBa-
Tama Jla Ce aKTyeJIHE TJbauke JIeliaBajy y nehnHama
Jynejcke myctume, ATPU je mokpenyo ,,Oneparujy
opao“ (“Operation Eagle”), koja ce omBujama y
Jynejckoj mycTumsy y nepuoay ox TpH roauHe (Maj
2013 —wmaj 2016). Ebenu 1rubeBU OMITH CY J1a OTKPH]E
nehuHy U3 Koje cy omsbaukaHa JiBa Marnmpyca, crpo-
BeJIC TajHU HA/I30p IJbayKallia ¥ KOHAYHO, J1a yXarcu
0aHIy W OCYjeTH HheHEe aKTUBHOCTH, Kao | J1a Tojavua
cripoBoheme 3akoHa y myctHmH. Ormepanujy cy
3ajelHO crpoBeie OpojHe areHuuje, ykJbydyjyhn
IAA, uzpaencky YmpaBy 3a NpHUpPOAY U TApKOBE,
Wzpaencky mnomunumjy, WM3paencke onOpamOeHe
cHare, lluBMiHY ajgMUHHCTpaNMjy, TOJUIHjCKE
cracwiiauke jemuHUIle M Apyra Oe30emHoCHa Tela.
VKIJbydeHa Cy U pelieBaHTHA OJIeJbeHha Y aKaJeMCKUM
uHCTUTYLIMjaMa, Mehy muma u M3paencku neHTtap
3a uctpaxuBame nehuna (‘Israel Cave Research
Center’ — ICRC) Ha XeOpejckoM YHHBEP3UTETY Y
Jepycanumy.

? OBaj YIaHaK je HaIkCcaH Kao J1eo [aHOpOBE JTOKTOPCKE CTY-
nje, rucepranyje Ha XeOpejckoM YHHBEp3HUTETY y Jepycannumy:
“The Impact of Antiquities Looting on Archaeological Research”,
o MeHTopcTBOM nipod. Joced ["apdunkena u np Uran Huccan-
Posen (Prof. Yosef Garfinkel and Dr. Itay Nissan-Rozen.)
3axBajbyjeMO C€ MHCIICKTOpHMa JeIMHUIE 3a TPEBEHIHU)Y
IUbAYKU KOJH pajie JaH ¥ HON Ha 3alITUTH U3PACICKUX aHTHKBH-
Terta; reHepanHoM qupekropy IAA Emmjy Eckosuny (Eli Esko-
zido) Ha TOAPIIIM WM BEIHMKO] MOMOhH; KOH3epBaropumMa M
11ab0paToOpujcKuM HcTpakuBaunma [AA, 3a mHxoBy mocBeheHy
6pury o apreaktuma, U JupektopuMa [AA Ha TOAPIIIHM; 0CO-
Oby M3paesicke YIpase 3a MPUPOAY M MapKOBe, HALMOHAIHO]
CIIACHJIAUKOj jEJAMHUIM H3PAEJICKe MOJIHIMjE, CIACHIaYKUM
jemmannama Merunot, Enmon u Apan, myCTHECKO] TPAaHUYHO)
jenunuiy Vizpaenckux onOpaMOeHX cHara, HallliM NapTHepUMa
y HCKONaBamHMa ca XeOpejcKor YHHBep3uTeTa y Jepycaiumy u
THMY 3a HCTPaXXHBakbe NehHe, CTyICHTUMA TePEHCKHX LIKONIa Y
Cycujuu Ex I'ennjy (Susya, En Gedi) u crotrHama to6poBoJsbana
KOjH Cy TIoMaraiu y uckomaBamuma. [loceGHO ce 3axBasbyjeMo
MunucrapetBy Jepycanmuma u BamruHe Ha  uHAHCHjCKO]
TIOZIPIIIIM OBOM 3HadajHOM IpojekTy ox 2016. rognne.

Cnuxka 1. ,,Toouna yvemspma o0 yHuwimer»a
odoma Mzpaumesoz* Ilanupyc
(pomoepagpuja: UAA nabopamopuja 3a ceumxe)

Fig. 1. The «Year 4 of the Destruction of the House of
Israely Papyrus (photo: IAA scroll laboratory)

Cnuxka 2. ,,Jepycanumcku nanupyc
(pomoepaghuja: IAA nabopamopuja 3a ceumxe u
Gaxcumun: M. Knajn)

Fig. 2. The Jerusalem Papyrus) (photo: IAA scroll
laboratory and facsimile: E. Klein)
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TokoM ormepanuje, WHCIEKTOPH jEJUHUILE CY
npatuiay 6aHae AOK Cy Tpaxkuie nehuHe u nieramHo
UCKONaBaje. JequHWIla je pagmia ¥ OTBOPEHO M
TajHO Mel)y JIOKaQIHUM CTaHOBHHIIITBOM, IOCEOHO
ce oxycupajyhu Ha npaukalle aHTUKBUTETA U3 Ma-
nectuHckux cena Ceup n banum Hamm (Se‘ir, Bani
Na‘im) y obOnactu XeOpona. Tokom ormeparyje,
uncnekropu ATPU-a cy npernenanu 6pojue nehune
Y YHAIIPEAWIN CBOje BEIITHHE CITyIITamka U Nemhamba
no yutund. Onepanyja je oTKpuia aa OaHae Ijba-
YKallla yJlaxy BeJIMKe Harope Jia Johy 1o cBakor Jio-
KaJuTeTa aHTUKBUTETa y Jy/lejcKoj MyCTUIbH, YaK U
JI0 MecCTa TJIe je TPUCTYI OTeXKaH, YKIbydyjyhn oHa
KOja 3axTeBajy CITyLITame, NEHAmbe M0 JIMTHIN U
YEKpK.

Jenne xacue nohu y jyny 2013. r. ATPU je npu-
MHO HM3BEIITaj OJ] CIACWJIAUYKUX jeIMHHMIA Apaa u
Enwmon (Arad, Etzion) o ciioxxeHoM criacaBamy TPOjH-
ue [Nanecrtunana. Jenan oj wux OO je 3apo0sbeH
T0 3aJIaCKy CYHIIa ¥ TOpH-0j TpehuHM jy)kHE IHUTHIIe
Haxan Apyrot (Nahal ‘Arugot), oko 100 M or Bpxa,
y onmsunu [lehune Ilepec (‘Cave of the Peres’) (Ca.
3), koja je ucrpaxena 1960-ux xao neo ,,Oneparuje

lem Papyrus’ (Fig. 2), were confiscated by the ATPU
inspectors when an attempt was made to sell them
on the antiquities market (Eshel, Eshel and Yardeni
2011; Ahituv, Klein and Ganor 2017). The origin of
these two documents is in one of the Judean Des-
ert Caves, and they revealed that the Judean Desert
caves had fallen prey to looters.

“Operation Eagle”

As a result of the sale of those two papyri and
the understanding that current looting activities oc-
curs in the Judean Deseret caves the ATPU launched
“Operation Eagle” which took place in the Judean
Desert over a period of three years (May 2013—May
2016). Its objectives were to discover the cave from
which the two papyri were looted, conduct under-
cover surveillance of the looters, and finally, to ap-
prehend the gang and thwart its activities, as well as
augment law enforcement in the desert. The opera-
tion was carried out jointly by a number of enforce-
ment agencies, including the IAA, the Israel Nature
and Parks Authority, the Israel Police, the Israel De-

Cnuxa 3. Mecmo esaxyayuje noauxawa na jysicnoj ooanu Haxan ‘Apyeom (pomoepaguja: U. Knajn)

Fig. 3. Point of evacuation of looters on the southern bank of Nahal ‘Arugot (photo: E. Klein)

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha
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Jynejcka myctuma™ (“Operation Judean Desert”).
Cnacwiayke jeIMHUIE jaBUIE Cy 1a je joul JeBET
MyLIKapana, Koju Cy ce HaJla3WiH Iopel Bo3uia 3a-
pOOJBEHUX MyIIIKapala Koje je OCTaBJbEHO Ha BPXY
JITHIIE, TOOEIIIO Cca JIMIa MeCTa KaJia Cy CTHIVIH CIia-
cuor. OBO, Ka0 M KacHH CaTH, U3a3BAJIO j€ CYMIbY
cnacunavkux jequanna. Kana cy nacnekropu ATPU
MPETPECIIN BO3UIIO CITACEHUX MYIIKapana, pOHAILIN
Cy aJlaT 3a MCKOIIaBarbe, CUTA, PACBETHY ONpEMy U
BEJIMKY KOJIMYMHY XpaHe HaMCH-EHE JyKeM OopaB-
Ky Ha Tepeny. Crora je 6mi10 jacHO /1a OBO HHje Ono
HEBMHH W3JIeT, Beh excreauuuja 3a IJbadKy aHTH-
KBHTETA KOja je HamepaBayia ja npoHahe nehune 3a
HCKomnaBame. J[Bojuila crmaceHnx Myuikapana Owia
cy u3 cena Ceup, U3 IOPOJIUIIA TIO3HATUX MJbAuKaIla
AQHTUKBHUTETA.

Haxon oTkpuBama 06aHAe W HEHUX aKTUBHOCTH
y Haxan Apyrory, ATPU je omrydno nma moxpeHe
(dokycupaHy omnepauujy y oBOM Baaujy. ¥ OKTOOpYy
2013. 1. oprKaHO je HHTEH3MBHO LIEJIOJTHEBHO UCTPa-
KUBamWe, y3 yuerhe CracWiIaukux jeIUHHIA, W3-
paencke monunuje, dyBapa M3paencke ynpase 3a
pupoIy ¥ mapkose, ocoospa IAA, ICRC-a u 6poj-
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Cnuxa 4. Mepoesumne 00 ysicema Ha cegeproj 0oau
Haxan <Apyeom usnao Ilehune yocema ‘Rope Cave’
(chomoepagpuja: U. Knajn)

Fig. 4. Rope ladder at the northern bank of Nahal ‘Arugot
above the Rope Cave (photo: E. Klein)

fense Forces, the Civil Administration, the police
rescue units and other security bodies. The relevant
departments in academic institutions were also in-
volved, among them the ‘Israel Cave Research Cen-
ter’ (ICRC) at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

During the operation, the unit’s inspectors sur-
veilled gangs as they looked for caves and exca-
vated illegally. The unit worked both openly and
undercover among the local population, especially
focusing on antiquities looters from the Palestin-
ian villages of Se‘ir and Bani Na‘im in the Hebron
area. During the operation, the ATPU’s inspectors
surveyed numerous caves and improved their rap-
pelling and cliff-climbing skills. The operation re-
vealed that gangs of looters invest major efforts in
reaching every antiquities site in the Judean Desert,
even sites where access is difficult, including those
requiring rappelling, cliff-climbing and pulleys.

One late night in June, 2013, the ATPU received
a report from the Arad and Etzion rescue units about
a complex rescue of three Palestinians. The latter
had been trapped at sunset in the upper third of the
southern cliff of Nahal ‘Arugot about 100 m from
the top, near the ‘Cave of the Peres’ (Fig. 3), which
had been surveyed in the 1960s as part of “Opera-
tion Judean Desert”. The rescue units reported that
nine more men, who had been next to the vehicle
of the trapped men that had been left on top of the
cliff, fled the scene when the rescuers arrived. This,
as well as the late hour, raised the suspicions of the
rescue units. When ATPU inspectors searched the
vehicle of the rescued men, they found excavation
tools, sieves, lighting equipment and a great deal of
food intended for a prolonged stay in the field. It was
therefore clear that this was no innocent field trip,
but rather an antiquities-looting expedition intend-
ed to locate caves to excavate. Two of the rescued
men were from the village of Se‘ir, from families of
known antiquities looters.

Following the uncovering of the gang and its ac-
tivity in Nahal ‘Arugot, the ATPU decided to launch
a focused enforcement operation in this wadi. In
October 2013, an intense daylong survey took place
with the participation of rescue units, the Israel
Police, Israel Nature and Parks Authority rangers,
IAA personnel, the ICRC and numerous volunteers.
The area was divided into a number of sectors, in
which cave mouths were spotted by observation and
photography, and surveyors accessed the caves by
rappelling or climbing to check for recent looting.
During the surveys a number of caves were found
on the southern bank of Nahal ‘Arugot where fresh

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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HuX BojoHTepa. [logpydje je OWo MoACIbEHO Ha
HEKOJIMKO CEKTOpa, Y Kojuma cy nehuHCKH OTBOpH
npumeheHn mocMmarpameM U (ororpaducamem, a
UCTPaKMBAaYM Cy NPHUCTYMIM nehnHama crymTa-
jyhu ce unn newyhu ce na 61 IPOBEpUIN Aa JIU CY
HEJIaBHO MJbauKaHe. TOKkoM UcTpakrBama mpoHalheHo
je Hexomnmko nehuna Ha jy>xHoj obanmu Haxan Apyror,
y KOjUMa Cy YOUCHH HOBHU 3HAIM IUbAYKAIIKHX HC-
KonaBama. Y mnehnHama cy nponal)eHH U TpeMeTH
KOje Cy MJbayKallli OCTaBWIH, yKJbyuyjyhu ¢rame ca
BOJIOM M ocTaTke XpaHe. Ha ceBepHOj obanu Banmja,
n3Haja nehune naseane [lehuna yxera (‘Cave of
the Rope’), Ha JuTHIM Cy TpoHaljeHe MepleBUHE
on yxera, ayrauke 70 m (Cn. 4), Ha ddjeM Kpajy
Ce HaJja3uo KOHOMAIl 3a CIYIITamke KOjU je 10ce3a0
oko 3 M m3Haj yiaza nehune. HakoH oBe u 1pyrux
aKTUBHOCTH, HCKOIaBamka Cy W3BPUIMIA ayTOpH
ynanka y ume IAA, 3ajenHo ca Poujem Ilopatom n
VYpujem JlaBunouuem (Roi Porat, Uri Davidovich)
ca XeOpejckor ynuBepanutera — y nse nehune: Ile-
huna yxera y Haxamy Apyror (Klein and Porat
2016), Ilehuna b y Haxan Xesepy (‘Cave B’ in Nahal
Hever) (Klein et al. 2019).

Cnuxa 5. Anam u onpema 3a uckonagaroe 00ysema oo
nwpaukawa yxanuenux y Ilehunu nobarea
‘Cave of the Skulls’ (pomoepaghuja: U. Knajn)

Fig. 5. Excavation tools and equipment confiscated from
looters apprehended at the «Cave of the Skulls
(photo: E. Klein)

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

signs of looting excavations were discerned. Items
left behind by the looters were also found in the
caves, including water bottles and remnants of food.
On the northern bank of the wadi, above the cave
dubbed the ‘Cave of the Rope’, a rope ladder was
found on the cliff, 70 m long (Fig. 4), at the end of
which was a rappelling rope that reached about 3 m
above the cave mouth. Following this and other ac-
tivities, excavations were carried out by the authors
of the article on behalf of the IAA together with Roi
Porat and Uri Davidovich of the Hebrew Universi-
ty in two caves: the ‘Rope Cave’ in Nahal *Arugot
(Klein and Porat 2016), ‘Cave B’ in Nahal Hever
(Klein et al. 2019).

In November 2014, the ATPU’s inspector spotted
six suspects emerging from the mouth of the ‘Cave
of the Skulls’, situated in the ‘Large Cave Complex’
in the center of the northern cliff of Nahal Se’elim.
Noting that one of the suspects was holding a metal
detector, the inspector realized that this was a gang of
antiquities looters. More inspectors were called to the
site, as well as members of the Arad Rescue Unit who
were in the area and they ambush the suspects at the
head of the cliff. A few hours later the looters began
to climb up to the top of the northern cliff of the wadi
and all six were apprehended by ATPU inspectors.
They were carrying shovels, metal detectors, ropes,
food, water and overnight supplies, which showed
they were equipped for a prolonged stay (Fig. 5). The
six members of the gang, residents of the village of
Se‘ir in the Hebron Mountains, were taken to the po-
lice station, where they were questioned by ATPU per-
sonnel. During their interrogation one of the suspects
was found to be in possession of a pouch containing
a flint arrowhead from the Pre-pottery Neolithic pe-
riod. In another suspect’s bag was a wooden comb
from the Roman period. The suspects were charged
with breaking the Antiquities Law, the Entry to Is-
rael Law, the General Criminal Procedure Law and
stealing an object of scientific, historical or culture
value. For each of these counts they were sentenced
to 18 months in prison and a fine of NIS 12,000. The
apprehension and arrest of the members of the gang
concluded approximately 18 months of surveillance
in the framework of ‘Operation Eagle’. The gang was
responsible for a series of illegal excavations in the
Judean Desert beginning in 2008; catching them and
thwarting further looting was an important milestone
in curtailing antiquities looting in the Judean Desert.

Following the apprehension of the Se‘ir gang
and the major destruction of antiquities in the cave
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VY noBemOpy 2014 r. uncnexrop ATPU je youno
IIECT OCyMIbMYEHHX Kako m3naze u3 [lehwne io-
b6ama (‘Cave of the Skulls’), xoja ce Hamazm y
Kommuiekcy Benmkux mehmHa y IIEHTpPY CeBepHE
mutuiie Haxan Ceenuma. Hamomumyhm na jemaH
07l OCYMISMUCHUX JIPKU JICTEKTOP MeTalla, MHCIICK-
TOp je CXBaTHO Jia Ce paau O OaHAM IJhbadyKalla aH-
TUKBUTETA. Ha nuie mecra je 1mo3BaHo joun WHCIIeK-
TOpa, Kao W TPHUIATHULIM ApajcKe Cracuiadke
JENMHUIIE KOjU Cy C€ HaJa3Wwid y TOM THOAPYYjY
U KOjU Cy OCyMHIbMUYCHHMMa MOCTAaBHIM 3acely Ha
BpXy autuiie. Hekonuko caTh KacHuje, MibauyKamn
Cy Moyenu Ja ce Telky Ha BPX CEBEpHE JUTHLE
BaJMja U CBUX LIECTOPO CYy YXaICHJIM MHCIEKTOPU
ATPU-a. Hocnnm cy nomare, AETEKTOpe MeTaua,
yKaj, XpaHy, BOAy M 3ajJHuxe 3a Hoheme, ITO je
MOKAa3aJio a Cy ONpeMJbeHH 3a Jyxku Oopasak (Ci.
5). llecr umanoBa Oanme, memraHa cema Ceup
Ha TUTaHUHA XeOpOH, OIBEICHU Cy Y TIONHUIIH]jCKY
CTaHMWITY, T1e uX je ucnuraio ocodbe ATPU. Toxom
UCIINTHBAka 32 jJeTHOT OJf OCYMIbMUYEHHX YTBphe-
HO j€ J1a II0Ce/Tyje KeCHUIly ca BPXOM KPEMEHE CTpeJie
W3 TIepHoJia PEKePaMHUYKOT HeouTa. Y TOpOH Jipy-
TOr OCYMEIMYEHOT HAJIA3U0 c€ APBCHU Yellasb U3
puMckor nepuoga. OCyMIBUUCHH Cy ONTY)KEHH 32
KpIIeme 3aKOHa 0 aHTUKBUTETUMA, 3aKOHA O YJIACKY
y U3paen, 3akoHa 0 onmreM KpUBUYHOM HOCTYIKY
u Kpahy mpenmera O HaydHe, UCTOPHjCKE WIH
KynTypHe BpenHocTu. Ilo cBakoj o OBHMX Tadaka
ocyhenn cy Ha 18 Mecenu 3aTBOpa U HOBYAHY Kaz-
Hy of 12.000 NIS-a (HoBu uspaencku meken). [Ipu-
BohemeM W XamIiemeM 4WiIaHoBa OaH/E 3aBpIICHO
je oko 18 mecenn mpahema y oxBupy ,,Omnepariyje
opao‘“. banna je Onma oAroBOpHA 32 HU3 MIIETATHUX
WCKomaBama y Jy[ejcko] TMYCTHIH TIOUEBIIN Off
2008. roquHE; BEUXOBO XBAaTamkhEe U CIIPEUABAILE 1aJbe
IJbayke OWjia je BayKHA MPEKPETHHUIA Y Cy30Hjamby
IJbAYKE AHTUKBUTETA Y Jy/IEjCKOj MyCTUELH.

Haxon xanmema Cenp OaHe 1 BEJIMKOT YHHIITa-
Bama anTukButera y nehunm (Ci. 6), ATPU, Ha yeny
ca Amupom "'anopom u Euranom Kitajaom, 3ajeHo ca
Poujem [lopatom u Ypujem Jasugosuuem n3z ICRC-a
3amouen Cy apxeojollKo HCKomaBame Bennkor
nehmackor komimiekca y Haxan Ceemumy (Cr. 7).
Cepxa je Omna: cadyBaTH apXEOJOIIKE OCTATKE U
HaJiaze 0/l TOCeOHOT HAYYHOT M HALIMOHAJTHOT 3Ha4aja
O]l TaJbeT TJhbauKarma M MOKYIIIaj JIOMUparka joIl He-
omrehenux cinojeBa. MckonaBame (Ci. 8), y3 momoh
CTOTHHA J100poBoJbalia U3 M3paena 1 HHOCTPAHCTBA,
obaBspeHO je on 17. maja 2016. mo 2. jyna 2016. y
[lehuan nobama M joIl HEKOIMKO OONMKIBHX Te-
huna. Melhy Ooratmm apxeoJoOIIKUM CKYHOBHMAa
Koju cy mpoHal)eHH TOKOM HCKOIlaBama, IpoHaleHa

(Fig. 6), the ATPU, headed by Amir Ganor and Eitan
Klein, together with Roi Porat and Uri Davidovich
from the ICRC embarked on an archaeological ex-
cavation of the ‘Large Cave Complex’ in Nahal
Se’elim (Fig. 7). Its purpose: to save archaeological
remains and finds of special scientific and national
importance from further looting, and to try to locate
still-undamaged stratas. The excavation (Fig. 8),
with the assistance of hundreds of volunteers from
Israel and abroad, took place from May 17, 2016
to June 2, 2016 in the ‘Cave of the Skulls’ and few
other nearby caves. Among the rich archaeological
assemblages that were found in the excavation, two
fragments of papyrus in Hebrew script typical of the
period from Second Temple to the Bar-Kokhba Re-
volt were found (Fig. 9), as well as a bundle of cloth
that held jewelry from the Chalcolithic Period (Fig.
10; Klein et al. 2017; 2020).

The results of the excavation in the ‘Large Cave
Complex’ in Nahal Se’elim proved that despite 70

Cauxka 6. Pasaparse 00 nbauke aHmuxeumema y
Ilehunu nobarwa ‘Cave of the Skulls’ nakon wimo
Cy n/bauKauiu Koju ¢y Konaau y nehunu yxanuenu

(pomoepacghuja: H. [{ucmengeno)

Fig. 6. Destruction from antiquities looting at the «Cave
of the Skulls after the looters digging in the cave were
apprehended (photo: N. Distenfeld)

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Cnuka 7. @omoepaguja uz eazoyxa Benukoe nehiunckoe komniexca
vy Haxan Ce’enumy (pomoepagpuja: @. Gumysu))

Fig. 7. Aerial photo of the «Large Cave Complex) in Nahal Se’elim (photo: G. Fitoussi)

cy nBa (hparMeHTa manmpyca Ha XeOpejcKoM MHCMY
TUIIMYHOM 3a mepuof o Jpyror xpama 10 nodyHe
Bap-Kox6a (Ci. 9), kao 1 3aBe)kJbaj TKAHUHE Y KOjO]
ce HaJla3uo HakKWT U3 mepuoja xankomuta (Ciu. 10;
Klein et al. 2017; 2020).

Pesynrartu uckonasama y ,,Benukom nehunckom
koMIutekcy* y Haxan Ceenmumy mokaszaiu Cy Ja ymp-
koc 70 roarHa TUbaYKe aHTHKBUTETA, KOja je Tovera
1947. otkpuhem cBuTaka ca MpTBOT MOpa, jOIII YBEK
MOCTOje Hala3u O] MOCEOHOr HALMOHAJIHOT M Ha-
YUYHOT 3Hayaja y JyJejcKOj MyCTUEH — Ha MPUMED
XaJKOJIMTCKU CBEYKar HAKHTA ¥ JIBa Maja (hparMeHTa
JTOKyMEHaTa HalMCcaHuX Ha XeOpejcKkoM/apaMejCKoM
n3 1-2. Bexka HOBe epe. OBO, Ka0 M UYMILEHHUIIA 1a
Cy TUbAUKallld HEJAaBHO IPOHANUIA HajMame IBa
JOKYMEHTa OJ BEJIMKOT HALUHOHAJIHOT M HAYYHOT
3Hauaja y nehunama Jyzejcke MycTHbE, TOACTAKIIO
je Tanmamrmer aupektopa M3paencke ympase 3a aH-
tukBuTeTe, M3paema Xacoma (Yisrael Hasson), ma
00jaBM METOAWYHO HAIMOHAIHO HWCTPAXHUBABE H

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

years of antiquities looting that began in 1947 with
the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, there are still
finds to be made of special national and scientific
importance in the Judean Desert — for example the
Chalcolithic bundle of jewelry and the two small
fragments of documents written in Hebrew/Ara-
maic from the first-second centuries CE. This, and
the fact that looters had recently found at least two
documents of major national and scientific impor-
tance in Judean Desert caves, spurred then-director
of the Israel Antiquities Authority, Yisrael Hasson,
to announce a methodical national survey and ex-
cavation project of caves in the cliff areas of the Ju-
dean Desert. Hasson precisely defined the goal of
the project: “Instead of fighting the mosquitos, the
swamp must be drained.” In October 2017, the Ju-
dean Desert Caves Archaeological Project (JDCAP)
was launched, funded jointly by the Israel Antiqui-
ties Authority, the Civil Administration Archaeolo-
gy Officer, and the Ministry of Heritage.
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npojekar uckonasama nehuna y obnactu nmuruna Jy-
JICjCKE IyCTHEbE. XaCOH j€ MPEIU3HO JS(PUHNCAO IHJb
pojeKTa: ,, YMecTo 6opoe mpoTHB KoMaparia, MoIBapa
Mopa fa ce ucymu‘. Y okroopy 2017. mokpeHyT je
Apxeonomku npojekar Ilehune Jynejcke mycrume
(Judean Desert Caves Archaeological Project — JD-
CAP), koju 3ajemnmuku ¢uHaHCcUpajy M3paencka
yIpaBa 3a aHTUKBUTETE, CITyKOCHHK 32 apXeoJoTHjy
[IUBUJTHE yIIpaBe 1 MuHuCTapcTBO Hacieha.

Cnuxa 8. Kamn 3a uckonasarbe uzepahen Ha 6pxy umuye
usnao Benukoe nehunckoe komnnexca
vy Haxan Cerenum (pomoepachuja: . Knajn)

Fig. 8. The excavation camp built at the top of the cliff
above the «Large Cave Complex) in Nahal Ze elim
Se’elim (photo: E. Klein)

ApXeoJI0IIKHU NMpojeKaT
Hehune Jynejcke mycrume (JDCAP)

[Ipojekar wucTpaxmBama 3amouer je 2017.
rOAMHE Yy aJAMHHUCTPATUBHOM OKBUPY Jy>KHOT
okpyra y [AA, moj 3ajeJHAYKHM pPYKOBOJICTBOM
Awmmupa I'anopa, Eurana Knajua u Odepa Cuona
(Amir Ganor, Eitan Klein, Ofer Sion) u3 M3paencke
ynpaBe 3a antukButere, U Powmja Ilopata m Ypu-
ja HammoBmua (Roi Porat, Uri Davidovich ca
XebOpejckor ynupepsutera.’ Ilpojekar cy ¢uHaH-
cupamu W3paencka ynpasa 3a antuksutere, Ciyx-

4 Ha kpajy npse ce3oHe npojekra, [Topat u JlaBunosuy ca
XebOpejckor yHHBEp3UTEeTa Jajld Cy OCTaBKY Ha PyKOBOhCHe
UCTPAKUBAIBEM, @ MOYEBIIH OJ] IPYre CE30HE, HCTPAKHUBALE CY
o Amup [anop, Euran Kitenn u Odep Cuon u3 Ympase
u3paescKux aHTUKBUTETa. CHOH je 10 OCTaBKY Ha pyKoBoherme
HCTPAKUBAEM HAKOH YETBPTE CE30HE M AyTOPH OBOI WIAHKA
HACTaBJbajy J1a Boje mpojekaT a0 aanac. XKenenn Oucmo na ce
3axBaimmumo Pownjy, Ypujy u Ocepy Ha BUXOBOM pamy u momohn y
pa3nmuuTHM (azama IpojeKTa.
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Cnuxa 9. Jlea (hpaecmenma nanupyca ca ocmayuma
Jespejckoe kypsusHoe nucma u3 Ilehune nobarea ‘Cave of
the Skulls’ (homoepagpuja: HAA nabopamopuja
3a ceumxe)

Fig. 9. Two fragments of papyrus bearing remains of
Jewish cursive script from the «Cave of the Skulls) (photo.
IAA scroll laboratory)

The Judean Desert Caves Archaeological
Project (JDCAP)

The survey project began to take form in 2017
in the administrative framework of the Southern
District at the TAA under the joint direction of Amir
Ganor, Eitan Klein and Ofer Sion of the Israel An-
tiquities Authority, Roi Porat and Uri Davidovich
of the Hebrew University.”? The project was funded
by the Israel Antiquities Authority, the Staff Offi-
cer of Archaeology in the Civil Administration in
Judea and Samaria, and the Heritage Division of the
Prime Minister’s Office. The goals were the rescu-
ing, documentation, and research of the unique ar-
chaeological remains from the Judean Desert Caves.
The modus operandi was multi-year systematic sur-
veying of the cliffs between Nahal Og in the north
and Nahal Bokek in the south, including mapping,
documenting, and researching of all the caves, with
an emphasis on those caves in which there was
acient human activity. In caves in which there was
a high probability for the preservation of rare cul-
tural heritage assets, salvage excavation was carried

2 At the end of the first season of the project, Porat and
Davidovich of the Hebrew University resigned from the
directing of the survey and, beginning with the second season,
the survey was directed by Amir Ganor, Eitan Klein and Ofer
Sion of the Israel Antiquities Authority. Sion resigned from the
directing of the survey after the fourth season and the authors of
this article continue to direct the project until today. We would
like to thank Roi, Uri and Ofer for their work and assistance in
the different stages of the project.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage



APXEOJIOIIKHU IMTPOJEKAT 201
TERUHE JYAEJCKE ITYCTUILE (JDCAP), U3PAEJI: ITIPUMEP ITPEBEHTHBHE APXEOJIOTUJE

Cnuka 10. Cgedrcarb HaKuma omkpugeH y caoauirbem
uckonagarsy y Ilehiunu nobarsa
(pomoepagpuja: K. Amum)

Fig. 10. Bundle of jewelry discovered in the current
excavation in the «Cave of the Skulls) (photo: C. Amit)

OcHMK 3a apxeonordjy y LluBminoj ympaBu y Jy-
neju u Camapuju u Opjespeme 3a Haciehe mpu
kabuHeTy npemujepa. L{ubeBu cy Onnmu criacaBame,
JOKYMEHTOBakb¢ M HCTPAKUBAE jEIUHCTBEHUX
apXeoJIOIIKUX ocTaTaka u3 nehuHa Jynejcke mycTu-
we. Moayc onepanan je OUI0 BUIIETOHIIIHE CHCTe-
MaTCKO MCTUTHBame auThiia m3mehy Haxan Ora Ha
ceBepy u Haxan bokxeka (Nahal Og, Nahal Bokek)
Ha jyry, yKJbyudyjyhu Mmamupame, JOKYMEHTOBAambE
U UCTpaKMBame CBHUX INehnHa, ca ak[EeHTOM Ha OHE
nehinHe y KojuMa je mocrojajia JpeBHa JbyICKa aKTHB-
HOCT. Y TiehnHaMa y KojuMa je IoCTojaia BeInKa Be-
poBaTHOha 3a OUyBame PETKUX KYITYpHHX 100apa,
BpIICHA Cy CHACHJIAuKa HMCKONaBama. Y CYLITHHH,
YCIIOCTaBJbaEM MPUCYCTBA y PETHOHY IPOjeKaT je
7120 HETPEKUIHY 3alITUTY ehnHama n Hana3uImTHMa
y muma. Kpenpame cBeoOyxBaTHOr Karaiora nehuna
oMoryhmio je epuKacHHjH IYTrOPOYHH HAI30p H
npaheme U 1ajo npuopuTeT nehnHaMa BpeIHUM UC-
KomaBama. Hanase ncrpaxuparma NpojeKTHH THM CH-
cTeMcku oOpaljyje u mpoydaBa, a 6uhe o0jaB/beHU U
32 JaBHOCT U 3a aKaJIEMCKY 3ajC/THHILY.

3a mpojekar je aHTa)KOBaHO JIECET WIAHOBA 0CO-
0Jba, YKIBYUyjyhn apxeosiore, CIeneosore, TeoeTe,
reojore U npogecHoHaIHEe MEHallepe 3a pax Ha
BucHHaMa. TuM je OMO TO/EJbEH y TPH HE3aBUCHA
HCTpaXMBAUKa THMa, Ha YeJTy ca apXeoJio3uMa, a OHU
Cy IETOBAM Y Pa3MYUTUM CEKTOpUMa ITyCTHHbE.
UnaHOBH HMCTPaKUBAYKOT THMa Cy IMPOIUIA OOYKY
Yy Pa3yIMYUTHM JUCLUIUIMHAMA DEJIEBaHTHUM 32
Jynejcky myctumy, ykibydyjyhu apxeosnorika ucrpa-
XKHBama, Manupame rnehuna, pororpapucame nehu-
Ha, TEOJIOTHjy, 300JI0THjy, IJbAuKy AaHTUKBHUTETA,

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

out. Essentially, by the establishment of a presence
in the region the project gave continuous protection
to the caves and the finds within. The creation of
a comprehensive cave catalog allowed for more ef-
fective long-term supervision and monitoring, and
prioritized caves worthy of excavation. The finds
from the survey are being processed and researched
systematically by the project team, and will be pub-
lished both for the public and academic community.

Ten staff members were recruited for the project,
including archaeologists, speleologists, surveyors,
geologists and professional managers for working at
heights. The team was divided into three indepen-
dent survey teams, headed by archaeologists, and
these operated in different sectors of the desert. The
survey members underwent training in various dis-
ciplines relevant to the Judean Desert, including the
archaeological research, cave mapping, cave pho-
tography, geology, zoology, antiquities looting, the
treatment of organic and botanical finds, drone op-
eration, rope access, escape and rescue, use of met-
al detectors, first aid, safety instruction and offroad
driving.

The selection of survey segments was based pri-
marily on a review of the research literature current
at the time, an examination of the areas of active
looting and the areas in which artifacts were like-
ly to be discovered. The cliffs of the Wadis and the
Dead Sea fault escarpment were divided into differ-
ent segments. The survey of a particular segment
required advanced planning, including visiting the
area to make observations, in general, of the phys-
ical structure, environmental aspects and the layout
of the caves, alongside the preparation of various
visual aids, such as aerial and surface photographs
from various angles, maps of a suitable scale and
the collection of relevant literature on previous in-
vestigations. The photographic data was analysed
and orthorectified, such that all the caves and ap-
proaches to them were marked on the photos. At
this stage, the professional manager for rope access
would assay the easiest and safest approach to each
cave entrance and according to his recommendation,
the equipment was selected and prepared. After this
stage, a physical survey of the caves was made,
which included ropes, if necessary (Fig. 11). Defi-
nitions were established for a cave: a space with a
minimum length of 5 m and which enables a person
to enter (even with difficulty); a space of less than
5m length but is of clear archaeological or environ-
mental interest (e.g., pottery sherds); or a cave that
collapsed. Any space that fits one of these defini-
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TpeTMaH OPraHCKUX 1 OOTAaHUYKMX HaJla3a, OTiepalije
JPOHOBA, IPUCTYTI ToMohy KoHoOIIIa, OEKCTBO U CIIa-
caBame, yrorpeda IeTeKTopa MeTraja, mpBa moMoh,
0e30eJHOCHA YIIYTCTBA U BOXKEbA BaH ITyTEBA.
Opabup cerMeHata HCTpaKMBamba 3aCHUBAO CE
MPBEHCTBEHO Ha MperJiefy Taallibe NCTPAKUBAUKE
JUTEpaType, UCIUTUBAKY MOAPYYja aKTUBHOT IJba-
YKarba U IoJpyyja y KojuMa cy apTe(akTi BEpOBaTHO
ommn otkpuBeHu. CteHe Bamuca u ctpMuHe mporiena
MpTBoOTr MOpa noyiesbeHe Cy Ha pa3IHIuTe CErMEHTe.
UctpaxuBame onapeheHOr cerMeHTa 3axTeBalio je
HaNpeIHoO IMJIaHupame, YKbydyjyhu obmnazak moa-
pydYja Kako OM ce yOIIITeHO MocMaTpaiy (u3nvKa
CTPYKTYpa, aCIeKTH )KUBOTHE CPEAMHE M Pacrope]
nehrHa, y3 NpunpeMy pa3InauTHX BU3YEITHUX OMa-
rajga, kao mto cy Qororpaduje u3 Bazayxa m ca
MOBPIIMHE W3 pa3HUX YIJIOBa, KapTe oArosapajyhe
pasMepe u 30MpKa peJieBaHTHE JIUTEpaType O MpeT-
XOJHUM HUcTpaxkuBambuMma. DoTorpadckn moja-
M Cy aHAJIM3UPaHH ¥ OPTOPEKTOBAHH®, TAKO Ja
cy Ha d¢ororpadujama o3HaUeHEe CBe TMehwHe u
npuiazn wuMma. Y 0BOj ¢azu, MpoecHoHATHH
pyKOBOZMIIAIl 3a IPUCTYN YXKETOM OH OXpeano
HajJIaKIIM ¥ HajCUTYPHU)H TIPUCTYI CBAKOM yiazy y
nelinHy ¥ mpeMa HeroBoj Mpernopyuu je omadpaHa
W TIpUInpemMibeHa ornpeMa. Hakon oBe erane ypalhen
je ¢msmukm mpernen nehwHa, Koju je TO MOTpPeOH
ykJpyunBao u yxan (Ci. 11). Yeranosssene cy neu-
HULWje 3a mehuHy: MpOCTOp MUHHMMAIIHE OY>KUHE
o1 5 M, u Koju omoryhaBa 4yoBeky na yhe (Makap u
OTEXKAHO); TIPOCTOP JIy)KMHE Marme Off 5 M, aJi je
O]l jaCHOT apXeOoJIOMIKOT MJIM EKOJIOUIKOT MHTepeca
(ATIp. KpXOTHHE TpHUapHje); WM rehnHa Koja ce
cpymmia. CBakd MpOCTOp KOjU OAroBapa jenHoj
0]l OBUX Je(HHHUIIM]a je UCITUTAH U JOKYMEHTOBAH.
[IpocTopu KOju HHUCY HCIYHaBaid OBE AeHUHUIM]jE
HUCY WCTPOKEHH W HUXOBU YyIa3d Cy O3HAUCHU
Kao HEMHTEpeCaHTHH. TepeHCKH paj y CBaKoj Ie-
huan oOyxBarao je crenehe KOMITOHEHTE: IOIMY-
waBame (GopMmyiapa ca mnojauuMa o nehuHH Yy
KOMITjyTepH30BaHoj Oa3u mojaraka, MUcame KpaT-
KOI' yCMEHOI' M3BelTaja y (ukcHOM ¢opmary 3a
I0JIaBam-e JIeTajba KOJU Ce HE I0jaBJbyjy y o0paciry,
(ororpaduje ynaza v yHyTpanrsBOCTH rnehnHe, Marm-
pame ¥ Mepeme y3 MoMoh JAUCTOMATa, apXEOJIOIIKO
UCTPAXMBAKE KOje je YKIbYUMBAJIO NPHKYIJbambe
MOBPIIMHCKUX Hajla3za ykJbydyjyhu u ymnorpeOy
JIETeKTopa MeTana, U u3Boheme Mamer MpoOHOT
KOTakha y apXCOoJIOMIKUM CJIOjeBUMA Yy IIEHTPY

5 Opropektu(duKalyja je Iporec yKiIambamba U300Inuerha
WIH TOMepama CIHKe Y3POKOBAHMX HarubOM CeH3opa H
Tonorpad)ckuM pesbeom (IpuUM. pes.)

tions was surveyed and documented. Spaces that did
not meet these definitions were not surveyed and
their entrances were marked as being of no inter-
est. The field work in each cave included the fol-
lowing components: the filling out of a form with
data regarding the cave in a computerize database,
the writing of a short verbal report in a fixed format
for adding details not appearing in the form, photo-
graphs of the entrance and interior of the cave, map-
ping and measurement with the aid of a distomat, an
archaeological survey that included the collecting of
surface finds including the use of a metal detector,
and conducting a small test digging in the archaeo-
logical layers in the center of the cave. In addition, a
geological, environmental, botanical and zoological
survey was performed around the cave. At the com-
pletion of a survey segment, a panoramic photo of
the cliff was produced marked with the survey data
(Fig. 12). In addition to the caves, other archaeo-
logical remains, in the various segments were doc-
umented as important components in understanding
human activity in the region.

Cnuka 11. Rotem Ram xoju ce cnywma y ycmuma
., [lehune nozopsa Xesep” ‘the Hever nostrils Cave’
(DPomoepaghuja: U. Knajn)

Fig. 11. Rotem Ram rappelling in the mouth of ‘the Hever
nostrils Cave’ (Photo: E. Klein)

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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nehuna. [lopen Ttora, oko mnehune je o0aBibeHO
TEO0JIONIKO, EKOJIOIIKO, OOTAaHMYKO M 300JIOMIKO
UCTpakuBame. [10 3aBpIIETKy CErMEeHTa CHHMarmba
Owna Ou HampaBibeHa IMaHopaMmcKa QoTorpaduja
nuTUIEe obenexkeHa mojanuMma uctpaxkuBama (Ci.
12). Ilopen nehuna, u apyru apxeoJoIIKd OCTally,
Y Pa3IMYUTHM CETMEHTUMA, JOKYMEHTOBAHH Cy Kao
Ba)KHE KOMIIOHCHTE y pa3yMeBamy JbY/CKE JIeTIaTHO-
CTH y PETHOHY.

I[IpenumMuHapHu pe3yaTaTu
1-5 ce30He npojexTa

VY ce3onama 1-5 Apxeonomkor mpojekra [le-
hune Jynejcke mycrume, oko 158 kM nuTuna je uc-
MUTaHa oJ] CTpaHe Hater TuMa, 3 Haxan Ora Ha ce-
Bepy no Haxan Bokeka Ha jyry. ¥ Tum obnactimMa
CMO TIpeTJieNad W JoKyMeHToBamm 672 mehmue u
CTOTHHE JIPYTHX TEPCHCKHX JIOKAJIUTETA OKO JIUTHLA.
Jlokasu 0 JbYJICKOj AENAaTHOCTH IIpoHaleHu cy y 259
nehuna, mwTo 3Hauu Aa je Buiue o Tpehune nehuna
KOopHIITheHO 3a JbYICKE aKTUBHOCTH Y JETHOM WIIH BH-
e nepuoaa. [lopen Tora, MPOjEeKTHH THM j€ CIIPOBEO
apxeoJIolKa WCKomaBama y 17 mehmHa m apyrux
apXEOJIOIIKUX OCTaTaka. ¥ HEKUM O]l MCKOIlaBamba
npoHaljeHu cy BaKHU apTe(dakTH U MPeAMETH Moce-
OHe Hay4YHE BPEIHOCTH, Kao U J0Opa KyJITypHOT Hac-
nieha, Kako je onMcaHo y HaCTaBKY:

1. Ilehuna Haxan Kympan (A44-002)

[lehuna je y crenenactoj qutuiu (235 M ncnox
HUBOA Mopa), oko 30 M m3Hax Toka Haxanm Kympana
(Nahal Qumran). McniutuBanaraje 1952. dpanirycka
6ubnujcka u apxeosomka mkona Jepycamuma (Ecole
biblique et archéologique francaise de Jérusalem)
mof1 Boh)crBom e Bayka (de Vaux) (Cave 27; de Vaux
1953; Baillet, Milik and De Vaux 1962, 10). Ilehuny je
JPYTH IMyT nperyienao u uckonao 1993. roqune dap3u
Ubpaxum (Fawzi Ibrahim) y okBupy Omnepamuje
,,Ceurak™ (Ibrahim 2002, Cave XI1/49). Canamrme
HCKOTIaBame y TiehmHn o0aBibeHO je y (ebdpyapy
2018. roguHe u Tpajano je 9 mana.® OTkomaHo je
11 xBazmpara, y ONM3WHU OHHX ca HCKomaBama @.
Nbpaxuma. Ilo ceemy cynehu, TokoM rogmHa Te-
huna je Owna MOABPTHYTa WHTEH3WBHO] TJbAYKU
aHTUKBHTETa M BehnHa JoKyca je Ouia nmopemehena.

¢ Vckonasame y nehunu (lossona 6p. 05-03-2018) Guio
je mox mokposuTesbeTBOM LlITabHOT pedepenTa 3a apxeonorujy
Opesberba 3a LUBUIHY yrpaBy y Jyaeju u Camapuju, a pyKoBo-
o cy Muka Ymnman, Amup [anop, Utan Kiaju, Odep
Cuon u Xaum Koen (Micka Ullman, Amir Ganor, Eitan Klein,
Ofer Sion and Haim (Cohen).
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Cauxa 12. Cmene y ceemenmy A5, noaneo na 3anao
(D©omoepaguja: K. Koen)

Fig. 12. The cliffs in Segment A5, view to the west
(Photo: C. Cohen)

Preliminary Results
of Seasons 1-5 of the Project

In seasons 1-5 of the Judean Desert Caves Ar-
chaeological Project, about 158 km of cliffs were
surveyed = by our team, from Nahal Og in the north
to Nahal Bokek in the south. In those areas 672 caves
and hundreds of other field sites around the cliffs
were surveyed and documented by us. Evidence of
human activity was found in 259 caves, meaning that
more than a third of the caves were used for human
activity in one or several periods. In addition, archae-
ological excavations were conducted in 17 caves and
other archaeological remains by the project team. In
some of the excavations important and special scien-
tific value artifacts as well as cultural heritage assets
were found as described below:

1. The ‘Nahal Qumran Cave’ (Cave A4-002)

The cave is in a stepped cliff (235 m below
msl), c. 30 m above the course of Nahal Qumran.
It was surveyed in 1952 by the Ecole biblique et
archéologique frangaise de Jérusalem under the di-
rection of de Vaux (Cave 27; de Vaux 1953; Baillet,
Milik and De Vaux 1962, 10). The cave was sur-
veyed and excavated a second time in 1993 by Faw-
zi Ibrahim in the framework of ‘Operation Scroll’
(Ibrahim 2002, Cave XII/49). The present excava-
tion in the cave was carried out in February 2018
and lasted 9 days.’ Eleven squares were excavated,

3 The excavation in the cave (Permit No. 05-03-2018) was
undertheauspices ofthe Staff Officer of Archaeology, Department
of the Civil Administration in Judea and Samaria, was directed
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TokoMm HCKOmNaBama MPUKYIUBEHO je 00MJbe Hajlaza
3 rBo3neHor go6a Il B mo reosmenor goda 11 C,
Kao W 3aTBOPEHU JIOHITM 32 KyBame ca ype3oM Ha
jemHoj onm mpmku. [Iponahenu cy m Hamasm ¢ kpaja
nepuona Jpyror Xpama (2. B. m.H.e. — 1. B. H.€.). Y
OBUM BpPEMEHCKHM MEpHOINMA JbYJCKa aKTHBHOCT
ce onBHjana y oommkmeM Xopodar Kympany (Horbat
Qumran). Crora ce YMHH J1a Cy OCTaI| y rehman mo-
BE3aHHM Ca aKTUBHOCTHMA Ha JJokanurety. [lopen Tora,
y nehuHu cy nponHaljeHH Haya3ud M3 BU3aHTHjCKOT
Mepuoza, YKIbydyjyhu kepaMHiKy yJbaHy JIaMITy ca
rpukuM XpumrhanckuM HaTecoM (Cir. 13), mTo Haro-
BeTapa Jia je nehuHa kopuinheHa 3a MyCTUbaKe Y
ocamu y OJTM3MHU NPUPOAHUX pe3epBoapa BojAe y Ka-
MEHUM yayOsbemuma y Banujy nnum 3a HeKy Opyry
JBY/ICKY aKTUBHOCT y OBOM TI€PUO]TY.

2. llehuna I'aja (The ‘Gaya cave’) (A4-028)

[Ipuponna nehuna (170 M ucnos HUBOA Mopa)
Ha CTpMUHHM Tpouena MpTBor Mopa jyxkHo on Haxan
Kywmpana, unju ynas rnena va Xop6ar Kympan, koju
je mocrojao Hekux 700 M majke Ha CEBEPOUCTOKY U
oko 160 m Hrke. Mako ce nehnHa Hama3u y CerMeHTy
KOjU je BUILE IMyTa UCTPaXEH y MPOLUIOCTH, MPBU
MyT jy je JIOUMpao Cajallllbl MCTPaKMBAYKU THM,
a mckomaBao je y ¢ebpyapy 2018.7 Tlnan nehwume
00yXxBaTa OTBOPEHO M JOCTYITHO KAMEHO CKJIOHHIITE,
13 KOjer BOAM Y3aK IPoJIa3 y MajM OA3EMHHU IIPOCTOP
(my>xuHe 5 M). McTpaxuBameM je OTKpUBeHa 00YHA
HUIa y nehuHu ca KpXOTHHama Teriu Tuma “Rym
Cauraka’ (‘Scroll Jar’) u muxoBuM noksonuuma. Kao
pesystar oBor oTkpuha, MCKONaBame OBE HHUIIE j€
POIyOJbEHO 110 CTEHE, I'Zie Cy OTKPUBEHE KPXOTHHE,
VIJIABHOM H3 TOCYZIa M FHbUXOBUX TIOKJIOMNAIA, KOjU
Cy JaTUpaHH y TPBH BEK HOBE epe. Y HCKOMaBamby
CKJIOHHIITa y CTEHH OTKPMBEHHM CY Hajla3u H3
MPEeKepaMUIKOr HEeoJnTa, YKIbyuyjyhu BpxoBe
CTpeia W CeurBa, KOjU CE MOTY TOHCTOBETHUTH ca
aKTHBHOCTHMA JIOBAId Y OBOM PaHOM TIEPHO.LY

3. Ilehuna Bpx Kon.wva
(Spearhead Cave) (A14-026)

Mana npuponna nehmHa y TOpmeM Jelny CTp-
MHUHE TIporieria MpTBOr Mopa, OKo 1 KM jy»KHO Off
Haxan Kywmpana. [lehuna ce cacroju oj Tpu mpo-
cTopa pacniopeheHa y Hu3Yy, jenan 3a aApyrum. OTBop

"Hckonasame y nehunu (Jo3sona 6p. 11-03-2018) 6uo je
oz nokposutesscTBoM lllTabHOT pedepenta 3a apxeosorujy,
Opememe 3a muBmiHy ymnpaBy y Jyneju m Camapuju, a
pykoBoamiu cy Xaraj Xamep, Utan Kiaju u Xanm Koen.

near those from F. Ibrahim’s excavation. Apparent-
ly, over the years, the cave had been subjected to
intensive antiquities looting and most of the loci
were disturbed. During the excavation, abundant
finds from the Iron Age [IB-IIC, as well as closed
cooking pots with an incision on one of the handles
were collected. Finds from the end of the Second
Temple Period (second century BCEirst century
CE) were also found. In these time periods, human
activity took place at nearby Horbat Qumran. Thus,
it appears that the remains in the cave are related to
activity at the site. In addition, finds from the Byz-
antine Period were found in the cave, including a
ceramic oil lamp with a Greek Christian inscription
(Fig. 13), which hints that the cave was used for her-
mits in seclusion near the natural rockholes of water
in the Wadi, or to some other human activity during
this period.

70-5906
L115
0 1 2 3 S 6 B1082-1 8
w (1 | |
Cnuxa 13. Haxan Kympan nehuna ‘Nahal Qumran Cave’.
Busanmujcka ywanuya (Qomoepaguja: U. Knajn)

Fig. 13. <(Nahal Qumran Cavey. Byzantine oil Lamp
(Photo: E. Klein)

2. The ‘Gaia cave’ (A4-028)

A natural cave (170 m below msl) in the Dead
Sea fault escarpment south of Nahal Qumran, whose
entrance looks out upon Horbat Qumran, which ex-
isted some 700 m away to the northeast and c. 160
m lower. Although the cave is in a segment that had
been surveyed many times in the past, it was first
located by the present survey team and excavated in
February 2018.* The cave’s plan includes an open

by Micka Ullman, Amir Ganor, Eitan Klein, Ofer Sion and
Haim Cohen.

4 The excavation in the cave (Permit No. 11-03-2018) was
undertheauspices ofthe Staff Officer of Archaeology, Department
of the Civil Administration in Judea and Samaria, was directed
by Hagay Hamer, Eitan Klein, and Haim Cohen.
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nehuHe je Manu u ckpuBeH. tbeH mpenwmu 10 uma
MPUPOJIHY CTEIEHUILY Koja oMoryhasa y100HO MecTo
3a OopaBak u3BaH rniehune. [Ipuna3 nehunw je otexan
1 MoTyh je cIymTameM ca JIUTUIIE KOja ce y3IrKe
n3Haj nehrHe WM cIo00IHUM NEeHambeM Ha CTCHY
ca noaHoxja nutuie. [lehuny je nponamao TiM u3
KympaHa TokoM 0OBOT HCTpaXXHBamba, a paHuje je Ouia
HETIO3HaTa ¥ CIIeNIC0JI03MMa M IUbauKalliMa aHTH-
kBuTeTa. Hanasu npuKyIubeHH TOKOM MCTPaKUBAHA
Y HAKHAJTHOT UCKoMaBama y Mapty 2018.% ykibyuyjy,
u3Mel)y ocraior, Bpx Koruba, Hopurhe rapesa Jlomu-
nrjana u Tpajana (Ci. 14), ocTarke mpocTupke, kepa-
MHUYKY [OCYJly M CTakjIeHo mnocyhe, mTo ykasyje Ha
TO /12 je nehuna ciyxuiia Kao yTOUMIITe TOKOM ITpBe
tpehune 2. Beka H.e.. [lehnHa je jequHCTBEHA IO TOME
mTOo je y jemHoj (azum kopumnthena kao pedyrujym u
Ouia je 1o0po ouyBaHA M HETAKHYTa OJ IJbauKalla
AHTUKBHUTETA

4. Ilehuna Becnasujanosux nosuuha
(‘Vespasian’s Coins Cave’) (U2-007)

[lehuna je oTkpuBeHa y 4. Ce30HM U Halasu ce
Ha CPeIMHU CTPMUHE Mpoliena MpTBor Mopa, OKo 2
KM jyxkHo of yirha Haxan Kuapona (Nahal Kidron)
1o nporena Mpreor Mopa. TOKOM HCTpakuBama y
nehnHE ¥ HeTIOCPETHOj OKOJIMHH jé OTKPHBEHO JIECET
Oponszanux HoBunha u3 Bpemena Benuke Oyne (Ci.
15) u nBe Terpanpaxme napa Becnasujana, koju aa-
TUpajy ynorpedy nehune Hajpanuje y 70. rogauny H.e.
[lehuHa je y MOTIYHOCTH MCKOMaHa TOKOM arpuiia
2021.° HoBunhe cy BepoBaTHO 3aKormaie H30eriIu-
IIe HaKOH pasapama JepycanmmnMma mnocie Benmke jeB-
pejcke modyHe mpoTuB PumibaHa.

5. Ilehuna Mypaoa am
(Murabaat Cave) 1V (Z1-004)

OBa je nehuHa m3mykeHo ynyOspeHa (Iy>KuHE
oko 60 m, mmpune 1-5 m). I[lehuna ce Haymasu Ha
ceBepHOj obanin Haxan Jlapra (Nahal Darga), y 6iu-
3WHU TIeIIavKe cTaze Koja Boau a0 Bamuja. [lehwuHa
j€ MCKONaHa y MpOIUIOCTH ¥ MpoHal)eHu Ccy Haia3u
W3 XankonuTa u puMmckor meproaa (Benoit, Milik

8 Vckonasame y nehunu (Tossona 6p. 07-03-2018) Guio
je mox mokpoButesbecTBOM LITabHOT pedepenTa 3a apxeonorujy
Opnesberba 3a MBWIHY yripaBy y Jyneju u Camapuju, pyKoBoO-
nwm ¢y Uran Knaju, Odep Cuon, Munka Yimivan u Xaum
Lloxen.

° Uckonasame y nehunu (Jo3somna 6p. 02-04-2021) 6o
je mox mokposutesbcTBOM LlITabHOT pedepenta 3a apxeonorujy
Opnesbemsa 3a UBMIIHY aaMuHUCTpanyjy y Jyneju u Camapujy,
a pykoBoawn cy Xaraj Xamep, Opuja Amukaj , Xanm Koen n
Uran Kinaju.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

and accessible rock shelter, from which a narrow
passage leads to a small subterranean space (5 m
long). The survey revealed a side niche in the cave
with jars sherds of the ‘Scroll Jar’ type and their lids.
As a result of this discovery, the excavation of this
niche was deepened to bedrock, where sherds were
exposed, mostly from deposit jars and their lids,
which are dated to the first century CE. In the exca-
vation of the rock shelter, finds from the Pre-Pottery
Neolithic period were discovered, including arrow-
heads and blades, which may be identified with the
activities of hunters in this early period.

3. The Spearhead Cave (44-026)

A small natural cave in the upper part of the
Dead Sea fault escarpment, ¢. 1 km south of Nahal
Qumran. The cave comprises three spaces arranged
in a row, one after the other. The cave opening is
small and hidden. Its front has a natural step that al-
lows comfortable place to stay outside the cave. The
approach to the cave is difficult and is possible by
rappelling from the cliff that rises above the cave, or
by free climbing the rock from the base of the cliff.
The cave was found by the Qumran team during the
present survey, and it was previously unknown to
speleologist and antiquities looters, alike. The finds
collected during survey and the subsequent excava-
tion in March 2018, included, inter alia, a spear-
head, coins of the Emperors Domitian and Trajan
(Fig. 14), remains of matting, a ceramic jar and
glassware, which indicates that the cave served as
a refuge during the first third of the second century
CE. The cave is unique in being a single-phase ref-
uge cave that was well preserved and untouched by
antiquities looters.

4. The ‘Vespasian’s Coins Cave’ (U2-007)

The cave was discovered in Season 4 and it is
located in the middle of the Dead Sea fualt escarp-
ment, ¢. 2 km south of the outlet of Nahal Kidron
to the Dead Sea Rift. During the survey, ten bronze
coins from the time of the Great Revolt (Fig. 15) and
two tetradrachma coins of the emperor Vespasian,
which date the use of the cave to 70 CE, at the ear-
liest, were discovered in the cave and its immediate
surroundings. The cave was completely excavated

5 The excavation of the cave (Permit No. 07-03-2018) was
undertheauspices ofthe Staff Officer of Archaeology, Department
of the Civil Administration in Judea and Samaria, was directed
by Eitan Klein, Ofer Sion, Micka Ullman and Haim Cohen.
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and de Vaux 1961). ¥ yHyTpaimoj onaju TOKOM
Harer OOHOBJLEHOT HCTPaKMBaFkba OTKPHBEHO je
MHOTO HaJsla3a, Mel)y ’buMa M TOBpILIMHA Ca TParoBH-
Ma JbYJCKOT JKHBOTA, KOja C€ MPOCTUPE IIHUPHHOM

Cnuxka 14. Ilehuna Bpx konmwa. Bpx konma u 06a
oponszana nosuuha (Gomoepagpuja: P. Pam)

Fig. 14. The «Spearhead Cave). Spearhead and two
bronze coins (Photo: R. Ram)

nehuHe Ha c110jy uBpCTE 3eMJbe, a Ha K0joj je HaljeHa
OCHOBaA IJIETEHE KOPIIE, Ka0 U KepaMU4KH (hparMeHTH
U3 HEOJIMTa M paHOpUMCKOT Teprosa. Kao pesynrar
OBHX Hajla3a, 00aBJbEHO je JBOHEICIPHO HCKOIIABAE
y (ebpyapy u mapry 2019. u gomatHa ce3oHa
y (debpyapy u mapry 2020."° V uckomaBamy cy
OTKPUBEHH BEJWKH JICJIOBH J[BE MOBPIIMHE ca Tpa-
TOBHMMa JbYJICKOT )KMBOTa, Ha KOjUMa Cy TMpoHaljeHn
OpOjHU OpraHCKH HaJlas3u, YyKJbydyjyhu ocrarke
Marepuje, MHOTE jaMe, ClaJbeHe KOCTH M OCTaTKe

Cnuka 15. Ilehuna Becnaszujanosux nosuuha
‘Vespasian's Coins Cave’. Bponzanu Hosay u3 Benuxe
Jespejcke nobyne (Pomoepaguja: /1. Iazum, HAA).

Fig. 15. The (Vespasianys Coins Cave». Bronze coin from
the Great Jewish Revolt (Photo: D. Gazit, IAA).

Tpu orsuiTa. Mel)y ocTanmum Hanazuma, y IpeimeM
neny nehune nponaljeHa je pusHuiia o 16 HoBunha

1 Mickonaatwbe y nehunn (o3somaa 6p. 14-03-2019) 6uino
je nox nmokposutesbeTBoM LlITabHOT pedepenTa 3a apxeoaorujy
Opnesbemsa 3a UBMIIHY aaMuHKUCTpanujy y Jyneju u Camapujy,
a pykosoamn cy Xanm Koen, Opuja Amukaj , Xaraj Xamep u
Wnan Xanan.

during April 2021.° The coins were probably bur-
ied by refugees after the destruction of Jerusalem in
the aftermath of the Great Jewish Revolt against the
Romans.

5. Muraba at Cave IV (Z1-004)

This is a long cave-burrow (c. 60 m long, 1-5
m wide). The cave is on the northern bank of Nahal
Darga, near the hiking path that leads to the Wadi.
The cave was excavated in the past and finds from
the Chalcolithic and Roman periods were found
(Benoit, Milik and de Vaux 1961). Many finds were
discovered in the inner chamber during our renewed
survey, among them a living surface that extends the
width of the cave on a layer of tight earth, and upon
which a base of a wicker basket and sherds from the
Neolithic and Early Roman periods were found. As
a result of these finds, a two-week excavation was
carried out in February and March 2019, and an ad-
ditional season in February and March 2020.” Large
parts of two living surfaces were exposed in the ex-
cavation, upon which abundant organic finds were
found, including remains of matter, many pits, burnt
bones, and remains of three hearths. Among the oth-
er finds, a hoard of 16 Bar-Kokhba coins were found
in the front part of the cave (Fig. 16), including a
coin from the first year of the rebellion, coins from
the second year and coins from the undated series,
which are accepted to be dated to the last year of the
revolt. Also were found a complete wicker basket
from the Neolithic Period.

6. A structure in Nahal Hazazon (W3)

In Season 2, the remains of a small, isolated
structure were discovered in the middle of the north-
ern cliff of Nahal Hazazon, that was built on narrow
rock shelf that faces east (Fig. 17). The structure is
¢. 500 m east of the Hazazon waterfall, and the Byz-
antine Hermit’s cells that were found nearby by us
during the survey of this area. In December 2018
a single day of excavation was carried out in the

¢ The excavation of the cave (Permit No. 02-04-2021) was
undertheauspices ofthe Staff Officer of Archaeology, Department
of the Civil Administration in Judea and Samaria, was directed
by Hagay Hamer, Oriya Amichay, Haim Cohen and Eitan Klein.

7 The excavation of the cave (Permit No. 14-03-2019) was
undertheauspices ofthe Staff Officer of Archaeology, Department
of the Civil Administration in Judea and Samaria, was directed
by Haim Cohen, Oriya Amichay, Hagay Hamer, and Ilan Hadad.
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Bap-Kox6e (Cn.16), ykipyuyjyhu HOBUMh u3 mpBe
roguHe oOyHe, HOBYMN W3 Apyre TOAWHE W HOBYMh
W3 HelaTHpaHe cepuje, 3a Koje je mpruxsaheHo aa ce
Jatupajy y noclnenmsy roquny modyse. [Iponalhena je
Y KOMIUICTHA TIJIeTeHa KOpIIa U3 HeOJUTa.

6. Cmpyxkmypa y Haxan Xazazony
(Nahal Hazazon) (W3)

VY apyroj ce30HH, OCTAIM Maje, H30JI0BAaHE CTPY-
KType OTKPUBEHH Cy ycpea ceBepHe nutHie Ha-
xa Xa3a3oH, KOjH je u3rpaheH Ha yCKOj CTEHH Koja
je okpenyta ka uctoky (Cm.17). Ctpykrypa je oko
500 M rcTOUHO Of BofoOmaga Xa3a3oH U henuje BU-
3aHTH]CKOTI' ITyCTHIbAKa KOj€ CMO MPOHAIILIH Y HAIIIO]
ONM3WHM MPIITUKOM HCTPaKUBamk-a OBOT TO/Ipydja. Y
nerieMOpy 2018. roamHe W3BPIIEHO j€ jeIHOTHEBHO
HCKOMaBame ocraraka rpahesune.!! Koncrpykuuja (3
X 3 M) je rpaljeHa o1 AETMMHUYHO TECAHOT CPEIELET 10
KPYIHOT KaMeHa, KOjH Cy TOJIOKEHH jejaH Ha APYTU
0e3 Be3WBHOT MaTepHjaia. YTeMelbeHa je AUPEKTHO
Ha CTENEHACTO] CTEHH. YJa3 je YCIIOCTaBJbeH ca
3amajHe CTpaHe, OJNM3y JIMTHIE, W BOJHW /O YCKOT
nponaza (mupurae 0,5 M) KOju ce HacTaBjba y3 3
autrie. OTBOP KOHCTPYKIIH]E CE CITYIITA TPU TECaHe
CTETeHUIIe A0 HUBOA Moja. Y jyrOMCTOYHOM YTIIy
oOjexrta nponaljeHa je kBazapatna kiaymna (0,5 x 0,5
M, BucuHa 0,4 M) om kKameHa. Y CTPYKTypH HHje
npoHal)eH marepujan Koju OM ce MOrao JaTHpaTH.
henuje xoje cy mokymeHToBane y OmmsuHH Haxan
Xaza3oH BOAONaAa U OBy Ipal)eBUHY MOBE3Yje MOro-
JTHa cTa3a, 1a ce CTOra MOKe MPETIOCTaBUTH Jia TIOC-
TOju Be3a uaMmely BUX U Jla ¢y KOpHIIheHn y UCTo
BpeMe y BH3aHTH]CKOM TIEPHO/Y, TE /1a j& CTPYKTypa
(yHKIIMOHHKCANA 32 IOTpede 0CaMIBEHNX MOHaXa.

7. Ilehuna ysrcaca
("Cave of Horror’) (C2-005)

Oga nehnHa ce Hana3y Ha CeBepO3ariaIHO]j JIUTH-
mu Haxan Xesep (Nahal Hever), Ha ymaseHOCTH
on 50 M ox Bomomaga XeBep M KaMEHHX Oa3eHa Ha
ETOBOM BpXY, Ha HaJMOPCKO] BUCHHH on 170 M.
[lehuna je paszeujena y ¢opmanuju usra (Shiv-
ta); MPUCTYI je TeXaK U 3aXTeBa chyinrame. [lehnna
je mpBu myT OTKpuBeHa 1953. rommHe ol cTpaHe
excrieauyje kojy je mpemsoano M. Axaponu u
ucnuTaHa je y Majy te rogune. VckonaBame nehune

! UckomaBame y nehunu (JJo3soma 6p. 28-03-2018) Guo
je mox mokpoButesbcTBoM IlITabHOT pedepeHrta 3a apxeoso-
rujy, Onemmeme 3a muBMIHY ympaBy y Jyneju u Camapwuju,
pykoBomn cy Xanm Koen u Utan Kiajm.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

N

Cnuxa 16. Mypaba am Ilehuna 4. Bponsanu nosay u3
nobyne bap-Koxxba (Pomoepauja: J. [Llsapy)

Fig. 16. Muraba at Cave 4. Bronze coin from the Bar-
Kokhba Revolt (Photo: Y. Schwartz)

remains of the structure.® The structure (3 X 3 m)
was built of partially hewn medium-to-large stones,
which were laid one on top of the other without any
binding material. It was founded directly upon the
stepped bedrock. The entrance was established on
the west side, close to the cliff, and leads to a narrow

r

Cnuxa 17. H30n06ana epahesuna y Haxan Xazazomny
(@omoepaguja: K. Koen)

Fig. 17. Isolated structure at Nahal Hazazon
(Photo: C. Cohen)

passage (0.5 m wide) that continues along the cliff
wall. The opening of the structure descends three
hewn steps down to the floor level. A square bench
(0.5 x 0.5 m, 0.4 m high) made of stones was found
in the southeastern corner of the structure. No dat-
able material was found in the structure. The cells
that were documented near the Nahal Hazazon wa-
terfall and this structure are connected by a conve-
nient path and, thus, it may be presumed that there is
a connection between them and that they were used
at the same time in the Byzantine Period, and that
the structure function for reclusive monks.

8 The excavation of the cave (Permit No. 28-03-2018) was
undertheauspices ofthe Staff Officer of Archaeology, Department
of the Civil Administration in Judea and Samaria, was directed
by Haim Cohen and Eitan Klein.
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je HacraBibeHO 1961. rognHe y OKBUPY aKTUBHOCTH
kammna b y ,,Onepanuju Jyzaejcka nmyctuma‘. OTKpH-
BEHU Cy MHOTH apTe(akTH KOjH Cy ITOBE3aHHU ca pa-
HUM PHMCKHUM IIEPUOAOM, YKJbYUyjyhu ynucane Ha-
nase, a APYru Hajasu Cy JaTHPAaHU Y XaJKOJIUTCKH,
paHoOpOH3aHM ¥ BU3aHTH]jCKH riepuos (Aharoni 1962,
189-194). Y oktobpy 2018. roanHe MpojeKTHH THM je
M3BPIIMO PEBU3HUOHO HCTpakuBame nehune. Tokom
UCTpaXMBamba IpPOHAl)eHH Cy eKcep 3a caHjaie,
nBa HoBumha u3 moOyHe bap-Kox0e un hon anTnuke
canpane. Kao pe3ysirar oBux Hanasa, OJJTy4eHO je 1a
ce HacTaBM MckomnaBawe y nehunu. Mckonasame je
00aBJbEHO y TIepUOJy OKTOOap—HOBemOap 2019, y
Tpajamy ox 15 mana.'? 3a To Bpeme, 17 MCKOMaHUX
KBaJIpaTa OTBOPEHO je y MehuHM T0 CTEHOBUTOT TJa.
TokoMm nCKoONaBama W3 MEPUOAA XAJIKOJIUTA OTKPH-
BEHHM CY Pa3IMYMTH Hala3M, yKbydyjyhu ckener ne-
TeTa YMOTaHOI' Y IOKpOB, U apTedakte u3 modyHe
Bap-Kox6a, ykmpyuyjyhu ¢parmenre namumpyca ca
OUONMjCKUM TEKCTOM Ha TPYKOM O J[BaHaecT Mambux
mpopoka (Riestra et al. 2022) koje cy uzbermure
noHene y nehuny.

3akiby4yak

CHCTEMaTCKO HCTPAKUBAILE U NCKOTIaBamha Koja
Cy CIIPOBEJCHA Y OKBUPY aKTYEJHOI IPOjeKTa aaa
Cy apxeoslomlkuM apredaxktuma nehuHa Jynejcke
MYCTHIbE, O KOJUX CY HEKH O] BEJIMKOT HAYYHOT U
HAIIMOHAJIHOT 3Hauaja, 3allTUTHU ,,KUIIOOpaH* oj1
IJbavyKaIlKe aKTUBHOCTH HA BEOMa yJaJbeHOM U Te-
LIKO TperjaeqHoM noapydjy. TokoM HcTpaxuBama
yCIIeJIM CMO 2 Y HeKoJMKo nehuna sounupamo ¢pa-
IMEHTE CBUTAKa U Manupyca, Kao U 0CTaBe HOBIA U3
Pa3IUUUTUX MIEpUOJa U ICTOPUjCKHX poralaja u apy-
rux BaKHHX apredakara. OBaj akTHMBHH apXeolo-
KU TPUCTYTI, KOjU Je(PUHUIIEMO Kao ,,IPEBEHTUBHY
apxeoJIoTHjy*, CUTYPHO cracaBa Te apredakre of
omrehema u mybadke. Jour jenHa NpeaHOCT OBOT aK-
TUBHOI' TIPHCTYNa je IUTO Te apTredakTe Hajla3uMo
in situ, y ’bUXOBOM apXEOJIOIIKOM KOHTEKCTY (TIpUM.
ypei.), a He Ha MoJMllaMa Ha THjalld aHTUKBUTETA.
3akpydak KOju TPOW3WIIA3U W3 pe3yaTara Ipoje-
KTa, 9aK W aKko Cy W JaJjbe JICTMMHUYHH, jecTe Ja je
MOTPeOHO J1eJI0BAaTH aKTHBHO M CHCTEMATCKH, YIpy-
KHTH pecypce M MPUIArOJUTH OCOOJbE U OIpeMy
MpeMa M3a30BHMa Koje MOCTaBJbajy MJbauKalllKi Ha-
yuHU U TepeH. [Ipojekar, Takohe, miycTpyje 3Hauaj
M3TPaIhe HAIMOHATHE jeMUHUIE 32 00pOy MPOTHB

12 MckonaBame y niehunu (Jo3osa 6p. A8534/2019) Guito
je TofI TIOKPOBUTEJHCTBOM I3paencke ympase 3a aHTHKBUTETE,
a ynpasssanu cy Odep Cuon, Uran Kiaju u Opuna Amuxamn.

7. The “Cave of Horror’ (C2-005)

This cave is located on the north-western cliff
of Nahal Hever, at a distance of 50 m from Hever
waterfall and the rockpools at its top, at an eleva-
tion of 170 m msl. The cave was developed in the
Shivta Formation; access is difficult and requires
rappelling. The cave was first discovered in 1953 by
the expedition led by Y. Aharoni and was surveyed
in May of that year. In 1961, the excavation of the
cave was resumed as part of the activities of Camp
B in ‘Operation Judean Desert’. Many artifacts were
discovered that were associated with the Early Ro-
man Period, including inscribed finds and a other
finds were dated to the Chalcolithic, Early Bronze
and Byzantine periods (Aharoni 1962, 189—194). In
October 2018 a renewed survey was carried out in
the cave by the project team. During the survey, a
sandal nail, two coins from the Bar-Kokhba Revolt
and an ancient sandal’s sole were found. As a re-
sult of these finds, it was decided to resume exca-
vation in the cave. The excavation was carried out
in October—November 2019 for 15 days.” During
this time, 17 excavation squares were opened in the
cave down to bedrock. A variety of finds were dis-
covered during the excavation from the Chalcolithic
Period including the skeleton of a child wrapped in
a shroud, and artifacts from the Bar-Kokhba Revolt,
including fragments of papyri with a biblical text in
Greek of the Twelve Minor Prophets (Riestra et al.
2022), which were brought to the cave by refugees.

Conclusion

The systematic survey and excavations that
were conducted under the current project gave to the
archaeological artifacts of the Judean Desert Caves,
some of them with great scientific and national im-
portance, a protective umbrella from looting activity
in a very remote and hard to inspect area. During
the survey we succeeded to locate in few caves’
fragments of scrolls and papyri as well as hoards
of coins from various periods and historical events
and other important artifacts. This active archaeo-
logical approach, which we define as ‘Preventative
Archaeology’, for sure rescue those artifacts from
being damaged and looted. Another advantage of
this active approach is that we are finding those arti-
facts in-situ, in their archaeological connection, and

° The excavation of the cave (Permit No. A8534/2019) was
under the auspices of the Israel Antiquities Authority and was
directed by Ofer Sion, Eitan Klein and Oriya Amichay.
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37I04MHA TIPOTHB KYJATYpHHX 100apa Koja yKJbydyje
MOJIMIM]Y, TEPEHCKE W aKaJeMCKe CTpydYmhake u
e(heKTUBHO TTPABHO OJICIHCHHE.

[TaBuie, mporpaTHX HMCXOIU OBOT MPOjeKTa
Cy MOTIIYHO apX€OoJIOIIKO UCTPaXHUBambe JTUThLa Jy-
JiejCKe TyCTHIbE, YKIbYdyjyhu manopamcke ¢oto-
rpaduje WCIHUTAaHWX JHMTUIA Ca O3HaKaMa 3a CBE
nokymentoBane nehune. Onn he mpatutu xaraior
nehuHa, y Kome he ce 1ojaBuTH IIaHOBH U TTPECEIH
nehnHa, Kao M TeO0NOLIKH, apXCOoJIOKH, OOTAaHUYKN
1 300JI0IIKY Tperyien cBake nehrnne. Ou nopamm he
MOCITYKMTH Ka0 OCHOBA 32 aHAJM3Y JbYCKHX aKTHB-
HOCTH y mnehMHaMa jy/IejCKHX ITyCTHI,CKHX CTEHA
KpO3 BEKOBE.

JacHO je ma mopen Hay4yHE BaXHOCTH IIpOje-
KTa TOCTOjU W BEIUKM HHCTHTYLUHOHAJIHU U HWH-
CIIEKLM]CKU 3HA4aj, jep je Kpo3 mHuxX Moryhe mpu-
KazaTH aXypHY CJIHMKY IUbauKe aHTUKBUTETA Y
nehunama. OBu mojanu nomMaxy y Gopmylucamy
TIPUCTyTIa UHCTIIEKITHjU iehuHa Jynejcke mycTumbe U
omoryhaBajy 00Jpy 3aIITHTy ApEeBHHX apredaxara
KOje OHE caapiKe.
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SAIITUTA APXEOJIOHIKOI' HACJIEDA,
HPOCTOPHO IIVTAHUPAIHLE U PA3BOJ Y CPBUJA

Ancmpakm — 3amtruTa apxeosomkor Hacieha y CpOuju 1aHac ce 0/1B1ja Ha HUIBOY CIIACHIIAUKE apXEOoJIOTHje U Y IpUMe-
HH IIPOCTOPHOT IUTAaHKUpPakba HHje 3aCTYIJbeHa Ha 3a/10BoJbaBajyhu HaunH. OBaj pax he moKymaTH a mpy»KH oIroBop Ha
muTame 300r yera apxeosoruja y CpOuju ocTaje Ha HUBOY CIIacHIagKe apXeoJIoTHje 1 300T Uera ce He MOXKe Pa3BUTH Y
MIpaBIly MPHHIIMIIA TPEBEHTUBHE apXeoyoruje, nako je Pemyonmka CpOuja mpeysena Ty o0aBesy.

ApXeoJI0THja YOIIIITEe U 3aIITHTa apXeoourkor Hacneha y CpOuju mpakTUIHO ce CBOIHU Ha ABA HHCTUTYTA: ,, AHIUACHT
U U3/1aBame 0100perha 32 apxeoIoliKa HCTpaKiBarba. 3aITHTa apXeoJIoIIKor Hacsieha 3acHuBa ce Ha GaBIbemy Iocie-
AunaMa MHOUJCHTA, a HE MMPEAYy3uMalhy aKTUBHOCTHU Y MpaBIly IPEBEHTUBHOI ACJI0BaKA.

Y TOM cMHuCITy, 3aIITUTA apXEOJIOLIKOT Haclieha y mocTynKy u3pajie ¥ ycBajama INIaHCKe JIOKyMEHTAIHje CYIITHHCKU ce
3ao0unasu. Hepacnonarame mojanuma o apxeoomkoM Haclely Ha onpeleHoM npocTopy NpHIMKOM U3paje IUIaHCKe
JIOKyMEHTaI[Mje TyMadH ce Kao HEeIoCTOojambe apXeoomKor Hacieha. ApXeoso3u ce y Ha/UIeKHNUM 3aBOAMMa JIOBUjajy
Ha pa3yInuuTe HAauMHE MPWIMKOM IPOITMCHBAaha yCIoBa 3a IUIAHCKY JOKYMEHTAIH]y Kako Ou apXxeoJsomko Haciehe Ha
0110 KaKaB HAYMH YKIJbYUHIIN Y IPOCTOPHO IUIAaHUPAKbE.

Ycenen unmenntie 1a ce apxeosioruja y CpOouju He pa3Buja y npaBlly IPEBEHTHBHE apXEO0JIOTH]e, a IPUTUCHYTA j€ HHTeH-
3WBHOM HM3IPaJEbOM, Y HAIIOj apXEOJIOLIKO] IPaKCH IojaBuiia ce cneluduuHa Mepa — apXeoJIoIKH Haa30p, OAHOCHO
apxeosomko npaheme m3Bolema rpal)eBHHCKHAX paoBa.

OnemoryhaBame pa3Boja apxeonoruje y CpOuju u3 cnacuiadke y IpeBEHTUBHY (Da3y HETaTHBHO Ce O/Ipa’kaBa HE CaMo
Ha apxeoJomKo Haciele, koje mpeacTaBba HEOOHOBIBUB pecype Pemybmmke Cpouje, Beh 1 Ha apXeoornjy Kao TUCIn-
winHy y nenunu. Kpajimbe je BpeMe 0Baj mpo0iieM Ipero3HaTH U Mhin Ka ’eroBOM pellaBamy.

Kuwyune peuu — CpOuja, ciacuiayka apxeoJiorija, MPEeBEHTHBHA apXeoJIoruja, MPOCTOPHO MIAHUPAE, HHTCH3UBHA
U3rpajimha, 3alTHTa apXEOJIOLIKOT Haciela, MHBECTUTOP apXEOJIOMIKHX UCTPaKUBAba

Aleksandar ALEKSIC, Institute for Cultural Heritage Preservation Ni§
aleksandar.aleksic.zzsknis @ gmail.com

ARCHAEOLOGICAL HERITAGE PROTECTION,
SPATIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT IN SERBIA

Abstract — The protection of archaeological heritage in Serbia today takes place at the level of salvage archaeology and is
not satisfactorily represented in the application of spatial planning. This paper will try to provide an answer to the question
of why archaeology in Serbia remains at the level of salvage archaeology and why it cannot develop in the direction of
the principles of preventive archaeology, although the Republic of Serbia has undertaken this obligation. Archaeology in
general and the protection of archaeological heritage in Serbia practically boils down to two institutions: the “incident”
and the issuing of permits for archacological research. The protection of the archacological heritage is based on dealing
with the consequences of the incident, and not on undertaking activities in the direction of preventive action.

In this sense, the protection of archaeological heritage is essentially bypassed in the process of drafting and adopting
planning documentation. The non-availability of data on archaeological heritage in a certain area is interpreted as the
absence of archaeological heritage during the preparation of planning documents. Archaeologists in the competent in-
stitutes come up with different ways when prescribing the conditions for planning documentation in order to include the
archaeological heritage in spatial planning

Due to the fact that archaeology in Serbia is not developing in the direction of preventive archaeology, and is pressed by
intensive construction, a specific measure has appeared in our archacological practice - archaeological supervision, i.e.
archaeological monitoring of construction works (watching brief).

Not allowing the development of archaeology in Serbia from the rescue phase to the preventive phase has a negative
impact not only on the archaeological heritage, which is a non-renewable resource of the Republic of Serbia but also on
archaeology as a discipline as a whole. It is high time to recognize this problem and move towards its solution.

Keywords — Serbia, rescue archacology, salvage archacology, preventive archacology, spatial planning, intensive devel-
opment, protection of archaeological heritage, investor of archaeological research
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YBoa

ITpocTOpHO MIIAaHUPAHE j€ HHTSPIUCITUITMHAPHA
obnacr Koja ce 6aBu ypehemem oapeleHor npoctopa
ca mubeM pas3Boja u yHampehema sxkuBorta. [Ipema
EBporickoj koHdepeHIHju MHHHCTapa 3alyKSHUX
3a TIPOCTOPHO TIaHUpame (Teno y cactaBy Capera
EBporie), mpocTOpHO MIaHUpame MPECTaBlba €KO-
HOMCKE, COIHUjaJIHe, KYJITypHE M EKOJIOIIKE I0-
JaUTHKE jemHor apymrTsa.! 'oToBO MCTOBpeMeHO ca
pa3BojeM M TOPUMEHOM IPOCTOPHOT IUIaHHPAIba,
Yy €BPOINCKAM OKBHUpPHMa pEryjHCaH je W HayhH
TpeTHpama U 3allTHTe KyATypHOT Hacneha, a 3aTum
W apXeoJIoIIKor Hacneha, y TOKY H3paje W UMILIe-
MEHTAIIMje MPOCTOPHOT TIAHUpama. Y CMHCITY 3alll-
TUTE apXeoJIOLKOr Hacjeha, HajBaKHUJU JOKYMEHT
y OBOM JIely CBETa CBaKakKo IMpezacTaBiba EBporcka
KOHBEHIIMja O apxeojomikoM Haciehy (y nmasbem
TekcTy: KoHBeHIMja), KOjOM ce TOCEOHO WCTHYE
3HAYaj apXeOoJIONIKOT Haceha 1 FEeroBOr OUyBama y
MOCTYIKY ITPOCTOPHOT TUIAaHUPaba.

[Mpumena mnpunuuna KoueeHuuje y BehuHn
eBpOIICKUX J[pKaBa JIOBENa je 1O PEBOIyLHUje Y
apXeoJOTHjH M 3alliTUTH apXeoJIoIIKOr Hacieha
— penedpuHHCAmEM CHCTEMa 3alllTHTE, pPa3BOjeM
METOJIOJIOTH]je  apXCOJIOIIKUX  HCTPaKUBAKA U
YCIIOCTaB/bAKEM CTaHAApAa 3a apXxeoJoliKa Wc-
TpaxkuBamwa. Ca pyre cTpaHe, TO je JJoBelo 10 ehu-
KaCHHUjer MPOCTOPHOT IUIAaHUPaWka U JIPACTHYHOT
CMamemha MOTYNHOCTH Ja Ce TOKOM pealThu3alidje
n3rpajme (Koja je MPeTXoAHO Omiia MpenMeTr Mpo-
CTOPHOT TUIaHWpakha) HEOUCKHBaHO Hauhe Ha apxe-
ojoiiko Haciehe, Koje OHIA yCJIOBJbaBa JOJATHE
HETUIaHUPaHE TPOIIKOBE, 00YCTaBYy H3BOleHa paioBa
W OJIJIaramke POKOBa M3IPaIibe, KA0 U OTSIKABALE Ca-
Me 3allITHTEe apXeoJIONIKOTr Haclieha y Tom mporecy.

Konkperno roBopehn, mnpumena EBporcke
KOHBEHIIMje O 3aIUTUTH apxeosomkor Hacieha y
MPOCTOPHOM TIAHUPAKY OJHOCH CE HA TO Jia CE apXe-
0JIOIIKA MCTPa:kKMBama 00aB/bajy 3a mnorpede
u3paje IMJaHCKe JOKYMEHTaluje, ca HHbeM
yTBphuBama mocrojama apxeoomkor Haciaeha u
HErOBOT PACIIPOCTHPAIbA HA KATACTAPCKOM ILJIa-
Hy (meduHHCamE apXeoNOUIKOr MOTEHLHUjala), Ha
MPOCTOPY KOjH je MpeaMeT MPOCTOPHOT TUIaHUPAha.
Ona o0yxBarajy M MNpOIUCHBama Mepa 3allTUTE,
OJTHOCHO TpeTMaH Je(UHHUCAHOT apXeOoJIONIKOT Ha-

' 6. Eporicka Kondepennuja MuHnCTapa OATOBOPHUX 3a
[IpocropHo mnanupame (Topemonunoc, Illmanuja, 19-20. Maj
1983) y “TlepcriekTuBe pa3Boja ¥ MPOCTOPHOT IUIAHUPAA Y T10-
MOpPCKUM peruonnma’”’, Pesomymmja 6p. 2 - EBporicka rmosesba o pe-
THOHAITHOM/TIPOCTOPHOM IIaHUpamy (TOpeMONHHOCKA MTOBEIbA)

Introduction

Spatial planning is an interdisciplinary field
that deals with the development of a certain area
intending to develop and improve life. According
to the European Conference of Ministers in Charge
of Spatial Planning (a body within the Council of
Europe), spatial planning represents the economic,
social, cultural, and environmental policies of a so-
ciety'. Almost at the same time as the development
and implementation of spatial planning, the manner
of treatment and protection of cultural heritage, and
then archaeological heritage during development
and implementation of spatial planning, were also
regulated in the European framework. In terms of
the protection of archaeological heritage, the most
important document in this part of the world is cer-
tainly the European Convention on Archaeological
Heritage (the Convention), which emphasizes the
importance of archaeological heritage and its pres-
ervation in the process of spatial planning.

The application of the principles of the Conven-
tion in most European countries led to a revolution
in archaeology and the protection of archaeological
heritage - by redefining the protection system, devel-
oping the methodology of archaeological research,
and establishing standards for archaeological re-
search. On the other hand, it led to more efficient
spatial planning and a drastic reduction in the possi-
bility of unexpectedly encountering archaeological
heritage during construction (which was previously
the subject of spatial planning), which then causes
additional unplanned costs, suspension of works,
and postponement of construction deadlines, as well
as making the protection of archaeological heritage
more difficult in that process.

Specifically speaking, the application of the
European Convention on the Protection of Archae-
ological Heritage in Spatial Planning refers to the
fact that archaeological research is carried out for
the needs of preparation of planning documen-
tation to determine the existence of archaeologi-
cal heritage and its distribution on the cadastral
plan (defining of archaeological potential), in the
area that is the subject of spatial planning, and in-
clude the prescription of protection measures, i.e.
the treatment of defined archaeological heritage. In

' 6th European Conference of Ministers responsible for
Regional Planning (CEMAT) (Torremolinos, Spain: 19-20 May
1983) on “Prospects of development and of spatial planning in
maritime regions” Resolution No. 2 on The European regional/
spatial planning charter (Torremolinos Charter)

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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cieha. [Topen Tora, mIaHoOBU pa3Boja CaapxkKe U Mpo-
LICHY yTHIaja IUIAHUPAHOT pa3Boja Ha Imocrojehe
apxeoJiontko Hacnielhe.

Y BehnHUM €BpOIICKUX 3eMalba, apXeoJIoTHja je Ha
0Baj HauWH U3 (paze cnacunauke apxeonozuje, Koja ce
MOXE CMaTpaTH KapaKTepHUCTHKOM APYTe MOJOBUHE
20. Beka, yuuia y Gasy npesenmusHe apxeonozuje,
YUMe c€ METOJIOJIOTH]ja apXEOJIONIKUX UCTPAKUBAHA
JOJTATHO pa3BHjajia M MpriIarohaBaga HOBOHACTAIAM
n3a3zoBuMa. Tako cy apXxeoJollKke METo/Ie Koje Cy U
paHuje Ouie mo3HaTe caja npuiaroheHe Kapakre-
PHUCTUYHMM MoTpedaMa pa3InIuTHX HABOA INIAHCKUX
JIOKyMeHaTa U, IPaKTUYHO, JI0OHJIe HOBY YIOTpeOHY
BPEJIHOCT U IIPHMEHY.

3amTuTa apxeoJomKor Hacjaeha
Y NIPOCTOPHOM INIAHUPAY —
— TpeHyTHa cutyauuja y Cpoujn

Teopujckn mocmarpano, Pemybmuka CpOuja
y TpOIECy INPOCTOPHOT IUIAaHWpama yBaXkaBa M
NpUMelbyje 3aIUTHTY apXeoJIomIKOr Hacieha Kpo3
CBEYKYIIHY 3aIUTUTY HEMOKPETHUX KYJITYpHUX JO-
Oapa. JemHo oy Hauena 3a ypehewe u kopuiheme
MPOCTOpa, ¥ OCHOBHM EJIEMEHT CBAKOI IUIAHCKOT
JOKYMEHTa, jJeCTe 3allTuTa KyITypHUX mobapa. Ilo-
pen Tora, EBporicka KOHBEHIMja O 3aIITHTH apXe-
ojoiikor Hacjieha je paTudukoBaHa U YCBOjEH je
noceban 3akoH — 3akoH o moTBphuBamy EBporcke
KOHBEHIIMje O 3alliTUTH apXeoJoIIKor Hacieha
(,,Cn. I'macamk PC - Melynapomgau yroopu®, Op.
42/2009). 3amtuta apxeonomkor Hacieha y moc-
TYNKY TPOCTOPHOT IUIaHWpama JepHHUCAaHA je U
oapendama 3akoHa 0 KyATypHUM ao0puma (Wwi. 75 u
107) u 3akoHa o MIaHUPaky U U3TPAIHU.

3aKOHOM O IIaHUpamky W U3TPAJIbU je 3allTHTa
KyJITypHOT Hacieha, a THMe M apXeoJOIIKOI Hac-
neha, oOyxBaheHa Tako mITO je mMpenBuleHO 1a Te-
PHUTOPHjaTHO HA/UIC)KHE YCTAHOBE 3aIITUTE HEIO-
KpPETHHX KyJITYpHUX goOapa (3aBOAM 32 3aIUTUTY
CIIOMEHHKA KyJType) TPOIKCYjy Mepe 3allThuTe 3a
TUIAHCKa M pa3BOjHA JOKyMEHTa Ha 3aXTeB u3palhuBaua
i oOpahBava TuTaHcke JOKyMeHTaldje. A BehnHa
n3pahuBaya n oOpahuBaya 1IaHCKe TOKYMEHTAIH]e
CBHX HUBOA y HajBehoj Mepu ce u oOpaha HaaTeKHUM
3aBoJMa, W yrpaljyje HpomucaHe Mepe 3allTHUTe
(ycnoBe) y IJIaHCKY IOKYMEHTAIH]y.

MehyTtum, ynpaBo y oBoj pa3u HacTaje mpoodiem.

VY Hajsehem Opojy cirydajeBa, HAPOYUTO Kaja ce
pazm 0 apxeoJIoIIKoM Haclel)y, maHcka JoOKyMeHTa-
Mja ce OJHOCH Ha apXCOoJOIIKH HEHUCTPaXKEeH
MPOCTOP WM TPOCTOp Ha KOME HHje CIPOBEICHA

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

addition, the development plans contain an assess-
ment of the impact of the planned development on
the existing archaeological heritage.

In most European countries, archeology thus
moved from the phase of salvage archaeology,
which can be considered a characteristic of the sec-
ond half of the 20th century, into the phase of pre-
ventive archaeology, and thus the methodology of
archaeological research was further developed, and
adapted to new challenges. In that way, the archae-
ological methods that were known before are now
adapted to the characteristic needs of different lev-
els of planning documents and have practically ac-
quired a new use value and application.

Protection of archaeological heritage
in spatial planning —
— Current situation in Serbia

From a theoretical point of view, the Re-
public of Serbia, in the process of spatial planning,
respects and applies the protection of archaeological
heritage through the overall protection of immov-
able cultural heritage. One of the principles for the
arrangement and use of land and the basic element
of every planning document is the protection of cul-
tural heritage. In addition, the European Convention
on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage was
ratified and a special law was adopted - the Law
on Confirmation of the European Convention on
the Protection of Archaeological Heritage (“Offi-
cial Gazette of RS - International Agreements”, No.
42/2009). The protection of archaeological heritage
in the process of spatial planning is defined by the
provisions of the Law on Cultural Heritage (Articles
75 and 107) and the Law on Planning and Construc-
tion.

Meanwhile, the Law on Planning and Construc-
tion covers the protection of cultural heritage, and
thus also archaeological heritage, by providing that
territorially competent institutions for the protection
of immovable cultural heritages (institutions for the
protection of cultural monuments) prescribe protec-
tion measures for planning and development docu-
ments at the request of the developer or processor of
planning documentation. The majority of develop-
ers and processors of planning documentation of all
levels, to the greatest extent, address the competent
institutes and incorporate the prescribed protection
measures (conditions) into the planning documen-
tation.
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BaJIOpH3alifja (HOp: apXeoJIOIKH JIOKAUTETH HUCY
neUHUCAaHW Ha KaTacTapckoM IUIaHy WM Tpa-
HUIIE apXEOJIOMIKOT JIOKAJIUTeTa HUCY YTBpheHe),
a m3pahuBauM TUIAHCKHUX JOKyMEHaTa, MMO3WBajyhn
ce Ha ozapende 3aKoHA O IUIAHUpAkY U W3rPabu,
OYEKyjy Ja HaJIe’)KHa yCTaHOBA 3aIUTHTE JOCTABH
Mepe 3aIITUTE U CBE PACTIONIOKUBE [TOJJATKE, U TO Haj-
yemthe y poky ox 15, majsumre 30 mana (6e3 mpasa
Ha HaKHAIy TPOIIKOBA). Y TaKBHM CIydajeBUMa, a
TaKBUX je Cly4ajeBa HajBWIIE, HAJIS)KHA YCTAHOBA
3alITHTE, jeIHOCTABHO, HE paclojiake MOAalMa
0 apXeoJIOIIKOM Hacliely. A HenocTojame WU He-
JIOCTaTaK IoJlaTaka O apXxeoJoImKoM Haciehy Ha
onpeherom mpoctopy (ycrienm HeoOaBibama apxe-
OJIONIKHX WCTPAKMBAma) MPOCTOPHU IUIAHEPH H
ypOaHUCTH TyMade U TPETHPajy Kao Ja apXeOoJIOMIKOT
Hacyeha Hema, cTBapajyhu Ha Taj HAuMH jeaH OecMu-
CIICH M TI0 apXeoJIOIKO Hacliehe omacaH MpHHIHMIT:
HeMa mojaTaKa = Hema HacJjela!

Onpende 3akoHa O TUTAHUPAKY U U3TPAIHH, ATl
U JIpyrd npormcu(ria U TOojeInHe CYJICKE OIyKe),
OrpaHNyaBajy U Cy)KaBajy IOJbE JCIOBamba 3aBOJA,
ra cy OHM Yy MOTYhHOCTH J1a TPOMUCH]y yCIOBE,KPO3
obaBesyjyha pemiema, caMo YKOIMKO Yy 0OyXBaTy
MIpeIMETHOT TIaHa TTocToje Beh mpeTxoaHo yTBpheHa
WIM EBHICHTHpPAaHA HEINOKpEeTHa KyJITypHa I00pa,
U TO 4YHjU pPOK EBUCHIIM]€ TPHUIE HHUje HCTEKao.
Tume je nedpuHHCaH BajbaHU MPaBHU OCHOB 33 M3-
naBame oOaBe3yjyhmx ycnoBa. HannexxHu 3aBon
MOJXKE TIPOIMHCATH 00aBe3y 00aBJbama MPETXOTHHX
apXCOJIOIIKNX HCTPAKUBABA CaMO YKOJIMKO Ha
MPEIMETHOM MPOCTOPY MOCTOj€ HETIOKPETHa KYJITy-
pHa 100pa koja cy panmje Beh yTBphena wmm je mo-
KPEHYT IOCTYIAaK MpaBHE 3allTHTE (€BUICHTHPAH Y
nocnenme 3 roaune).”? HemotpeOHO je M0maTHO KO-
MEHTapHCaTH KOJIMKO je 0Ba CUTyalllja aricyp/Ha.

[pwmkoM u3paze MPBUX TPAH3UIMOHUX TPOC-
TOPHHUX IUIAHOBA jeJIMHUIIA JIOKATHUX caMOyIpaBa y
nepuoy 2008-2010. roguHe, HaAJICKHU 3aBOAU CY
y BUILIE HaBpaTa MPEACTABHHUIMMA JIOKATHUX CaMO-
ylpaBa yKa3uBaJM Ha TO Jia je 3a moTpede ycBajama
MPOCTOPHUX I[UIAHOBA HEOMXOIHO OOAaBHTH Makap
OCHOBHA HCTpakMBama KynTypHor Hacieha. To je,
HapaBHO, HM3UCKWBaIO W onpeheHa QuraHCcHjcKa
cpeacrBa. Mehytum, y Behnnu ciydajeBa To je Omio
0e3yCIIeIIHO Te Cy NMPBU MPOCTOPHU IUIAHOBH YCBO-
JEHHM YTIIaBHOM ca OIIITOM 00aBEe30M /2 j& HEOIIXOTHO
CTIPOBECTH HCTpaKMBama KyJITypHOr Hacineha, 10
KOJUX Yy TIpaKCH YIJIABHOM HHKaJa HHje J0JIA3HUIIO.
Ommire Tymademe je, Oam kao u cama, Owio aa cy

2 Bugeru: Anexcuh 2019, 338-339.

However, it is precisely at this stage that the
problem arises.

In most cases, especially when it comes to ar-
chaeological heritage, the planning documentation
refers to an archaeologically unexplored area or an
area where valorization has not been carried out
(e.g.: archaeological sites are not defined on the ca-
dastral plan or the boundaries of the archaeological
site have not been determined), and the drafters of
planning documents, referring to the provisions of
the Law on Planning and Construction, expect the
competent protection institution to submit protec-
tion measures and all available data, and usually
within 15, maximum 30 days (without the right to
reimbursement of costs). In such cases, and such
cases are the majority, the competent protection in-
stitution simply does not have data on the archaeo-
logical heritage. The non-existence or lack of data
on archaeological heritage for a certain area (due to
the lack of archaeological research) is interpreted
and treated by spatial planners and urban planners as
if there is no archaeological heritage, thus creating a
pointless and dangerous principle for archaeological
heritage - no data = no heritage!

The provisions of the Law on Planning and Con-
struction, as well as other regulations, and certain
court orders, limit and narrow the field of activity
of the institute, where they can define the mitigation
measures (through binding decisions) only if there
are previously determined or recorded immovable
properties within the area of the plan in question.
Cultural property (and that whose registration term
has not expired), which defined a valid legal basis
for the issuance of the mitigation measures. The
competent institution can prescribe the obligation
to carry out previous archaeological research only if
there is immovable cultural heritage on the subject
area that has already been established or legal pro-
tection proceedings have been initiated (recorded in
the last 3 years).? It is unnecessary to further com-
ment on how absurd this situation is.

During the preparation of the first transitional
spatial plans of municipal units in the period 2008 -
2010, competent heritage institutes repeatedly point-
ed out to the representatives of municipalities that
to adopt spatial plans it is necessary to carry out at
least basic cultural heritage research. Of course, this
also required certain financial resources. However,
in most cases this request was unsuccessful and the
first spatial plans were adopted mainly with the gen

2 See: Anexcuh 2019, 338-339.
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YCTaHOBE 3allITHTE JIy)KHE Ja Npe yCBajarmba IIaHCKe
JIOKyMeHTaIjje 00aBe NCTPAKUBaba Ha KOMILIETHO]
TEPUTOPUjH HAMJISKHOCTH W came MpubdaBe MOTpe-
OHa cpe/cTBa, a 3aTUM W CBE IMOJATKE CTaBe Ha
pacnionarame u3pahuBaunMa u  oOpahuBaumma
IUTaHCKe JokymeHTanuje. Cutyanuja je J0JaTHO
3aKOMIUIMKOBaHA W3MEHOM 3aKOHa O IUIaHHpalby U
usrpaassn 2018. romune.’

3aBoau ce JOBHjajy W HA PA3IMIUTEe HAYWHE
MOKYIIaBajy Jia yrpajie eNeMEHTE 3aIlTUTE apXeoJIo-
mIKor Hacieha y mIaHcKy JoKyMeHTanujy. Mehytum,
YaK ¥ KaJia MMOCTOJU BaJbaHH MPABHH OCHOB 3a TPOTTH-
CHBaWbE Mepa TEXHHYKE 3allTUTEe Kpo3 00aBe3yjyha
peliema O YCIOBHMa, M Kaga ce mpomuinry oba-
BE3HA MpPETXOJ(HA apXeoJOlIKa HCTPAXKHBamkha Ha
yTBp)EHUM  apXCOJOIIKUM  HAJA3UIITHMA  WIIN
CBHUJICHTHPAHUM  apXCOJIOMIKHM  JIOKATHTETHMA
— TUIAHCKOM JOKYMEHTAllMjOM HaBeleHe Mepe ce
caMO0 HOMHWHAJHO yrpajie y IUIaHOBe, 0e3 HHXOBE
peamm3anuje. Ilponmcane obaBe3e ce MpeHOCE HA
TUIAHCKA JIOKYMEHTA HIKET PaHTa — ca MPOCTOPHOT
Ha IJIaH TeHepaNHe perynaluje, a 3aTUM Ha TUIaH
JeTajbHE perynanuje, cBe a0 — YpOaHHUCTHUKOT
MIPOjEeKTa, OJTHOCHO IPOjeKaTa U3rpajibhe.

Ho, 9ak 1 kasia ce — a 0BO je U3y3eTHO BaKHO Ha-
MOMEHYTH —y H3y3€THO PETKHM CITy4ajeBUMa JICCH J1a
ce KpeHe y MPUMEHY YCIIOBa MPOIHCAHHX 32 3alITUTY
apxeoJiomkor Hacneha, mpomnucaHa apxeosoIKa
HCTPaXXMBaFha M3HOCE CE Ha jaBHY HaOaBKYy (TEHEP),
3ajetHo ca Tpal)eBUHCKUM U JIpyruM pagoBumMa! OBo
OTBapa HOBM KPYT KOMIUIMKAIIMja KaKo 32 3allTUTY
apXeoJIoIIKOr Hacyieha Tako M 3a CBEe yUYECHUKE Y
MOCTYNKY: WHBECTHTOPa, W3a0paHOr u3BOhaua u
(rpaheBUHCKH) HAaI30pP.

YcraHoBe KOje MOTy Jia ce 0aBe apXEOJOIIKHM
HCTpaKMBambMMa HACTYMajy 0e3 jacHO JehUHUCAHOT
VIIyTCTBA ¥ [[IJbA Y CMHCITY 3aIlITHTE apXEOJIOMIKOT
Hacneha, mox m3pahuBaum cMaTpajy na je TaKBHM
MPOMUCAHUM  YCIIOBUMa TIPOOJIEM  apXeoJiorHje
peteH u na Hehe OuTH HeoueKUBaHOT OTKpUha apxe-
OJIOIIKOT Haclieha TokoM peanuzanyje MpojeKTa
W3rpajiihe, Kao U J]a He T0CTOju MOTYRHOCT H3MeHe
rpojekTa 300r apxeonoruje. He y3uma ce y 003up na
pe3yJITaT YUTABOT TAKBOT MpoIieca MOXe OUTH:

*  Usrpaama mpeMa TpOjeKTy MPUITHKOM KOje
j€ JIoNUIo 110 yHUIITeHha/omtehemna apxeosio-
IIKOT Hacleha, umm

* Msrpamma 3a KOjy TpojekaT Mopa OuTh
MpOMEHEH, ca yBehaHUM ,,HeTIaHUpaHUM

3 Bugern: Anexcuh 2019, 338-339.
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eral obligation that it is necessary to carry out cul-
tural heritage research, which in practice generally
never happened. Both then and now, the general in-
terpretation is that the heritage protection institutes
were obliged to carry out research in the entire ter-
ritory of their jurisdiction before adopting the plan-
ning documentation, obtaining the necessary funds,
and then making all data available to the developers
and processors of the planning documentation. The
situation was further complicated by the amendment
of the Law on Planning and Construction in 2018.3

The heritage institutes are struggling and in
different ways trying to incorporate elements of ar-
chaeological heritage protection into the planning
documentation. However, even when there is a val-
id legal basis for the prescription of the mitigation
measures through binding decisions on conditions
and when mandatory preliminary archaeological
research is prescribed at established or recorded
archaeological sites, the planning documentation
only nominally incorporates the aforementioned
measures into the plans, without their implementa-
tion! Then the prescribed obligations are transferred
to planning documents of a lower level - from the
wider spatial plan to the general regulation plan, and
then to the detailed regulation plan up to - the urban
project, i.e. construction projects.

Then (and this is extremely important to note),
even when, in extremely rare cases, the conditions
prescribed for the protection of the archaeological
heritage are implemented, the relevant archaeologi-
cal research is put out for public procurement (ten-
der) along and incorporated with construction and
other works! This opens a new round of complica-
tions both for the protection of the archaeological
heritage and for all participants in the procedure: the
investor, the selected contractor, and (construction)
supervision.

Institutions that can organize archaeological re-
search, perform this process without clearly defined
instructions and goals in terms of the protection of
archaeological heritage, while the developers believe
that with such prescribed conditions, the problem of
archaeology is solved and that there will be no un-
expected discovery of archaeological heritage during
the implementation of the construction project, as
well as that there is no possibility of changing the
project due to archaeology. It is not taken into account
that the result of such a whole process can be:

3 See: Anexcuh 2019, 338-339.
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TPOIIKOBUMA M TPOOHjEeHUM YTOBOPEHUM
pOKOBHMa, a TMOHEeKaJga M INPONACT YUTaBE
WHBECTHIIH]C.

OBakaB pe3yJTarT je, IPaKTUIHO, 'yOUTaK 3a CBe.

3aBoayMa 3a 3alITUTY CIIOMEHHKA KYJIType, Kao
HaJUIe)KHUM yCTaHOBaMa 3allTUTE, TI0JbE JEI0Bamba
Y 3aIITUTH apXeoJIoNIKOT Hacieha cBeneHo je, Tako,
Ha TIOCIEIbY Mepy, MOCIebU HHBO OJ0paHe —
oOycraBa mnu 3abpaHa u3Bohema rpaljeBHHCKUX U
JPYTHX pajoBa, a TO MPeACcTaBiba 3ace0aH mpooieM,
KOju 3axTeBa mocebaH mpuctyn. Beoma yecto ce
JIelliaBa Jia apxeoji03u (Hajuenihe 3armocicHu y 3aBo-
muMa) OyKBAITHO CBOjUM (DU3WIKUM TIPHUCYCTBOM
Ha TepeHy y TOKy u3Bolema rpal)eBHHCKHX pasioBa
CTpeYaBajy YHUIITEHE apXeoonIKor Haceha.

Ha xpajy, mpumopaHu cMO Ja KOHCTaTyjeMo
Jla je OBAKBO CTamke HEOAPKUBO W IMOTPEOHO je
BpaTHTH C€ Ha TIOYETaK. 3allTUTa apXeOoJIOIIKOT
Hacieha HUje TacHja IojenuHara — 3ajbyOJbeHUKa
y apxeosorujy, Beh jacHo nedumHHCcaHa oOaBe3a
yTBpheHa MelyHapoaHUM KOHBEHLIMjaMa U YCBOje-
HUM 3akoHHMa. OAroBOpHOCT He OW Tpebao mpe-
OarnBaTH Ha Ha/IJIeXKHE 3aBojie Beh Ha rulanepe pas-
BOja, Te CTOra YCIIOBE U Mepe TeXHHYKE 3allTUTEe
apxeojiomkor Hacieha Tpeba mpomMHEICHBATH TEK
HAKOH CIPOBECHUX HCTPAXKHMBAha, & apXeoJollKa
UCTpaXHBakha MOpajy C€ CHPOBOIUTH Yy TOKY
u3page IUlaHCKe JoKyMeHTanuje. OAroBOpHOCT
C€ apxeojo3uMa MOJXKE IPUIIHACATU HUCKIBYYUBO Y
MIPUMEHN OJIrOBapajyhmx MeToaa apXeoJOMIKUX HC-
TpakMBama, MpHiIaroheHnx mnorpedamMa IUTAHCKOT
JTOKYMEHTA.

Orkpuhe apxeosomkor Haciaeha
NPWINKOM H3Bolema rpaljeBUHCKHUX
U IPyrux pajioBa — HHIUMIEHT

O0ycraBa rpal)eBUHCKUX H IPYyTUX PaJoBa ycien
oTkpuha apxeonomxkor Hacneha neguHucana je .
109 3akoHa 0 KyJATypHUM JI00pUMa;

,,AKO ce y TOKy m3Boherma rpal)eBUHCKUX U TIpy-
IHX pajioBa Hawhe Ha apXeoJollKa HAIA3HUINTA
WA apXeoJIOIIKe TpeiMeTe, u3Bohau pajgosa je
JIy’KaH Jia oJMax, 0e3 ojjiarama IpeKuHe pajio-
Be U 00aBECTH HAJICKHHU 3aBOJ[ 33 3AIITHUTY
CIIOMEHMKA KYJITYpe U Jia Mpeay3Me Mepe Ja ce
HaJla3 He YHHIIITH U He OIITETH U JIa Ce cauyBa Ha
MECTY U y TIOJIOKA]y Y KOME jé OTKPUBEH.

AKko 10cTOjU HemocpeHa onacHocT omrehema
apXCOJIOIIKOT HAIA3UIITA WITH MTPEMETa, HaJIJIe-

*  Construction according to the project during
which there will be destruction/damage of
the archaeological heritage or

e Construction for which the project must be
changed, with increased “unplanned” costs,
breached contractual deadlines, and some-
times the failure of the entire investment.

This result is practically a loss for everyone.

In the end, the institutes for the protection of
cultural monuments, as competent heritage protec-
tion institutions, practically have their field of action
in the protection of archaeological heritage reduced
to the last measure, the last level of defense - the
suspension or prohibition of construction and other
works, and this represents a separate problem that
requires a special approach. It very often happens
that archaeologists (mostly employed in heritage in-
stitutes) literally prevent the destruction of archae-
ological heritage by their physical presence on the
ground during construction works.

Lastly, we are forced to emphasize that this state
of affairs is unsustainable and it is necessary to re-
turn to the beginning. The protection of archaeolog-
ical heritage is not a passion of individuals, and lov-
ers of archaeology, but a clearly defined obligation
established by international conventions and adopt-
ed laws. The responsibility should not be transferred
to the competent institutes but to the development
planners, and therefore the conditions and measures
for the technical protection of the archaeological
heritage should be prescribed only after the conduct-
ed research, and the archaeological research must be
carried out during the preparation of the planning
documentation. The responsibility of archaeologists
can be expected exclusively in the application of ap-
propriate methods of archaeological research adapt-
ed to the needs of the planning document.

Discovery of archaeological heritage
during construction
and other works - the incident

The suspension of construction and other works
due to the discovery of archaeological heritage is de-
fined in Art. 109 of the Law on Cultural Properties:

“If, during the execution of construction and
other works, archaeological sites or archaeo-
logical objects are encountered, the contractor
is obliged to immediately, without delay, stop
the work and notify the competent institute for

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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’KHH 3aBO/I 32 3aIITUTY CIIOMEHHKA KyJIType MpH-
BpemeHo he 00ycTaBUTH paoBe.

VYnpaBo y UMH-EHULI [1a CE 3aIITHTA aPXEOTOIIKOT
Hacieha y OKBHpY IUIaHMpama pas3Boja Oasmpa Ha
OTKpuhy TpWINKOM wu3Bolhewma TpaleBUHCKUX U
Ipyrux panoBa — ,unuudenm” (Diaz and Mena,
2004, 187), u peaxyuje na unyuodenm — cupoBolheme
Mepa Kako Ou ce mocnenuie yonaxuie (ako je Tako
HemTo yormre Moryhe), JeXu OCHOBHH MPoOiIeM
300r kor apxeonoruja y CpOuju ocTaje Ha HHBOY
cnacmwiauke apxeonoruje 20. Beka W HHjE jOj J03-
BOJACH pa3Boj y IMpaBly HpHHIMNA EBporcke
KOHBEHIIMj€ O 3aIUTHTH apXeoJolKor Haceha. 3amr-
TUTa apxeonomkor Hacieha y CpOuju moumBa Ha
OTKJIahatby U YOJaXKaBamy MOCICINIA UHHUOEeHmA,
a He npedy3umarsy npeeeHmusHUX mepa aa ce Mo-
ryhHOCT WM ,,01TacHOCT” TI0jaBe UHUUOEHMA CBEIIE
Ha HajMamky Moryhy mepy.

Melhytum, oBzie je moTpebHO U AeTasbHUje 00pa-
JIITH MTUTae 00yCTaBe pajioBa y OKBUPY KOJHX j€ JI0-
nuto 1o orkpuha apxeonomkor Hacieha. HapasHo,
HEOITXOIHO je HAIJIaCUTH Ja ce 0 00ycTaBe pazoBa
T0JIa31 Uy CKJIaJy ca OKOJIHOCTHMA KOje 3aBHCE Of
(akTopa Ha Koje caMM apXeoJI03H 3arOCIICHH! y 3aBO-
JMa He MOTY Jia yTHYY.

Peakuuja Ha MHIMICHT, OMHOCHO MPEAY3UMAHhe
Mepa 3a YMambeHhe MOCIeIUIA HHITUACHTA, YCIIOBIbe-
Ha je cienehuM dakTopuma:

1. Casnarmwe o unyuodenmy. llpBu 1 OCHOBHH
KOpaK je cazHame Jia je IPUINKOM n3Bolema
rpal)eBUHCKUX W JIpyrUX pajioBa YOIIIITE
JIONIIIO 10 OTKpuha apxeoJomKor Hacieha.
HM3Bohaum paroBa yriiaBHOM peBHOCHO YMHE
CBe Ja M30erHy OBY 3aKOHOM IIPOIHUCAHY
obaBesy. Ce yemthe ce nemasa aa oTkpuhe
apXeoJIOIIKOT Haclieha rpujaBe caBecHU rpa-
haHu ¥ TO MpeKo IPYIITBEHHX Mpeka WU
MIPEKO MEIHja, IIITO je T00Po, jep je MpUMETaH
HopacT HUBOA CBECTH O 3HAYA]y apXEOJIOIKOT
Hacieha. Y npakcu ce npumehyje na apxe-
onomko npahemwe u3Bohema pagosa (WM
apXeoJIOIKKA HA/A30p) MOXKE YMHOTOME MO-
Mohu y oTkpuhy uMHIMAEHTa, MehyTuMm, Ha
IIy’)Ke CcTase oBa ,,Mepa 3alTHTe” TPETH Aa
CTBOPHM HOBE KOMIUTHKAIMje Y TIOCTYIKY
3aIITUTE apxeoJomkor Hacieha, o yemy he
KacHUje OUTH peyn.

2. Obunazax noxanumema u u3paoa u3ee-
wmaja. Hakon npujaBe o oTkpuhliy apxe-
oJlomKkor Hacieha, CrpoBOAM ce oOmiIa3ak

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

the protection of cultural monuments and to take
measures to ensure that the find is not destroyed
or damaged and to be preserved in the place and
position in which it was discovered.

If there is an immediate danger of damage to the
archaeological site or object, the competent in-
stitute for the protection of cultural monuments
will temporarily suspend the work.”

Precisely in the fact that the protection of archae-
ological heritage within the framework of develop-
ment planning is based on the discovery during the
execution of construction and other works - “inci-
dent” (Diaz and Mena, 2004, 187) and the reaction
to the incident - the implementation of measures
to mitigate the consequences, lies the basic prob-
lem due to which archaeology in Serbia remains at
the level of rescue archacology of the 20th century
and is not allowed to develop in the direction of the
principles of the European Convention on the Pro-
tection of Archaeological Heritage. The protection
of the archaeological heritage in Serbia is based on
eliminating and mitigating the consequences of the
incident, and not on taking preventive measures to
reduce the possibility, or “danger” of the occurrence
of the incident to the smallest possible extent.

However, here it is necessary to address in more
detail the issue of the suspension of the works during
which the archaeological heritage was discovered. Of
course, it is necessary to emphasize that the suspen-
sion of works also occurs following circumstances
that depend on factors that the archaeologists em-
ployed in the heritage institutes cannot influence on.

The reaction to the incident, i.e. taking measures
to reduce the consequences of the incident, is condi-
tioned by the following factors:

1. Learning about the incident. The first and
basic step is to find out that the archaeologi-
cal heritage was discovered during construc-
tion and other works. Contractors generally
diligently do everything to avoid this legally
prescribed obligation. More and more often
it happens that the discovery of archaeologi-
cal heritage is reported by conscientious cit-
izens through social networks or through the
media, which is good because there is a no-
ticeable increase in the level of awareness of
the importance of archaeological heritage.
In practice, it is observed that archaeologi-
cal monitoring of the execution of works (or
archaeological supervision) can greatly help
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JoKanuTeTa, u3palyje OCHOBHa TOKyMEHTa-
1Mja U cacTaBjba W3BEIUTAj. Y II0jeJUHUM
CllyyajeBUMa Yy MPaKCH, U3BEILITaj apXeoyora
o0 oTkprhy apxeosomkor Haciela Hije Basba-
HU MPaBHU OCHOB 3a JIOHOIIICHHE PEIICHa O
3a0pann Wi o0ycTaBU W3BOlema pamoBa,
TE Ce MPUCTYIa XUTHOM EBHJCHTUPAmY HO-
BOI' apXEOJIOIIKOr JIOKaJUTeTa (Ha OCHOBY
W3BEITaja apxeojora), ITO Oo0yxBaTa H
rmocebaH mocrymnak (o0aBelITaBamke BJIaCHU-
Ka CBUX KaTacTapCKHUX MapIesa U jeTuHnIe
JIOKaJIHE CaMOYIpaBe TAE je apXeOoJOIIKO
Hacnehe OTKpHBEHO — Ja je eBUICHIHja
MOKpEHyTa), Kako OM ce CTBOPHO BaJbaHH
IIPaBHU OCHOB U JIOHEJIO PEIlieHe O 3a0paHu
nim 00yCTaBH pajioBa.

Pewerve 0 odycmagu unu 3abpanu paooea
ce HaKOH M3paJie IIajhe KaKo m3Bolhady Tako
Y WHBECTUTOPY, alu U Tpal)eBUHCKO] (Wim
JPYyT0j HaAJICHKHO]) MHCIIEKLU]H, HAKOH Yera
Clie/ie Pa3HU MPUTHCIM U CTAITHO OO0jallmba-
BambE O UEMY CE Ty 3arpaBo Paju.
Ilpumucuyu ycneo odycmase uszzpaore o
CTpaHe HMHBECTHTOpa OOMYHO ciene o0y-
cTaBy panmoBa. MHTeH3uTeT mpuTHCaKa
3aBUCH OJ] CaMOTl' WHBECTHTOPA, HHETOBOT
(He)pasymeBamba YUTaBE CHTyalWje, ajld H
HaMepe MOCTYNamka y OBAKBUM CITy4ajeBHMa.
Y mojenMHUM W3Y3€THUM CIydajeBUMa, Y
MpaKCcH ce JelaBa J1a HHBECTUTOPH OJIyCTa-
HY OJ1 U3rpaJithe WK Pa3Boja, YuMe ce Ha Mo~
ce0aH HAYMH KOMITUKYje CUTYaIHja.
Ilpezosapauxku npoyec. Haxkon oOycrae
pazoBa U NMpeBasWIKEHA MPUTHCAKA YCIIe
oOycraBe paaoBa, TPHUCTyNla CE€ MpEroBa-
pavYKoM TpOIeCY OKO (PMHAHCHpama caMuX
WCKONaBama, u3pamd Oyuyera, CKIanamy
yroBopa nsMel)y nuaBectuTopa rpal)eBUHCKHUX
W JApYrHX pajoBa M 3aBoja (ca HOBOM
PYHIOM TIpETOBOpa), WM3paiadl IpOjeKTa |
nprbaBIbamka 0100pemka 3a apXeoyIomIKa Uc-
KOIaBama, Ja OM ce TeK HaKOH CBEra Tora
MPUCTYITUWIIO OpraHu3aluju U CHpoBohemy
apXEOJIOIIKOr HCTpaxkuBama. OBaj KOpak,
o0uvHO, Takolje mpaTe TpPUTHCI — Kao
peakIja Ha W3HOC HEOIXOIHOT OyueTa 3a
apXeoJolIKa HCTPaXKWBama M BpeMe II0-
TpeOHO 3a cnpoBohee UCTpaXKMBamba, Kao
u Opoj MOTpeOHUX CTpy4maka, uTa. Y mpe-
roBapaykoM rmporecy, y Hajehem Opojy
CIyJajeBa, MOXKEMO KOHCTaToBaTH [a je
OCHOBHa Te3a MHBECTHTOpa ,,IuTo Kpahe u

in the discovery of the incident, however,
in the long run, this “protection measure”
threatens to create new complications in the
process of archaeological heritage protec-
tion, which will be discussed later.

Site visit and report preparation. After re-
cieving info about the discovery of archae-
ological heritage, a visit to the site is con-
ducted, basic documentation is prepared
and a report is drawn up. In some cases in
practice, an archaeologist’s report on the
discovery of archaeological heritage is not
a valid legal basis for deciding to prohibit
or suspend the execution of works, and the
urgent registration of a new archaeological
site (based on the archaeologist’s report) has
to be undertaken, which also includes a spe-
cial procedure (notifying the owner of all of
cadastral parcels and local self-government
units where the archaeological heritage was
discovered - that the records have been start-
ed), in order to create a valid legal basis and
pass a decision on the prohibition or suspen-
sion of works.

The decision on the suspension or prohi-
bition of works is sent to both the contrac-
tor and the investor, but also to the official
municipal or state construction inspection
(or other competent), after which various
pressures follow and constant explanations
of what they are actually about.

Different kinds of pressure due to the sus-
pension of construction by investors usually
follow the suspension of works. The inten-
sity of the pressure depends on the investor
herself/himself, his/her (mis)understanding
of the whole situation, and also the intention
of acting in such cases. In some exceptional
cases, in practice, it happens that investors
give up construction or development, which
complicates the situation in a special way.
Negotiation process. After the suspension
of the works and overcoming the pressures,
the negotiation process starts regarding the
financing of the excavations, the prepara-
tion of the budget, the contract between the
investors of construction and other works
and the institute (with a new round of nego-
tiations), the preparation of the project and
obtaining approval for the archaeological
excavations, and after all, to start organizing
and conducting archaeological excavations.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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mrTo jepTHHUjE”, a OCHOBHA T€3a apXeoyiora
,,00Jb€ HILITa HETO HUIITA .

6. H3pada npojexma 3aumumuux apxeono-
WIKUX UCHMPAMCUGAILA U RPUDas.bare 000-
Operva 00 HAONEeIHCHO2 MUHUCIADCMEA

7. Cnposolherwe nocmynaxka jagnux Hadag-
Ku yciyea u 0ooapa HeonxooOHux 3a cnpo-
soljerve 3aumumHnux apxeonomKux ucmpa-
Jcueara — NPEBo3, CMEIITAj, ONpeMa, ajar,
MOTPOIIHN MaTepujall, TeoJIeTCKa U Jpyra
CHMMama, 1 JIpyrux godapa M yciyra Heo-
MIXOJHHX 3a CIIPOBOlEHE apXEOIOIIKUX HC-
TpakuBama. MoXJa je Ha OBOM MECTY 3ro-
ITHO HATIOMEHYTH jeIHY 3aCCOHY U M3Y3E€THO
Ba)XHY TeMYy, a To je ma ce y Cpbuju y nzy-
3€THO PETKUM CIy4ajeBHUMa apXCOJIOIIKe
MpaKce JieliaBa ja yCTaHOBa Koja CIPOBOIH
apXEeOJIOIIKa UCTPAKMBabha UMa HEOIXOJIaH
Opoj 3aI0CIIeHNX apXxeoJiora Te Jia HUje Mpu-
MOpaHa Jia aHTaxyje CIIOJbHE CapajIHUKe
(3amocsieHe ¥ He3arocieHe apxeosnore).*

UYecTo cey OBaKBHM CITy4ajeBHMa JeTIaBa J1a CIipo-
Bol)eH-e apXCOJIOMIKUX NCKOIaBakha 3alpaBo 1MocTaje
jenrHa Mepa Koja ce CIpoBOIH, 0e3 JehUHUCAHOT
Kpajiser Iijba — a TO OM  3ampaBo Tpebaio ma Oyme
neduHHICame Mepa 3allTHTE U TIPOIMCUBAE YCIIOBA
32 OUyBambe OTKPUBEHOI apXEOoJIOIIKOr Hacieha;
OYyBambe Ha MECTY Hajlasa Ipe CBera, KOJIHUKO 32 TO
nocroju peanna moryhHoct. He mocroju MuHumamHu
OKBHUD yITyTCTaBa 33 apXE0JIoTe: J1a JIU CE apXEOIOIIKa
HCTPa)XKHBakba CIIPOBOJIEC CAMO METOJIOM UCKOTIaBatha,
KOJIMKY jé MUHIMAaJTHA 0OMM MCKOIIaBama, Ja Jin he
CE UCKOMABATH CaMO Y 30HH YIPOKEHOCTH, OJTHOCHO
30HHM KOja je yrpokeHa pajoBuma (wiu he ce uckorna-
BaTH HEIITO IITO je M3BaH 30HE YIPOKEHOCTH, aln
je ,,apXeoJONIKA 3aHUMJbHBHUjE U 3HAUYajHUjE”), MH-
HUMAaJTHE HEOIXO/JHE aKTUBHOCTH Y30pKOBarkha U 00-
paJie, HeOIX0JaH MHHHMATHH OpOj apXeoJiora, UT/l.

[lopen HaBeseHOT, YIIIABHOM j€ HEjacHA MpoIe-
Jypa HaKOH CIPOBEICHUX HMCKOIaBamba H3a3BaHUX
WHIUICHTOM, LITO, OTIET, MPECTaBJba YUTABY jEIHY
3ace0Hy Temy 3a cele.

HaoBako nprkazan HaulH, OTKpHhe apXeooKor
Hacneha Tokom m3Bohema rpalleBUHCKHX U JIPYyTUX
panoBa y CpOuju 00yxBaTa poIiec U3rpaime, UHIU-
JICHTA 1 peaKiije Ha MHIIUJICHT KOja HHje ayTOMAaTCKa

* Unumenniyy ma Beoma Manmu Opoj ycranoBa y CpOujn
“Ma JI0BOJbaH OpOj 3alOCICHHX apXeojora 3a CrIpoBoleme
apXCOoJIOIIKUX HUCTpaKuBama Tpeba y3eTH BeoMa 030HIbHO, U
OHa MOpa IOCTaTH I0JIa3Ha OCHOBA 3a CBAKO pa3Marpame He-
ONXOJHE peopMe CHCTEMa 3aIUTHTE APXCOIOIIKOT Hacueha.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

This step is usually also accompanied by
pressures in response to the amount of the
necessary funds for archaeological excava-
tions and the time required to carry out the
research, as well as the number of experts
needed, etc. In the negotiation process, in
most cases, we can state that the basic thesis
of investors is “as short and as cheap as pos-
sible”, and the basic thesis of archaeologists
is “anything is better than nothing”

6. Preparation of the project of protective ar-
chaeological research and obtaining offi-
cial approval from the competent Ministry
of Culture.

7. Implementation of procedures for public
procurement of services and goods neces-
sary for the implementation of protective
archaeological research - transportation,
accommodation, engagement of external
associates/archaeologists, equipment, tools,
consumables, geodetic and other surveys,
and other goods and services. Perhaps at this
point, it is necessary to mention one sepa-
rate and extremely important topic - in ex-
tremely rare cases of archaeological practice
in Serbia, it happens that the institution con-
ducting archaeological research has the nec-
essary number of employed archaeologists
and is not forced to hire external associates/
archaeologists (employed and unemployed
archaeologists).*

It often happens in such cases that the imple-
mentation of archaeological excavations actually
becomes the only measure that is carried out, with-
out a defined end goal - which is actually the defini-
tion of protection measures and the prescription of
conditions for the preservation of the discovered ar-
chaeological heritage, preservation in situ of the find
above all, if there is such a thing a real possibility.
There is no minimum framework of instructions for
archaeologists - whether archaeological research is
carried out only by the method of excavation, what
is the minimum volume of excavation, whether ex-
cavation will only be carried out in the endangered
zone, i.e. the zone that is threatened by the works
(or should something outside the construction zone

* The fact that very few institutions in Serbia have a
sufficient number of employed archaeologists to carry out arch-
acological research should be taken very seriously and must
become the starting point for any consideration of the necessary
reform of the archaeological heritage protection system.
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Beh je ycnoBibeHa OpojHMM (haKTOpHMa W CBOIH
ce Ha Mpeay3rMarmbe Mepa 3a YMarmbeHmhe IOCIe A
nHIAeHTa. HeomxoaHo je ncrtahn 1a WHITMACHT HUje
Moryhe HH y HajOITUMAJIHAJUM yCJIOBUMA Y TIOTITY-
HOCTH OTKJIOHUTH YaK HU y Pa3BHjCHHj M APYIITBUMA.
[ponenypa ciyuajuor otkpuha — chance find proce-
dure cactaBHH je 1e0 MehyHapOJHHX CTaHIapjaa u
ormta 06aBe3a MHBECTUTOPA pa3Boja.’

MehyTum, y apxeosormikoj npaken y Cpouju, 3ar-
TUTa apxeosomkor Hacieha y cBom Hajsehem memy
3aCHHMBA C€ Ha CIyYajHOM OTKpUNy apXeoJoIKor
Hacjeha npunkom u3Bolhera rpaljeBUHCKUX PaioBa.

(DuHAHCHPAaH€ APXEOJTOIIKNX HCTPAKNBAHA
— NpUHIMI ,,3arahuBay miaha“

(s,polluter pays”) u leropa npuMeHa

Y 3aIITHTH apxeoJomkor Hacjeha y Cpouju

JlBa cy ocHOBHA HaYMHA (pUHAHCHpamba apXeoo-
IIKUX HCTpaxuBama y Cpouju, U T0:

* U3 Oyyera PemyOmuke, AIl u jenuHuma
JOKaJIHE camoymnpaBe. Y Hajehoj Mmepu
Cce OCTBapyje MPEKO TOJUIIEET KOHKypca
MmuHucTapcTBa KyIType U HHPOpPMHUCAmha —
3a HayYHa M 3aIITHTHA apXEOJIOIIKa MCTpa-
KUBamba;

* U3 Oyuyera pa3BojHUX IJIAHOBA W TIPOjEKaTa,
KOjU MOTY OWTH NpHUBAaTHU WK jaBHU. OBaj
00MK (hpUHAHCHpama OJHOCHU C€ MPE CBera
Ha 00aBJparb€ 3AIITUTHHAX aAPXEOJIOIIKHX
HCTpaXMBara 3a MOTpede peann3aliije Be-
hux wim MamuX Tpojekara M3rpajbe HiIn
JOPYTUX pazioBa KOJH YTHYy Ha apXeOoJIOLIKO
Hacnehe (,,polluter pays”).6

[TocToje u apyru obauum (UHAHCUpaEma apxe-
OJIOILIKMX MCTPaKUBAa, ajli Cy OHU AUPEKTHO WU
WHIMPEKTHO BE3aHW 3a IMPETXOJHO HaBEJCHA JBa
rJIaBHa HaYMHA (PMHAaHCHpama. HaunH ¢puHancupama
yriaBHOM ofpeljyje U KapaKkTep caMUX apXeOTOITKUX
HCTpaXXMBama, IpaTehu OIIITY MOIeITy Ha aKaJIeMCKa
W 3allTUTHA HUCTpaXKMBama, aimu Tpeda wncrahu
Jla Ta 1moJielia He MpaTy yBEK U MOy 10 HAaYnHY (H-
HaHCHpama. AKaJeMCKa HCTPaXHBamha 3aCHHUBAJY

° IFC Performance standard 8 - Cultural Heritage -
Chance  find procedures  (https://www.ifc.org/wps/wem/
connect/fc943593-380d-43a8-89d0-6256d811f095/PS_8
CulturalHeritage.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jqeFcZZ)

¢ Hajueuthu 0611k puHaHCHpaba apXEOTOMIKIX HCTPAXKH-
Bama y CpOuju je 3anpaBo U3 MHBECTHUIIMOHMX pajoBa. [1o Tome
ce Cpbuja He pa3nuKkyje ox BehnHe IpyTHX eBPONCKUX 3eMasba,
aJM ce 0BOj YMIbEHHUIIU HE TIpUiaje 0301sbaH 3Hauaj.

that is not actually threatened by the construction be
excavated since it is “archaeologically more inter-
esting and significant”), minimum necessary sam-
pling and processing activities, necessary minimum
number of archaeologists, etc.

In addition to the above, the procedure after the
excavations caused by the incident is mostly un-
clear, which again represents a whole separate topic
for itself.

In this way, the discovery of archaeological her-
itage during construction and other works in Serbia
includes the process of construction, incident, and
reaction to the incident, which is not automatic but
is conditioned by numerous factors and comes down
to taking measures to reduce the consequences of
the incident. It is necessary to point out that even
in the most optimal conditions it is not possible to
completely remove the incident, even in more de-
veloped societies. The “chance find procedure” is an
integral part of international standards and the gen-
eral obligation of development investors.’

However, in the archaeological practice in Ser-
bia, the protection of the archaeological heritage is
mostly based on the accidental discovery of the ar-
chaeological heritage during construction works.

Funding of archaeological research -
- the “polluter pays” principle

and its application in the protection
of archaeological heritage in Serbia

There are two basic ways of financing archaeo-
logical research in Serbia:

« From the budget of the Republic, APS, and
local municipalities. To the greatest extent,
it is realized through the annual grants of
the Ministry of Culture and Information, for
scientific and protective archaeological re-
search;

*  From the budget of development plans and
projects, which can be private or public.
This form of financing primarily refers to
the performance of protective archaecolog-
ical research for the purposes of realizing
larger or smaller construction projects or
other works that affect the archaeological

5 IFC Performance standard 8 - Cultural Heritage -
Chance  find  procedures  (https://www.ifc.org/wps/wem/
connect/fc943593-380d-43a8-89d0-6256d811f095/PS_8
CulturalHeritage.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jqeFcZZ)

¢ Autonomous Province

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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ce, Tpe CBera, Ha axaJeMCKOM HHTEPECOBAbY
apxeoJjora M yCTaHOBE KOja CTOJH W3a HaBEIHHX
UCTpaXHBaba, IOK C€ 3allTHUTHA HMCTPaKUBamba
3aCHMBAjy Ha mnorpedama 3allTuTe apXEOoJIOMIKOT
Hacieha. OOe BpcTe MCTpakuBamba MMajy 3a IHJb
CTBapame HOBHX Ca3Hamba, MeyTuM, pasiuKyjyce u
M0 TOME KOJIMKO Cy 3alpaBO yCMEpeHe Ka 3allTUTH
apXeoJIOIIKOT Haclieha y TOM MoCTynKy WM KOJIHKO
je HayuyHHMX METOZa IIPUMEHECHO Ca LIUJBEM 3aILTHTE
apxeoJokor Haciueha.

HNako je u mnpBM HaunH (QUHAHCHpama ap-
X€EOJIOIIKUX HCTPAKUBamka 110 MHOTO 4eMy Ipobie-
MaTH4aH, OBOM MPWJIMKOM IocBeTHheMo ce Impe
cBera JpyroM IJIaBHOM HaBEJICHOM HAuMHYy (UHaH-
CUpama AapXeOoNlOLIKUX HCTPAXKUBaka W 3aILTHUTE
apxeoJolKor Hacjeha —y OKBUPY Pa3BOjJHHUX ILIa-
HOBa M IpojekaTa rpal)eBUHCKUX W JPYTUX PajioBa.
IIpe cBera, HEOIIXOHO je MOHOBUTH U HATJIACUTH J1a
ce apxeoJsomKa ucrpaxuBama y CpOuju 00aBibajy
YIJIaBHOM Y mocienmuM (a3zama pas3Boja, Kaaa je
n3rpaama Beh oTmodena ¥ yKOJHMKO j€ JIOILIO 10
oTkpuha apxeoJoIKor Hacieha NpUIMKOM peau-
3aIHje U3rpasiibe WK JIPYTHUX PaIoBa.

OHO WITO KapaKTepHIle HHBECTULOHE POjEKTEe
rpal)eBUHCKHX M APYTUX paJioBa jecTe MPUHLMI 12 je
WHBECTHTOP U3IPAJIhe U APYTUX PaJioBa KOJU YTHUY
Ha )KUBOTHY CPEAMHY U apXeoJIOLIKO Haciehe xyxan
na (puHaHCHpa W HKHUXOBY 3alITUTY — MPUHIWN Ja
w3arahusay miaaha” (,,polluter pays”).

,,Polluter pays” mpuHIUIT MOXe ce IMoCMaTpaTH
Kao nocturayhe caBpeMene HUBHIM3aLMje. Y OIMIITY
ymotpeOy yBeneH je TokoM 1970-ux ronuna, y JoMeHy
CHCTEMa 3aIlITUTE KMBOTHE CPEAMHE, NMPBEHCTBEHO
on crpaHe EBporicke opranu3zanyje 3a €KOHOMCKY
capanmy U pa3Boj (OCDE — The Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development).” 3atum
j€ TIOCTeTIeHO TI0CTa0 MPHUHIINT KOjU C€ TIPUMEbYje
W y 3al0TUTH KYJATYpHOT Hacneha, TuMe U y 3alITUTH
apxeoJjomkor Hacieha, TpBeHCTBeHO Yy Bemnnkoj
Bputanuju,® a 3atum u y EBpPOIICKO] KOHBEHIHjH O
3aIITUTH apxeonomkor Hacineha u3 1992. rogune.

OBaj mpuHIMT WK, 60spe pehu, Aeo nmpuHIMTA
»3arahuBad roraha”, HEpacKHIUBO je BE3aH y3 WH-
CTUTYT OoOycTaBe rpalleBHHCKHX U JAPYTHMX paaoBa
TOKOM KOjHX C€ JIOIIIO 0 OTKpuha apXeosonKor
Hacieha, a Koju ce JaHac KOPUCTH Yy 3allTUTH
apxeoJomkor Hacneha y Cpouju.

3ammro ce oBze TBpau Ja ce y CpOuju y 3aTuTu

7 Ocde.org, npuctymbeHo 28.06.2021. bupmia Jyrocnasuja
je MMaJa cTaTyc rmocMarpava y 0BOj OpraHU3aiuju.

8 PPG 16 - Planning Policy Guidance Note 16: Archaeology
and Planning, (Department of Environment), 1990.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

heritage (“polluter pays”).”

There are other forms of financing archacolog-
ical research, but they are directly or indirectly re-
lated to the two main ways of financing mentioned
above. The method of financing mainly determines
the character of the archacological research itself,
following the general division into academic and
protective research, but it should be pointed out that
this division does not always follow the division by
the method of financing. Academic research is pri-
marily based on the academic interest of archaeolo-
gists and the institution behind said research, while
protective research is based on the need to protect
the archaeological heritage. Both types of research
aim to create new knowledge, however, they also
differ in how much they are actually directed to-
wards the protection of the archaeological heritage
in that process or how many scientific methods are
applied with the aim of protecting the archaeologi-
cal heritage.

Although the first method of financing archae-
ological research is problematic in many ways, on
this occasion we will focus primarily on the sec-
ond-mentioned method of financing archaeological
research and protection of archaeological heritage
- within the framework of development plans and
projects of construction and other works. First of all,
it is necessary to repeat and emphasize that archaeo-
logical research in Serbia is carried out mainly in the
last stages of development when construction has al-
ready begun, and if archaeological heritage has been
discovered during construction or other works.

What characterizes investment projects of con-
struction and other works is the principle that the in-
vestor of construction and other works that affect the
environment and archaeological heritage is obliged
to finance their protection - the principle where “the
polluter pays”.

The “polluter pays” principle can be seen as an
achievement of modern civilization. It was intro-
duced into general use in the 1970s in the environ-
mental protection system, primarily by the Euro-
pean Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD).? It then gradually became a
principle that is also applied in the protection of cul-

7 The most common form of financing archaeological
research in Serbia is actually from investment works. In this
respect, Serbia does not differ from most other European
countries, but this fact is not given serious importance.

8 Ocde.org, accessed 06/28/2021. The former Yugoslavia
had observer status in this organization.
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apxeoJomkor Hacieha KOpPHCTH Je0 TNPHHIHIIA
,,3arahuBad ruraha”, a He ynras npuHIwn? [Ipe cBera,
aKTUBUPambe OBOT ipuHITHTIA y CpOWjH 3aBUCH O] TOTa
Jla J¥ je TonuIo 1o oTkpuha apxeosnomkor Hacieha
MPWIKKOM u3Bolema rpal)eBUHCKUX W JIPYTUX pa-
noBa. [Topehema pagn, y eBpoICcKUM 3eMibaMa OBaj
MPUHIMI Ce aKTHBUpPA OHOT MOMEHTa Kaja ce JIo-
Hece OJUTyKa O TPHUCTYIamy IUIaHUpamy pa3Boja
Ha ojpeheHOM TpocTopy, Kako je TO Ae(UHHCAHO
onpenbama EBporicke koHBeHIje. OBO je U3y3eTHO
Ba)KHO HarjaacuTH!

3akoH 0 KyATypHUM Jo0puMa (wi. 110) mpuHIpmn
»3arahusad maha” nedunuiie Ha ciegaehn HAUMH:

,,/IHBeCTUTOp O0jekTa IyxaH je ma obe3dean
CPe/ICTBA 3a UCTPAKUBAME, 3aIITUTY, YyBambe,
MyOJMKOBamke W W3JIarame J00pa Koje YXKHBa
MPETXO/HY 3alITUTYKOjE C& OTKPHje MPUIUKOM
W3rPaJIlbe MHBECTUIIMOHOT 00jeKTa — JI0 Mpe/aje
Jo0pa Ha YyBame OBJIANINEHO] YCTAHOBH 3allITH-
1e.””

[Ipenmetnu npuHuMn y EBporickoj KOHBeHIMjU
ne(uHHCAH je IUPUM U IeTaJbHUJUM OITUCHMa KOM-
TUIETHE 3aITHTE apXEOJIOIIKOT Hacieha y mocTynky
yCBajamba IJIaHCKe JOKyMeHTamuje. '

VYKOIHKO yriopeauMo ieUHUIN]e PHHAHCHUPAHhA
apXEOJIOIIKUX UCTPAKUBaba KPO3 MPUCYCTBO TPHH-
muna ,3arahuBay maha” y 3akoHy o0 KynTypHHM
nobpuma u EBpOICKOj KOHBEHIIMjH, MOXKE CE JaCHO
3aKJbYYHTH Ja C€ pagd O MOTIYHO pa3InYuTHM
npuctynuma. Y Cpouju je ,,3arajusaq’’, OAHOCHO UH-
BECTUTOP — Hapy4uial pa3BOjHOr MPOjeKTa, TyxKaH
Ja pUHAHCHpa apXEOJIOIIKA HCTPAKUBAA YKOIHKO
ce mohe o oTkpuha apxeosomkor Haciel)a Tokom
u3Bolhewa rpaljeBUHCKUX M IPYTUX PAI0Ba KOjH CY
npeaMmet uaBectunuje. Ca npyre crpane, EBponcka
KOHBEHIM]a Ae(hUHHUILIE IPUMEHY TOI' IPUHIIMIIA TAKO
7O je ,,3arahuBay’”, OMHOCHO MHBECTUTOP, 3aIlPaBO
Hapy4HyIar pa3BojHOT MPOjeKTa U UCTH je AYAKaH Ia
(uHaHCHpa 3alITUTY apXeoJolIKOr Hacjelha Ha
NMPOCTOPY KOjH je MpeaMeT IVIAHNPamha pa3Boja.

° HoBu 3akoH 0 KynTypHOM Hacunel)y, uuja mpumeHa kpehe
o gerieMopa 2022. ronuHe, HaCTaBJba Jia IPUMEIbYje OBaj WIaH
3aKkoHa 0 KyJITYPHUM JI0OpUMA.

' Enrnecka Bep3uja texcra: European Convention on the
Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Revised) - https://
rm.coe.int/168007bd25.Cpricka Bep3uja TeKCTa: 3aKOH O
noTBphuBamy EBpOIICKEe KOHBEHIIH]E O 3alITHTH apXEOJIOLUIKOT
Hacieha (pesumupana) -  http://demo.paragraf.rs/demo/
combined/Old/t/t2009 _06/t06_0142.htm. Toro npenopydyjem
KoOJIeTaMa J1a jOIIl jeTHOM POYHTAjy TEeKCT EBporicke KOHBEHIIH]e
0 3aLITHTH apXEOJIOIIKOT Haceha.

tural heritage, thus also in the protection of archae-
ological heritage, primarily in Great Britain,” and
then in the European Convention on the Protection
of Archaeological Heritage from 1992.

This principle, or rather, part of the “polluter
pays” principle, is inextricably linked to the institu-
tion of suspension of construction and other works
during which archaeological heritage was discov-
ered, and which is used today in the protection of
archaeological heritage in Serbia.

Why do we claim here that part of the “polluter
pays” principle is used in the protection of archae-
ological heritage in Serbia, and not the whole prin-
ciple? First of all, the activation of this principle in
Serbia depends on whether archaeological heritage
was discovered during construction and other works.
For the sake of comparison, in European countries,
this principle is activated the moment a decision is
made to make a development plan in a certain area,
as defined by the provisions of the European Con-
vention. This is extremely important to emphasize!

The Law on Cultural Heritage (Art. 110) defines
the “polluter pays” principle as follows:

“The investor of the object is obliged to provide
funds for research, protection, preservation,
publication, and display of the property that en-
joys prior protection, which is discovered during
the construction of the investment object - until
the property is handed over for safekeeping to
an authorized protection institution.'®”

This principle in the European Convention is de-
fined by a broader and more detailed description of
the complete protection of archaeological heritage
in the process of adopting planning documents. !

If we compare the definitions of financing ar-
chaeological research through the presence of the
“polluter pays” principle in the Law on Cultural
Property and the European Convention, it can be

° PPG 16 - Planning Policy Guidance Note 16: Archaeology
and Planning, (Department of Environment), 1990.

1 The new Law on Cultural Heritage, the implementation
of which starts in December 2022, continues to apply this article
of the Law on Cultural Property.

! English version of the text: European Convention on the
Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (Revised) - https://
rm.coe.int/168007bd25. Serbian version of the text: Law on
the Ratification of the European Convention on the Protection
of Archaeological Heritage (revised) - http://demo.paragraf.
rs/demo/combined/Old/t/t2009 _06/t06 0142.htm. 1 strongly
recommend the colleagues to read the text of the European
Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage once
again.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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/Jakne, y nocmynKy nianupara, a He y HOCHY-
HKy peanusayuje naanupanoz pazeoja, 0OHOCHO U3-
2paomwe!

Ha oBaj naumH, 3amrura apxeoJomkor Hacjeha
y CpOuju, 3aBuicehn o1 MHIUACHTA, CIIPOBOJIU TpE-
TMaH OTKJIambama WK yOlakaBama MOCIeIUIa TOT
HMHLIUJAEHTA U OCTaje Ha HHUBOY CHACUIAYKE apxe-
onozuje.

[lopen cBera HaBenEHOr, HAUMHOM Ha KOjU ce
apxeoJyomko Hacnehe y CpOWju IITUTH HETaTUBHO
ce yTHUYEe KaKo Ha caMoO apXeoJomKo Haciehe Tako
Y Ha WHBECTHUIIM]Y Y OKBUPY KOj€ je JOILIO IO WH-
nuaeHTa y ¢as3u peanusaryje. Ca npyre cTpane, mpe-
BEHTHBHA apxeosoryja y EBpormu jecte ce pa3Buia u3
criacujayKe apXeoJIorHje, Mo/l MPUTUCKOM UHTEH3HU-
BUpaHE U3TrPajibe, ca [UJbeM Ja CIIPeUYr WM yMambu
MOT'YRHOCT MHIIMACHTA, a IITO j€ MPEMO3HATO KaKo OJ1
apxeoJiora, Tako U 0]l CTpaHe HHBECTUTOPA, OJTHOCHO
TUTaHepa pa3Boja.

TpeOa HarmacuTH Ja NUTake MHOUACHTA, Aehu-
Hucano wi. 110 3akoHa o KyATypHUM 100puMa HUje
JIOIIE Pellekhe caMo 1o ceOu, anu je Jole TO MWTO Y
CpOuju mpencTaBjba OCHOBHO CPEJICTBO Y 3aIUTHTH
apxeoJomkor Hacieha. EBeHTyanan pa3Boj y IpaBiry
MIPEBEHTHBHE apXeoJIOTHje CBAKaKO HE HCKJbYUYje
NPUMEHY OBE Mepe, ajM je HEONXOJHO M3 OCHOBA
W3MEHUTH TPUCTYIl W O] OTKJIAmama IOCIeIuLa
uHIUAeHTa npehn Ha npeny3uMame MPEeBEHTHBHUX
AKTUBHOCTH Ca IIJbEM CMambeha MOTYNHOCTH 110jaBe
HMHLU/EHTA.

[Turame puHaHCHpaba apXCOJIOMKHX UCTPAKHU-
Bama U (He)npuMeHe EBporicke KOHBEHIIH]jE, a ILTO ce
ornena U y AeIMMHUYHO] MPUMEHH MPUHIIUIA ,,3ara-
huBau miaha” - mpenacraBiba jeiaH OJi OCHOBHHX
orpann4aBajyhux (akrtopa KoOju HE I03BOJbABAjy
apxeosoruju y Cpouju ma ce U3 criacuiiagke pa3Buje
y IIPEBEHTUBHY apX€oJIoTH]y.

Onuure u cnienuguyHe Mepe 3alITUTE
apxeoJsiomkor Hacieha y Cpouju — uHIUAEHT
U o/100pem-e 32 apXeoJIOLIKA HCTPAKUBAIHA;
apxeoJiolko npaheme rpaljeBUHCKHUX pajoBa

Kao mrro je nprika3aHo y NpeTxoaHUM pPeoBUMa,
OCHOBHa (OIIIIITa) Mepa 3aIlTUTE apPXEOJIOLIKOT HacIe-
ha y CpOuju jecte mepa ooycmase zpaljesunckux u
opyzux paoosa npuiukom uujez uzeohema oonazu
00 omkpuha apxeonowKux nanaza, a Kako He OH J10-
IIJTO JIO TIOTIYHOT YHUINTEHha apXEOJIOIIKOT Halas3a.
Ha oBoj mepu ce 3amtura apxeojomkor Hacieha y
CpOwuju 3ampaBo JJaHAC 3aCHUBA, XTEJIM MU TO Jia TIPH-
XBaTUMO HJIH HE.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

clearly concluded that these are completely differ-
ent approaches. In Serbia, the “polluter”, that is,
the investor, the client of the development project
is obliged to finance archaeological research if ar-
chaeological heritage is discovered during con-
struction and other works that are the subject of
the investment. On the other hand, the European
Convention defines the application of that principle
by the fact that the “polluter”, that is, the investor, is
actually the client of the development project and is
obliged to finance the protection of the archaeo-
logical heritage in the area that is the subject of
development planning.

So, in the planning process, and not in the pro-
cess of realizing the planned development, i.e. con-
struction!

In this way, the protection of archaeological
heritage in Serbia, depending on the incident, car-
ries out the treatment of eliminating or mitigating
the consequences of that incident and remains at the
level of salvage archaeology.

In addition to all of the above, how the archaeo-
logical heritage is protected in Serbia has a negative
impact on both the archaeological heritage itself and
the investment within which the incident occurred
in the implementation phase. On the other hand,
preventive archaeology in Europe did develop from
salvage or rescue archaeology, under the pressure of
intensified construction with the aim of preventing
or reducing the possibility of an incident, which was
recognized both by archaeologists and by investors,
i.e. development planners.

It should be emphasized that the issue of the
incident, defined in Art. 110 of the Law on Cultural
Property is not a bad solution in itself, but it is bad
that this tool in Serbia represents the basic tool in
the protection of archaeological heritage. Possible
development in the direction of preventive archae-
ology certainly does not exclude the application of
this measure, but it is necessary to fundamentally
change the approach and move from eliminating the
consequences of the incident to undertaking preven-
tive activities with the aim of reducing the possibil-
ity of the occurrence of the incident.

The issue of financing archaeological research
and (non)implementation of the European Conven-
tion, which is also reflected in the partial applica-
tion of the “polluter pays” principle, is one of the
basic limiting factors that do not allow archaeology
in Serbia to develop from salvage to preventive ar-
chaeology.
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[lopen oBe Mmepe, Apyra OCHOBHa Mepa 3all-
TATE apXeOoJIOMKOT Haciieha jecte MHCTUTYT (Q0o-
Opera 3a apxeonouwKa UCMPANCUBArLA, XKoje n3aje
Komucuja HajanesxxHor MuHHCTapcTBA  KYITYpE.
Venen HemocTaTKa 3BaHWUYHMX CTaHAapAa apxe-
OJIOIIKMX HCTPaKUBamba, 0JJOOPEHE 3a apXeoyIoIKa
HCTpakuBama (He3BaHUYHO NpuxBaheH Ha3uB Mehy
apxeojio3MMa je M03BOJIa) TIPEACTaBba JCAWHY
MOTYRHOCT KOHTpOJIe Jia JIM Cy IUIAHUpaHA apxe-
OJIOIIKA MCTPAKHBAHA CBPCHCXOIHA U OCMHIIJBLEHA
npema MpaBUIMMa CTPyKe 1 HayKe, OHOCHO /1 JIU CY
3a7I0BOJbHJIA MUHUMAIIHE apXEO0JIO0IIKE KPUTEPH]jyMe.
Ommite je MO3HATO Yy apXeoJIOMIKUM KPyroBuMma Jia
ITOCTOjH YUTaB CIIEKTap MpobIeMa KOjHu ce€ TEHEPATHO
OJTHOCH Ha 3aITUTY apXeoJIoNiKor Hacieha u opra-
HU3AIH]e apXCONONIKHX HCTPpaXkKuBarmba. Ho, HHCTHTYT
JI03BOJIE IpeICTaBsba OpaHy Koja cripeyaBa MoIiaBy,
y HajMamy pyKy, HEOAroBapajyhux apXeoJoIIKux
UCTpaXXHMBambha KOja CE OCMHILBABA]Yy KAaKO TI0J
TIPUTHCKOM TIOTpeOe 3a pealn3alijoM pPa3BOjHHIX
MpojeKaTa M IIaHOBA TAaKO M HA OCHOBY aKaJIeMCKe
panosnanoctu. Moxe ce cnoboano pehu na 6u 6e3
MOCTOjara OBOT MHCTUTYTA HACTAO MOTIYHH KOJIAIc
y CPIICKO] apXCOJIOTHjH.

Mebhytum, na mocToje 3BaHWYHM CTaHAAPAH
apXCOJIONIKNX HCTpaKWBama, pan Kommcuje Omo
OU 3HATHO OJNAKINAH M yHarpeleH, a THME U CBHX
apxeojora Koju ce OaBe TEPEHCKUM HCTPakHu-
BamblMa M 3aIITHTOM apXeoJomKor Haciueba.
CBakako, HeJoCTaje KOHTpOJIa MPUMEHE Mepa Koje
Cy TIpoITHcaHe OJ00pEeHmEeM 3a apXeolloliKa HCTpa-
JKHBarha, KA0 U YNTAB HU3 HEOITXOTHUX AKTUBHOCTH Y
npagily ypehema apxeonoruje. [Ipe cBera, y cMuciy
cacTaB/batba 00aBE3HOI KOHAYHOI M3BEIITaja o
00aB/LCHUM HCTpaKUBamKMMa, O0aBe3HEe oOpaje
HaJla3a M y30paka HaKOH 00aBJbEHUX UCTPAKHUBAIHA,
OJIaroBpeMeHe U IIPaBIITHE TIPUMOTIPEIa]je IIOKPETHUX
HaJla3a, TPAjHOT YyBama MOKPETHOT U HEMOKPETHOT
apxeoJomkor Hacneha, ut.

Kako cMO mperxomHO TpHKa3aid, HaBelICHE
Mepe 3allThTe apxeosiomkor Hacieha (oOycraBa
rpal)eBUHCKUX U IPYTUX PasoBa 1 0JJ00peHa 3a apxe-
OJIOIITKA UCTPAKMBamha) TPEACTaBIbajy IBE OCHOBHE
Mepe KaKo y 3allITUTH apXeOoJIoIIKOor Haclieha tako n'y
¢dykHoroHucamwy apxeonoruje y Cpouju. Mehytum,
yciel, MHTCH3MBUpama IUIaHHpama W H3rpajiibe,
pas3BujeHe cy ojapehene crerpduyuHe Mepe 3alTHTe
apXxeoJIoNIKor Hacneha.

JenHa o cnenmudUYHUX Mepa 3alliTHUTE apXxe-
onomkor Hacieha, Koja je pasBHjeHa y YCIIOBHMa
WHTCH3UBUPAHE W3IPAJE Ha TIPOCTOPY Koje je
ApXEOJIOIIKN HEUCTPAXKEH, JECTE APXenI0MWKo npa-

General and specific measures for the
protection of archaeological heritage

in Serbia - incident and approval

for archaeological research; archaeological
monitoring of construction works

As shown in the previous lines, the basic (gen-
eral) measure for the protection of archaeological
heritage in Serbia is the measure of suspension of
construction and other works during which ar-
chaeological finds are discovered, to prevent the
complete destruction of the archaeological find. The
protection of the archaeological heritage in Serbia
is actually based on this measure today, whether we
want to accept it or not.

In addition to this measure, another basic mea-
sure for the protection of archaeological heritage
is the institution of approval for archaeological
research issued by the Commission of the compe-
tent Ministry of Culture. Due to the lack of official
standards for archaeological research, the approval
for archaeological research (an unofficially accept-
ed name among archaeologists is the permit) is the
only possibility to control whether the planned ar-
chaeological research is purposeful and designed
according to the rules of the profession and science,
i.e. whether it has met the minimum archaeological
criteria. It is generally known in the archaeological
community that there is a whole range of problems
that generally relate to the protection of archaeolog-
ical heritage and the organization of archaeological
research, but the institution of permits is a dam that
prevents the flood of, at the very least, inappropri-
ate archaeological research that is conceived under
the pressure of the need to implement development
projects and plans as well as based on academic cu-
riosity. It is safe to say that without the existence
of this institute, there would have been a complete
collapse in Serbian archaeology.

However, if there were official standards for
archaeological research, the work of the Commis-
sion would be much easier and improved, and thus
for all archaeologists involved in field research and
protection of archaeological heritage. There is cer-
tainly a lack of control over the application of the
measures prescribed by the approval for archaeolog-
ical research, as well as a whole series of necessary
activities in the direction of the organization of ar-
chaeology, primarily in the sense of drawing up the
mandatory final report on the conducted research,
the mandatory processing of findings and samples
after the research, the timely and correct handover

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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hemwe uzeohemwa cpahesunckux u opyzux paoosa
(Watching brief).

[Totpe6Ho je, mpe cBera, MOCeOHO HATTIACHTH Ja
ce apxeoJomko npaheme n3Bolhema rpal)eBUHCKHUX U
JPYTUX pajioBa BEOMa YECTO Yy HAIlO] apXEOoJIOIIKO]
MPaKCH NMOTPENIHO0 HA3MBA APXeOI0UWKUM HAO30-
pom. TloTpebHO je KoHaYHO ne(UHUCATH 3aIITO je TO
TIOTPEIIHO.

ApXEOJIONIKA Haa30p, Npe CBera, He IOCTOjH
y HalleM 3aKOHOJABCTBY. JeOWHU HAA30p KOjU Y
TOM CMHCIy TIOCTOjU jecTe rpal)eBUHCKH HaI3op,
OTHOCHO Haj30p Haja u3BohemeM rpal)eBUHCKUX
panoBa, Koju je mpeaBuheH 3aKOHOM O TIaHHpamby
U M3rpajiby, a mocebHo neduuncan IIpaBumHIKOM
0 CagpKMHHM M HauuHy Bolema CTpy4YHOr Haazopa
(«Ci. rmacauk PCy, 6p. 22/2015 u 24/2017). IIpema
HaBeneHOM [IpaBuiiHUKy, anu u rpalheBUHAPCKO]
MPaKCH, CTPYYHH HAJ30p 00yXBaTa KOHTPOIY HaJ
m3BohemeM TpaleBHHCKHX pajgoBa y CKJIATy ca
u3aTuM Tpal)eBUHCKUM J103BOJIaMa, OJOOpEHHM
rpal)eBHHCKUM TPOjeKTHMa, KOHTPOJY KBaJHTETa
W3BEEHUX pajgoBa u yrpaheHux marepujaia,
KOHTpOITy JIMHAMUKE M3Bolema pajoBa mpemMa oJ10-
OpeHoM TpojexTy, uTa. Ham3op m3maje HHCTPYKITHje
n3Bohady, Moxke 0OyCTaBUTH PaJioBE WIIM YaK WHU-
IMPaTH M3MEHY OJO0OPEHOr MpPOjeKTa, YKOIHKO
YIBpAM [Ja TMOCTOjH 3HauyajHAa pasiuka usMmelhy
MIPOjEeKTOBAHE TMO3MIMjE W pEaJHe CHUTyaldje Ha
IpaJIMJIMIITY, @ Takohe, yYECTBYje Y MPUMOIPE/Iaju
m3BeneHux rpaheBUHCKUX pazoBa. Hutu jeman on
acrmiekaTa HaJ30pa HaJ rpal)eBUHCKHM paJoBHMa He
npeaBuha MoryhHoCT crnpoBoljera apXeoJoMmKor
HaJ30pa, jep ce OBe JBE BPCTE HAA30pa CYyIITHHCKU
paznukyjy. Ha ogoOpenu npojexar usrpanme (Wi
pyIHE eKCIUToaTallfje, WTA.) MOXE YTHIIATH Camo
HAJUIOKHU 3aBOJ, U TO JOHOUICH,EM YCIIOBA WIIN
o0ycraBe paJioBa, y CKIIaJIy ca 3aKOHOM.

Y TOM cMHUCITY, apXEOJIOIIKY HaJ30p MOrao Ou ce
JeAMHO cMaTpaTH KOHTPOJIOM HaJl n3BohemkeM Mpoje-
KaTa apXeoJIOIIKUX HCTPAKUBAA, Y CMUCITY — Ja JIN
ce apXxeoJIolIKa MCTPaKUBama CIPOBOJIC MpeMa U3-
IaToM ono0perwy, MpemMa JIHHAMHUIN TpeaBul)eHoj
NPOjeKTOM, 3aTUM YYECTBOBAKEM Y CBEHTYAITHO]
WU3MEHHU OJIOOPEHOT MPOjeKTa apXEOoJOIIKUX HCTpa-
KHMBarba, U HAMOCIETKY, MPUMONPEIAjH H3BEICHUX
apXEoJIOIIKUX HUCTpakMBama. A TO ce y Halloj
apXeoJIONIKO] TIPAaKCH HHUTH JIeNIaBa HUTH je OWIO
KOjUM IPABUITHUKOM IpeIBHI)eHO Witk IeUHICAHO. !

1V cycper m3pagu Hampra 3akoHa O HEHNOKPETHHUM
KyJATypHHM pno0puMa, HOKpeHyTa je nebata Ha OBY TeMmy.
Jenna on majmpuxBaheHMjuX Hzaeja jecTe ma ce oBa ,,MeToma’
U Jjajbe Ha3MBa apXCOJIOIIKMM HaJg30pOM, C THM IUTO Ou ce
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of movable finds to permanent deposits, permanent
preservation of movable and immovable archaeo-
logical heritage, etc.

As we have previously shown, the mentioned
measures for the protection of the archaeologi-
cal heritage (suspension of construction and other
works and approvals for archaeological research)
represent two basic measures both in the protection
of the archaeological heritage and in the function-
ing of archaeology in Serbia. However, due to the
intensification of planning and construction, certain
specific measures for the protection of archaeologi-
cal heritage have been developed.

One of the specific measures for the protection
of the archaeological heritage, which was developed
in the conditions of intensified construction in an ar-
chaeologically unexplored area, is the archaeolog-
ical monitoring of the execution of construction
and other works (Watching brief).

First of all, it is necessary to emphasize that ar-
chaeological monitoring of construction and other
works is very often mistakenly called archaeolog-
ical supervision in our archaeological practice. It is
necessary to finally define why it is wrong.

Archaeological supervision, first of all, does
not exist in our legislation. The only supervision
that exists in this sense is construction supervision,
i.e. supervision over the execution of construction
works, which is provided for by the Law on Plan-
ning and Construction, and specifically defined by
the Rulebook on the content and manner of con-
ducting professional supervision (“Official Gazette
of RS”, No. 22/2015 and 24/2017) but it is not ar-
chaeological but construction supervision. Accord-
ing to the aforementioned Rulebook, but also con-
struction practice, professional supervision includes
control over the execution of construction works in
accordance with the issued construction permits, ap-
proved construction projects, quality control of the
executed works and installed materials, control of
the dynamics of the execution of works according
to the approved project, etc. Supervision issues in-
structions to the contractor, can suspend the works,
or even initiate changes to the approved project if it
determines that there is a significant difference be-
tween the projected position and the real situation
on the construction site and participates in the han-
dover of the completed construction works. None of
the aspects of the supervision of construction works
envisages the possibility of carrying out archaeolog-
ical supervision, because these two types of supervi-
sion are fundamentally different. An approved con-
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Ilon TepMUHOM ,,apXE€ONOIIKH HaaA30p™ y Ha-
II0] apXEOJIOIIKO] IMPAaKCH 3alpaBO CE peayn3yje
apxeojomiko npahemwe wu3zBohewa 3eMibaHMX
panoBa y oKBHpY rpaljeBUHCKHX W APYrux paao-
Ba, Ca LWJbEM OJIATOBPEMEHOI PErHCTpOBama OT-
kpuha apxeonomkor Hacieha TokoM wu3Bohema
rpal)eBUHCKUX pazioBa, M IMOKpETama IIOCTYIIKa
nedunucanor wianosuMa 109 u 110 3akona o
KynTypHEM go0puma. Ca acriekra u3Bolema pagosa
y rpal)eBHHAPCTBY W JPYTUX BPCTa KOMEPIIHjaTHUX
pazoBa, 10 CBUM IIapaMeTprmMa, apxeosonko npaheme
n3Bohema 3eMJbaHUX PajioBa OJIKE je H3BOhCHY
pamoBa Hero oOaBJbamy HaaA30pa. ApXeoJior KOju
o0aBJba apxeoyomko mpaheme (MOHAB/HFAMO, YECTO
MOTPENIHO HA3WBAaHO apXEOJIOIIKK HaI30p), HeMa
MpaBo KOHTpoOJie TpaljeBUHCKOT JHEBHHMKA H3BOhaua
pazoBa, Ka0 HU KOHTpOJIE AWHAMHUKE H3Bohema pa-
JI0Ba; HE MOXKE JIOHETH OJUTYKY O M3MEHH YTBpheHe
JIMHAMUKe H3Bolera pajioBa MM IPOMEHH MPOjeKTa
WM OWJI0 KOT FEeTOBOT Jiejla, HE YUYECTBYje y TIPH-
MoOMpe/iaju  pajiosa...Jep, 3ampaBo — He o00aBba
HUKakaB Ham3op! VY KpajmeMm ciyyajy, apXeoyor
KOju TpaTh u3BOheme Trpal)eBUHCKHX pagoBa HE
pacronaxe MEXaHU3MOM KOJHUM MOXKE CIIPEUUTH A2
TOKOM Hu3Bohema pamoBa mgohe M0 yHHINTEHa WU
omreherma €BEHTYATHO OTKPUBEHOT apXEOJOIIKOT
Hacneha. OH MoOke jeqnHO J1Ta 0 TOME 00aBecTH
HAJUISKHY YCTaHOBY 3alLITHTE.

[TotpeOHO je Ha 0BOM MecTy ucTahu 11a je JoHeKIIe
Jpyradnja CUTyaluja yKoJIMKo apXeonomniko npaheme
00aBJba HAJUICKHU 3aBOJ 33 3AIITUTY CIIOMCHHKA
KyJnType, KOju Tocenyje ominamhema ma oipeheHn
MIpojeKat U3rpajmbe KOjH ce peansyje 00yCTaBu WilH
W3MEHH TPOTMCUBAKEM MEpa 3aIlTHTE. AJIH, OBO TTH-
Tame CBaKako Tpeba Jia MOCTaHe MPEAMET CTpy4YHe
pacrmipage. '

Ogaje Mepa, TaKiie, TMPEKTHO Be3aHa 3a UHIIUICHT
M MOXE Ce IMOCMATpaTH Kao MOKYIaj Tpely3uMama
onpelheHe MpeBeHTHBHE aKTUBHOCTH MPE WHIIWICHTA.
MelyTrm, oBa Mepa He MOXKE CIIPEUUTH I YMAabH-
1 MoryhHOoCT na nmo wHIMaeHTa aohe, Beh oHa
Mpe/cTaB/ba IOKYIIaj CHpedaBama HEeMmoCPEIHOT
(U3MYKOT YHUIITEHA UM omTehemka apXeoIomKor
Hacneha kajga ce WHIMICHT JlecH U 00aBecTH Ha-
JIS)KHA 3aBOJ (Kako OW cIpoBeo 00ycTaBy pamoBa

MpUMEbHUBAlIa HCKIBYYHBO O] CTpaHE HAIJICKHUX 3aBOJA, jep
JEIMHO 3aBOJM MOTY YTHIIATH Ha Pealn3alijy MpOjeKTa H3-
rpaame (o1 ycioBa 0 00ycTaBe pajoBa), JIOK OU ce MUTAme
KOHTPOJIE HaJ CIIPOBOhEHEM apXeOoOUIKHX UCTpaKUBama (0
0/100pEHOj JI03BOJIH) HA3UBAJIO CTPYYHHM HaJ30POM.

2.OBo ce moceOHO MOXKE JIOBECTH y Be3y Ca H3pagoM
HalpTa HOBOT 3aKOHa — 3aKOHA O HEMOKPETHOM KYJITYPHOM Ha-
ciehy.

struction project (or mining exploitation, etc.) can
only be affected by the competent heritage institute,
by adopting conditions or suspension of works, un-
der the law.

In this sense, archaeological supervision should
only be considered as a control over the execution
of archaeological research projects, namely: whe-
ther archaeological research is carried out according
to the issued approval, according to the dynamics
foreseen by the project, participation in the eventu-
al modification of the approved archaeological re-
search project and finally, the handover of the per-
formed archaeological research. And this does not
happen in our archaeological practice, nor is it fore-
seen or defined by any regulations.'?

Under the term archaeological supervision in
our archaeological practice, the archaeological
monitoring of the execution of earthworks within
the framework of construction and other works is
actually realized with the aim of timely registration
of the discovery of archaeological heritage during
the execution of construction works and initiation
of the procedure defined in Art. 109 and 110 of the
Law on Cultural Properties. From the perspective of
construction works and other types of commercial
works, according to all parameters, archaeological
monitoring of earthworks is closer to the execution
of works than to supervision. An archaeologist who
performs archaeological monitoring (we repeat, of-
ten incorrectly called archaeological supervision)
does not have the right to control the contractor’s
construction diary, does not have the right to control
the dynamics of work execution, cannot decide on
changing the established dynamics of work execu-
tion or changing the project or any of its parts, not
participate in the handover of works... - Because he
does not actually perform any supervision! In the last
case, the archaeologist who monitors the execution
of construction works does not have a mechanism
that can prevent the destruction or damage of the
possibly discovered archaeological heritage during
the execution of the works. He can only inform the
competent protection institution about it.

It is necessary to point out at this point that the
situation is somewhat different if the archaeological

12 In anticipation of the drafting of the Law on Immovable
Cultural Property (which is the third law on cultural heritage),
a debate was launched on this topic. One of the most accepted
ideas is that this “method” is still called archaeological
monitoring, with the fact that it would be applied exclusively
by the competent institutes, because only the institutes can
interfere the construction project (from conditions to the
suspension of works), while the issue of control would be over
the implementation of archaeological research (according to the
approved permit) called expert supervision.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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U TIOKpPEHyO TIOCTyIaKk HCTpakuBama). OHa ce
MO)KE€ TIOCMaTpaTH W Kao T0jaBa KoOja Ce pPa3BWIIA
y OKOJHOCTHMa HeMOTyhHOCTH l1a ce Cracuiadka
apXeoJioruja pa3BHje y IPEeBECHTHBHY.

[lopen Tora, mOTpeOHO je HArNACHTH Jla apXeo-
noiko npaheme 3eMibaHnX paioBa HUje ypeheHo Hu
Ha KOjU Ha4YMH (HUje NeUHICAaHO Ha KOjH HAYWH ce
00aBJba apxeosomKo npaheme, Ko MOKe 00aBIbATH
apxeoJiomko npaheme — yCTaHOBa WM TOjeAMHAIl,
Ap’KaBHA YCTaHOBAa WM IpUBaTHa (UpMa, HTIH.),
JIOK 3a TO BpeMe nojenune rpaleBuncke gupme Beh
3anonbaBajy apxeonore. CBe TO cTBapa OrpoMaH
MPOCTOP 32 3710yNoTpedy, a Ha MITETY — APXEOIONIKOT
Hacieha. Kao mpuBpeMeHO pemieme, MOXKIa je He-
ONXOJHO 12 3aBOJM, NMPWIMKOM IPOINCHBAaEkA OBE
Mepe, NeTaJbHUje NePHHUITY KO MOXe 00aBJbaTH
apxeosomko npaheme (HIOpP. HaJIeKHE YCTaHOBE
3allITUTE U 0JIroBapajyhe HaydHe yCTaHOBE, apXeoJIoT
KOjH MMa TIOJIOKEH HMCIHT M3 3allITUTE KYJITYPHUX
nmo0apa WM HayqHO 3Bafbe), 3aTHM MUHHMAITHH Opoj
apxeoJiora 110 MecTy MCKOIla, MUHIMAJIHO MOTPEOHY
JOKYMEHTaIH]y, 00aBe3aH OlaroBpeMEeHH H3BEIITa]
HaJIJIe)KHOM 3aBOJLY, HTI.

Melytum, TOTpeOHO je HarjaacuTd joul jeaaH
HEraTUBaH acIieKT OBE ,,Mepe‘‘, U TO Y JIOMEHY H-E€HE
npumMerne. C 003upoM Ha TO J1a Ce MHTEH3MBHpaHA
M3rpajilba TpPEeHella M Ha MpOCTOp 3amTuheHor
apxeosomkor Hacieha (xoje je y Behoj Mepu
HEHCTPAKEHO), M0J] MPUTHCKOM H3Tpajibe (a ycien
CMambCHha KBAJMTATUBHUX U KBAHTUTATUBHUX Karla-
[ITETa yCTaHOBA 3aIlITUTE), CBe uemhe ce Tph-
OeraBa TpUMEHH OBE Mepe 4YaKk W Ha yTBpheHuM
HK.J. Y TUM clIydajeBUMa, OdYeKyje ce naa he
apxeoJomko npaheme n3Bohema 3eMbaHUX pagoBa
JIOBECTH JI0 OTKpuha apxeosomkor Hacieha, ka-
KO OM ce aKTMBHPAO MEXaHW3aM HHIMICHTA, PaJio-
B OOyCTaBWJIM W TIpomHcaja Mepa 00aBEe3HHX
3AIITUTHUX apXEOJOUNIKUX HCTpaxkuBama! Beoma
je IMCKyTaOMIIHO KOJIMKO je Ta Mepa yCIellHa U
CBPCHCXOJIHA, TIOTOTOBY Y KOHTEKCTY MPEBEHTHBHOT
JIeTIOBamba; MOXK/IA CE YaK MOYKEC TOBOPUTH O TOME
Jla ce Ha OBaj HAYMH 00ECMUIILJbaBa YUTAB KOHIICTIT
3aIITUTEe W YTBphHHBama HEMOKPETHHX KYJITYPHHX
nobapa. YcraHoBe 3alITUTe CBe 4Yemhe cy Ioj
MPUTHCKOM Jla y TOCTYINKY HpOIMCHBama YCIOBa
3a MPOjeKTe U3rPajmbe HE TPOIHUCY]y apXeoJIoliKa
HCTpaXXnBama, Beh Mepy apxeonomkor npahemwa. Jla
i hemo m03BONHTH a apXxeosomko npaheme (Koje
ce, TIpHJIe, TIOTPEITHO U MOTITYHO HEOCHOBAHO HAa31Ba
,,HaJ[30pOM*‘) 3aMEHH apXe0JI0IIKa NCTPAKUBAHA?

VY ckinaty ca CBUM HaBEACHHM, HE CMEMO M3TYOUTH
W3 BUJA Jia 3alpaBO apXeoJollKa HCTPaKUBAA
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monitoring is carried out by the competent institute
for the protection of cultural monuments, which has
the authority to suspend or change a specific con-
struction project that is being implemented by pre-
scribing protection measures. But this issue should
definitely become the subject of professional discus-
sion."?

This measure is therefore directly related to the
incident and can be seen as an attempt to undertake a
certain preventive activity before the incident. How-
ever, this measure cannot prevent or reduce the pos-
sibility of an incident occurring, rather it represents
an attempt to prevent the immediate physical de-
struction or damage of the archaeological heritage
when the incident occurs and inform the competent
heritage institute (to implement the suspension of
works and start the investigation procedure). It can
also be seen as a phenomenon that developed in the
circumstances of the impossibility of developing
salvage archaeology into preventive archaeology.

In addition, it should be emphasized that archae-
ological monitoring of earthworks is not regulated
in any way (it is not defined how archaeological
monitoring is performed, who can perform archaeo-
logical monitoring - an institution or an individual,
a state institution or a private company, etc.), while
some construction companies already employ ar-
chacologists. All this creates a huge space for misuse
and to the detriment of the archaeological heritage.
As a temporary solution, it may be necessary for the
heritage institutes, when prescribing this measure,
to define in more detail who can carry out archae-
ological monitoring (e.g. competent protection in-
stitutions and appropriate scientific institutions, an
archaeologist who has passed an exam in the protec-
tion of cultural property or holds a scientific title, the
minimum number of archaeologists per site excava-
tion, minimum required documentation, mandatory
timely report to the competent institution, etc.).

However, it is necessary to emphasize anoth-
er negative aspect of this “measure” in the domain
of its application. Considering that the intensified
construction has also been transferred to the area of
protected archaeological heritage (which is largely
unexplored), under the pressure of construction (and
due to the reduction of the qualitative and quantita-
tive capacities of protection institutions) this mea-
sure is resorted to more and more often, even on
archaeological sites officially established as cultural
heritage. In those cases, it is expected that the ar-

3 This can be particularly related to the drafting of a new
law - the Law on Immovable Cultural Heritage.
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Tpeba 00aBUTH ca MJHEM MPHUKYIJbatbha TojlaTaka 3a
MIPOITUCUBALEC Mepa 3aITUTE (YCIIOBA) 3a U3TPATILY,
a HE KOPHCTHTH apXeoJiolllKa HCTPOKUBAKA Kao
Mepy 3amtute! Bupumo na ce 300r nputHcka (anu
M OIUTEr KBAJMTATHBHOT M KBAHTUTATHBHOT Iaja
HHUBOA 3alITUTE apXeoyomKor Hacieha) cBe uenthe He
MOT'Y HH IIPETX0/IHA apXEOJIOIIKa UCTPAKUBAha MPO-
nmcaTh kKao Mepa Beh ce mpuberaBa apxeosIomKoOM
npahemy, Kako 61 ce Ha OMJI0 KOjW HaYHH ITOKYIIIaIo
CTPEUYHTH WK YMAUTH OIITENCHhe WITH YHUILITCHC
apXxeoJoIKor Hacieha, W TO Kpo3 OYEKUBAHU
WHOUAEHT u Moryhy oOycTaBy pamoBa. 3amiThra
apxeoJomkor Hacineha ce, Tako, Ha jOIIl jeJ]JaH HauuH
CBOJIY Ha UHITUJICHT, YaK W HA POCTOPY 3amTHheHIX
(m yTBpheHNX) apXeoNOMIKNX HaJa3uINTa WIH €BH-
JICHTHPAHUX aPXCOJIONIKHUX JIOKATUTETA.

OBo je BeoMa 030MJbaH TOKa3aTesb Y KAKBOM Ce
3ampaBo NpoOJieMy HaJla3d 3alITUTa apXeOoJOMIKOT
Hacineha y CpOuju naHac.

Nwmajyhu y Bumy HaBemeHo, MOpaMo ce 030HMIb-
HO 3aMUTaTH: YKOJIHUKO Ce 3alITUTA YaK U Ha yTBphe-
HUM HENOKPETHUM KYyIATYpHMM J00OpHMa CBOAU
Ha WMHOMICHT, y KOM TpaBly ce Kpehe 3amrTura
apxeoutomkor Hacieha y 21. Beky y Cpouju? U koja
je 3ampaBo cBpXa yTBphHBama apXEOJIOMKHX Haya-
3WIITA U HUXOBOT yruca y LleHTpannu perucrap —
YKOJIMKO apXeoJIoIIKO Hacielhe MOKEMO IITHTUTU
KpO3 ,,apX€EO0JIOLIKH HaaA30p 7

ApXxeos10THja U leH 0THOC
ca IPyrum ,,3eM/baHUM” pagoBHMa

C 003upom Ha TO ja je, y OMIITOj APYIITBEHO] U
EKOHOMCKO] CUTYallUjH y MPOTEKJINX JIBa/IeCETaK ro-
JIMHA, 3HA4aj apXeoJIoTHje U OUyBama apXeoJIOIIKOT
Hacieha onao y MIMpUM JPYIITBEHHM KPyroBUMa,
HEOITXOJHO je OCBPHYTH C€ Ha LEJIOKYITHH OKBHD y
KoMe je Moryhe n3Boheme 3eMIbaHuX PajioBa, H TIe
je M0JI0Kaj apXeoJIoryje y CBEMy TOME.

YonmTeHo roBopehn, Moxke ce KOHCTaTOBaTU
na ce 3eMJbaHu pajzioBu y PenyOmnuim CpOuju mo-
ry obaBbaTu Kpo3 ciesehie BpcTe paaoBa, a KOju
Cy BehHHOM y NHUPEKTHO] BE3W Ca TUIAHCKOM JIOKY-
MEHTAIHjOM U HAMEHOM 3eMJBHINTA:

* [lospompuBpenHu pajoBu — 00aBbajy ce Ha
MMOJOIIPUBPEIHOM 3E€MJBUIITY W YIJIAaBHOM
HE 3aXTeBajy HHUKAKBE IIOCEOHE 03BOIIE,
OCHM PETrHCTPOBamba IOJHOIPUBPEIHOT Ta3-
OuHCTBA. [lOJHONPHBPEHN PagoOBH  MOTY
00yXBaTUTH U Jpyre BpPCTE pajoBe, MOIYT
Menropanuje 3emJpumTa H ci. (3aKoH o

chaeological monitoring of the execution of earth-
works will lead to the discovery of archaeological
heritage to activate the mechanism of the incident
- the works will be stopped and a measure of manda-
tory protective archaeological research will be pre-
scribed!

It is highly debatable how successful and ex-
pedient this measure is, especially in the context of
preventive action, perhaps it can even be said that it
renders the entire concept of protection and identifi-
cation of immovable cultural heritage meaningless.
Protection institutions are increasingly under pres-
sure that in the process of prescribing conditions for
construction projects, they do not prescribe archae-
ological research, but a measure of archaeological
monitoring. Are we going to allow archaeological
monitoring (which is wrongly and completely un-
foundedly called supervision) to replace archaeo-
logical research?

In addition to all of the above, we must not lose
sight of the fact that archaeological research should
be done with the aim of collecting data to define pro-
tection measures (conditions) for construction, and
not use archaeological research as an actual protec-
tion or mitigation measure! Now, we see that due
to the pressure (but also the general qualitative and
quantitative decline in the level of protection of the
archaeological heritage) more and more often, even
preliminary archaeological research cannot be pre-
scribed as a measure, but archaeological monitor-
ing is resorted to in order to try to prevent or reduce
damage or destruction in any way of archaeological
heritage through the expected incident and possible
suspension of works. The protection of the archae-
ological heritage is reduced in another way to an
incident even in the archaeological sites officially
established as cultural heritage.

This is a very serious indicator of the actual
problem of the protection of archaeological heritage
in Serbia today.

Bearing in mind the above, we must seriously
ask ourselves: If the protection of even established
immovable cultural heritage is reduced to an in-
cident, in which direction is the protection of ar-
chaeological heritage moving in the 21st century in
Serbia? And then what is the purpose of identify-
ing archaeological sites and registering them in the
Central Register if we can protect the archaeolog-
ical heritage through “archaeological supervision”
during construction works?

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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MOJEONPUBPETHOM 3eMJBUIITY ,,Cit. [TTacHuK
PC”, Op. 62/2006, 65/2008 - np.3aKoH,
41/2009, 112/2015, 80/2017 nu 95/2018 -
JIp.3aKOH);

I'paheBunCcKn pamoBu — 00aBJbajy ce Ha
OCHOBY TMOCEOHHMX JI03BOJIAa (JIOKAIIMjCKH
ycioBu, TpaleBHHCKE 103BOJE, WTH.) KO-
je wm3maje oaromapajyhn HaICKHU HU-
BO BIIACTH (JIOKaJIHA camoympaBa MM
HAJUIe)KHO MHHHCTapCTBO) HA OCHOBY TO-
ceOHMX TMpojeKaTa M3rpaame. YTIIAaBHOM
ce 00aBibajy Ha Trpal)eBHHCKOM 3€MJBUIITY
(a To Moxxe oOyxBaTaTd M TPOCTOP HEIO-
KpeTHHX KyITypHUX nmobapa). Mory ce
o0aBJpaTl W Ha 3eMJBHUINTY JIpyraddje Ha-
MCHE, aJld y3 JOJaTHE MoceOHe J03BOJC U
carnacHocTH. OOyxBaTajy HajIIMpPH CIIEKTap
pazaoBa y OKBHPY H3Tpajme — 0] H3Bohema
TCOTCXHUYKUX HUCTpaXUBakba U pagoBa,
M3rpaIme HHPPACTPYKTypeE IPEKO CTaMOCeHe,
KOMEPIIUjaTHE U HHTYCTPHUjCKE H3TPAIELE JI0
KOH3€pBaTOPCKO-PECTaypaTOPCKUX  pajo-
Ba Ha HEMNOKPETHUM KYJITYPHUM AoOprMa
(o Takohe Tpeba HarmacutH). OCHOBHHU
3aKOH KOjH PETyJHINEe W3rpaamy je 3aKkoH
0 TwraHupamy u mrpammu (,,Ci. [macHuk
PC”, op. 72/2009, 81/2009 - ucmp., 64/2010
- ognyka YC, 24/2011, 121/2012, 42/2013 -
omtyka YC, 50/2013 - omiyka YC, 98/2013
- omtyka YC, 132/2014, 145/2014, 83/2018,
31/2019, 37/2019 — np.3akon, 9/2020 wu
52/2021); OcHoB 3a crpoBoleme TIpale-
BHUHCKHX PaJIOBa je, HapaBHO, MJIAHCKA JTOKY-
MEHTAaIH]a.

Pynapcku panoBu — 00aBJjbajy ce Ha OCHO-
By 3aKoHa O pyJapCTBY M TEOJIOUIKHUM HC-
tpakuBauma (,,Cn. I'macamk PC”  6p.
101/2015, 95/2018 — ap.3akon u 40/2021),
0 MOCEOHO YCTAHOBILEHO] MPOLEYPU OJ10-
OpaBama eKCIUloaTalyje Ol CTpaHe Haj-
JIeKHOT MUHHKCTapCTBa pyaapcTBa, OWIO
Ila je ped O MOA3EMHOj, OJHOCHO jaMCKOj,
WM TIOBPIIIMHCKO] €KCIIoaTanuju (011 eKCI-
joaraiyje Tecka M NUbYHKA, [IHHE JI0
jaMcKe eKcIuloatanuje yriba, 0akpa, 3iara,
rBoxkha, uta.). OCHOBHH mpeayciioB 3a 00a-
BJbAbE PYIJAPCKHX pajioBa je INpeHamMeHa
3EMJBHIINITA Y PYIAPCKO YCBajaheM ITAHCKE
JIOKyMEHTAITH]e.

l'eomomka wucTpakmBama — 00aBIbajy ce
Takole Ha OCHOBY 3aKOHA O PyIapCTBY U Ieo-
JOWIKUM UCTpakuBambuma (,,ClI.  TIIACHUK

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

Archaeology and its relationship
with other earthworks

Given that in the general social and economic
situation of the past 20 years or so, the importance
of archaeology and the preservation of archaeologi-
cal heritage has declined in wider social circles, it is
necessary to look at the entire framework in which
it is possible to perform earthworks and where the
position of archaeology is in all of this.

In general, it can be stated that earthworks in

the Republic of Serbia can be carried out through the
following types of works, which are mostly directly
related to the planning documentation and the land
use purpose:

Agricultural works - are carried out on ag-
ricultural land and generally do not require
any special permits, except for the registra-
tion of the agricultural holding. Agricultural
works can also include other types of works,
such as land reclamation, etc. (Law on ag-
ricultural land “Official Gazette of RS”,
no. 62/2006, 65/2008 - state law, 41/2009,
112/2015, 80/2017 and 95/2018 - state law);
Construction works - are carried out based
on special permits (location conditions,
building permits, etc.) issued by the corre-
sponding competent level of government
(local municipality or competent ministry)
based on special construction projects. They
are mainly carried out on construction land
(and this may also include the area of im-
movable cultural heritage). They can also be
carried out on the land for other purposes
but with additional special permits and con-
sents. They include the widest range of con-
struction works - from geotechnical research
and works, infrastructure construction thro-
ugh residential, commercial, and industrial
construction to conservation and restoration
works on immovable cultural heritages
(which should also be emphasized). The
basic law that regulates construction is the
Law on Planning and Construction (“Offi-
cial Gazette of RS”, no. 72/2009, 81/2009
- corrected, 64/2010 - decision CC',
24/2011, 121/2012, 42/2013 - decision CC,
50/2013 - decision CC, 98/2013 - decision
CC, 132/2014, 145/2014, 83/2018, 31/2019,
37/2019 - state law, 9/2020 and 52/2021);

“Decision of the Constitutional Court.
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PC”6p. 101/2015, 95/2018 — nap.3akoH u
40/2021), mo moceOHO] MpOLEeIypH H3/a-
Bamba OJI00pema O]l CTpaHe HaUIeKHOT
MuHucTapcTBa pynapceTBa. 3a  reoionka
WCTpaKMBamkha HUjEe HEONXOJHAa NpeHaMeHa
3eMJBUINTA, QM MPEJCTaB/bajy OCHOB 3a
neduHKCambe PyIapcKor MOTEHIMjana, Ha
OCHOBY Uera ce BpIIIU IPEeHaMeHa 3eMJBUIIITa
Kako OM ce MPHUCTYITUIIO PYAapCKOj eKCILIO-
aranuju.

3eMJbaHH PAJIOBU BE3aHU 33 CaxpambHBaHbe—
00aBJbajy ce Ha OCHOBY 3aKOHA O Caxpamu-
Baby U rpoOspuma (,,CiykOeHH TIJIaCHUK
CPC”, 6p. 20 on 21. maja 1977, 24 on 6. jyna
1985 - ap. 3akoH, 6 ox 25. pebpyapa 1989
— Jp. 3aKoH, ,,Ciyx0enu rimacHuk PC”, Op.
53 on 16. jyma 1993 — np. 3akon, 67 ox 30.
aBrycra 1993 - np. 3akon, 48 ox 20. jyna
1994 —np. 3akoH, 101 ox 21. HOBemOpa 2005
- p. 3aKoH, 120 o1 21. nenem6pa 2012 - YC,
84 on 24. cenrremOpa 2013 — YC), a mpocTop
3a caxpamHBambe JEPUHHIIC CE UIAHCKOM
JIOKYMEHTAIH]OM.

ApXeoJioliKa HCTpaXKMBamba W 3alliTHTa
apxeosnoikor Hacieha - ypehena 3akoHoM
o xyntypauM poopuma (,,Ciry>xOeHu Tiac-
Huk PC”, 6p. 71/94, 52/2011 — ap. 3axkoHwH,
99/2011 — np. 3akoH u 6/2020 — 1p. 3aKOH).
CrpoBoljerbe apXEoJIONIKUX HCTPAKUBAHA
HE 3aBUCH O] HAMECHE 3eMJBHILTA, ajli yIIpa-
BJbAbE aPXEOJIONIKOT Hacieha y TpaBily
TIpe3eHTaIM]je He MOXKe Ce pealn30BaTH 0e3
TUIAHCKE JIOKYMEHTAIIH]e, OJTHOCHO JehUuHuU-
caHe IMOBHHCKO-TIpaBHe curyanuje. [loace-
tuhemMo 1a je, nmpeMa 3aKoHYy O KyJITYpPHUM
J0OpHMa, BIIACHUIITBO HaJ apXEOJOIIKAM
Hacieh)eM HMCKJBYYHMBO APKaBHO, 6e3 003u-
pa Ha BIACHHUINTBO HaJ KaTaCTAPCKUM
3EMJBHIIITEM Ha KOME CE apXeoJIOIIKO Hac-
nehe nHamasu. To 3HA4UM 12 je HEOIXOIHO
W3BPLINTH EKCIPOTPHjAlMjy 3eMJBUIITA Ha
KOME ce HaJIa3H apXeoJIoIIKO Hacielhe Ha Ko-
juM he OWUTH CITpOBEICHW KOH3EPBATOPCKO-
pecTaypaTopcKy pajioBH.

vy OKBHPY CBHUX HNPETXOJHO HABCACHUX paaoBa

MOTy ce 00aBJbaTH 3eMJbaHU PAJIOBU Y OKBUPY UHjET
n3Bohema Moke gohm 110 OTKpuha apXeosomKor
Hacieha. [[0TOBO CBM HaBeACHU PaioBH, OCUM Behn-

13 [puHIMITHjeTHE CIIMYHOCTH U3Mel)y TeosIomKuX U apxe-

OJIOIIKUX MCTPAKMBAFha MOTY CE€ KOPHCTHTH Ka0 BeOMa BaXKaH
apryMeHT MPUINKOM IIPEroBapama ca MPOCTOPHUM IUIaHEPUMA.

The basis for carrying out construction
works is, of course, planning documenta-
tion.

Mining works - are carried out based on the
Law on Mining and Geological Research
(“Official Gazette of RS” no. 101/2015,
95/2018 — state law and 40/2021), according
to a specially established procedure for ap-
proval of exploitation by the competent Min-
istry of Mining, whether it is underground,
pit or surface exploitation (from sand and
gravel exploitation, clay to pit exploitation
of coal, copper, gold, iron, etc.). The basic
prerequisite for carrying out mining works
is the conversion of land into mining by
adopting the planning documentation.
Geological surveys - are also carried out
based on the Law on Mining and Geological
Surveys (“Official Gazette No. 101/2015,
95/2018 - state law and 40/2021), according
to a special approval procedure by the com-
petent Ministry of Mining. Land conversion
is not necessary for geological research, but
they are the basis for defining the mining
potential, based on which land conversion
is carried out in order to access mining ex-
ploitation.'s

Earthworks related to burial - are carried out
based on the Law on Burials and Cemeter-
ies (“Official Gazette of RS”, No. 20 of May
21, 1977, 24 of July 6, 1985 -state law, 6 of
February 25, 1989 - state law, “Official Ga-
zette of RS”, No. 53 of July 16, 1993 - Law
No. 67 of August 30, 1993 - Law No. 48 of
July 20, 1994 - Law No. 101 of November
21, 2005 — state law, 120 of December 21,
2012 - CC, 84 of September 24, 2013 - CC),
and the area for burial is defined by planning
documentation.

Archaeological research and protection of
archaeological heritage - regulated by the
Law on Cultural Property (“Official Ga-
zette of RS”, no. 71/94, 52/2011 - state law,
99/2011 - state law, and 6/2020 - state law).
The implementation of archaeological re-
search does not depend on the land purpose,
but the management of the archaeological
heritage in the direction of presentation
cannot be realized without planning docu-

5 The fundamental similarities between geological and
archaeological research can be used as a very important
argument when negotiating with spatial planners.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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HE TOJHONPHUBPEIHNX, 00aBJbajy ce MO MoceOHO
nedunucanoj npouenypu. Ilto ce THue IUIaHCKE
JOKYMEHTAIHje, TOTOBO CBE BPCTE PasioBa Koje 00y-
XBaTajy 3eMJbaHE pasioBe MOpajy ce aeduHHCcaTH
KpO3 IUIAHCKY JOKYMEHTAllHjy, OCHM T'€OJOIIKHX
Y apXCoJIOIIKUX UCTpaKkuBama (jep ce pamu o oba-
BJbAFby HCTPAXKHMBAFHA a HE U3BONErY paaosa).'

IInbeBH U METO10/10THja APXE0I0IIKUX
HCTPAKUBAKA Y NOCTYIKY 3aLUITHTE
apxeoJIOLIKOr HacJieha 1 miaHupama pa3Boja

Lenokynan TOCTyNaK MPOCTOPHOT TUIAHUPAba
y Cpbuju, mpakTUIHO, HA HA KOjH HAYMH HE y3WMa
y 003up crenuuIHOCTH apXeoJIomKor Hacieha
U jellMHe TUCIUILUIMHE KOja je 3a/Jy’KeHa 3a HCTpa-
KHMBamb¢ W 3alITUTYy apXeoJIomKor Hacieha, on
HIMPOKOT CIIEKTPa METOAOJOMIKUAX MPUCTYIIA, TIPEKO
neuHUCaHNX TIpaBHJIa U TPOIHCA Y OKBHPY KOjUX
apxeojorrja (HyHKITHOHHUIIIE — CBE J0 IMJbEBA apXe-
OJIOILIKMX UCTPaXHBama. YecTo ce He3BaHNYHO CMa-
Tpa Jia je apXeoJyioruja caMa ceOu IuJb, IMTO MOYHBA
Ha MOTITYHOM HETIO3HABamy M HEpa3yMeBamby JUCLH-
ruimHe. HeonxoAHo je mpuxBaTHTH 1a je TakaB CTaB
BEOMa YeCT U IIHPOKO PacIpOCTParbEH, TE Ce Ha Ihera
MOpa padyHaTH, jep Ipe/IcTaB/ba I0JIa3Hy OCHOBY ca
KOje je HeOIXOAHO 00jaCHUTH U TIPEICTABUTH CBPXY
3alITUTE apXeoJIOWIKOr Hacieha, U TO y MOCTYIKY
TUIAaHUPAKbA.

Kako cy rnaBHM 1 cienuUIHU IIHILEBH U3paJIe
TUIAHCKE JIOKYMEHTAllWje JEeTepPMHUHUCAHU CaMHM
MIPOCTOPOM KOjH je TIPEIMET IUIAaHCKE pas3pane
HUBOOM IIPUMEHE eJieMEHaTa IUIaHWpPama, Tako je
U Wb apXEOoJOIIKUX HCTPAKHBaHkha BHUILECIIOjaH.
Kopucrehu TepMuHONOrnjy npeBeHTUBHE apXeolo-
ruje, MoxxeMo pehH Jia je ONIITH [AJb apXEOTOIIKUX
WCTpaXXHBaba y MOCTYIKY TUIAHUPAbha H3TPANHEe —
na nerHUIIe apXeoJIOMKA MOTeHIHjall, OJHOCHO,
OIIITH LIMJb apXCOIOLIKIX UCTPAKUBAbA y OCTYIIKY
TUIAHUpaba U U3rPpajibe jecTe — JOKYMEHTOBAE U
MPUKYTIJbabe MoJjaTaKa:

* 3amotpebe neprHMCaHA MEpa 3aITHTE apXe-
onomkor Hacneha y oOyxBary mpeaMeTHOT
TUIaHa u

* 3a ¢opMHUpame HOBHX HAyYHHX Ca3Hama O
JKUBOTY JbYIHU Y IPOILITOCTH.

4 Mzy3erak MOr'y MPEeACTaB/baTH reOIONIKA HCTPAKHBAHA
TEeXHUYKO-Ipal)eBUHCKOT KaMEHa, jep Ce pean3alnjoM TaKBUX
WCTpaXKuBama, y onpelheHoj mepu, obaBijpa eKCIUIOATAIIH]ja
onpeheHe BpcTe KaMeHa.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

mentation, that is a defined property-legal
situation. We will remind, according to the
Law on Cultural Property, that the archaeo-
logical heritage is exclusively state-owned,
regardless of the ownership of the cadastral
land on which the archaeological heritage is
located. This means that it is necessary to
expropriate the land on which the archaeo-
logical heritage is located, on which conser-
vation and restoration works will be carried
out.

As part of all the aforementioned works, earth-
works may be carried out, during the execution of
which archaeological heritage may be discovered.
Almost all of the listed works, except for the majori-
ty of agricultural works, are performed according to
a specially defined procedure. As for planning doc-
umentation, almost all types of works that include
earthworks must be defined through planning docu-
mentation, except for geological and archaeological
research (because it is about conducting research
and not carrying out work).'¢

Objectives and methodology

of archaeological research in the process
of archaeological heritage protection
and development planning

The entire process of spatial planning in Serbia,
practically, in no way takes into account the speci-
ficities of the archaeological heritage and the only
discipline that is responsible for the research and
protection of the archaeological heritage, from a
wide range of methodological approaches, through
the defined rules and regulations within which ar-
chaeology functions - up to the goals of archaeolog-
ical research. It is often unofficially considered that
archaeology is an end in itself, based on complete
ignorance and misunderstanding of the discipline. It
is necessary to accept that such an attitude is very
common and widespread, and it must be counted on
as such because it represents the starting point from
which it is necessary to explain and present the pur-
pose of the protection of archaeological heritage in
the planning process.

As the main and specific goals of planning docu-
mentation are determined by the area itself, which is

16 Geological explorations of technical-building stone can be
an exception, because the implementation of such explorations,
to a certain extent, involves actually the exploitation of a certain
type of stone.
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[IpBu fe0 nMba OM ce MOTa0 KOJIOKBU]ATHO ITPE/I-
CTaBUTH Ka0 KOHKPETaH, jep ce OJJHOCH Ha KOHKPETHY
TUTAaHUPaHy aKTUBHOCT M3TPaIibe WM JPYTHX pasioBa
— KoMeplyjanHa, WHPPACTPYKTypHA, HHIYCTPHjCKa
W Jpyra M3rpajma, pyIHa eKIuloaraiyja, na u KoH-
3epBalyja HEOKPETHUX apXCOJIOLIKHUX Hala3a (aHTH-
YKa W CPeIHOBEKOBHA YTBphewa Hip.). Pesynararn
ApXCOJIONIKIX UCTPAXKHBAha MOTY JIOBECTH JIO TOTa
1a TUTAaHUPaHU TPal)eBUHCKU M IPYTH PAJOBU HUCY
Moryhu mim na cy Moryhu y3 mpumeny oxapelernx
Mepa 3aIlTHTE apXeoJIoKor Hacieha nm cy moryhn
0e3 moceOHUX Mepa 3amtute (y CliydajeBUMa Kaja
Ha JIaTOM MIPOCTOpPY HEMa apXeoJIOUIKor Hacieha
WIN C€ OHO TOTITYHO YKJIOHH CAMHM apXEOJIOLIKUM
UCTpaXMBakbUMa — HEKpomnonie 0Oe3 Hamasa apxu-
TEKType, NPauCTOPUjCKU M JAPYTH JIOKAIUTETH Ha
KOjUMa HeMa YBPCTHX rpaljeBHHA W3 MPOILIOCTH).
Tako cy pe3ynTaTH apXeoJIOIKHX HCTPAKUBAA
y HajBelieM Opojy ciiyyajeBa HEHU3BECHH U MOTY
JOBECTH JI0 PA3IMYUTUX Mcxona. Ta YnmeHnIa caa-
KaKo je HEeMOBOJbHA MO IUIAHUpPAHY W3TPalby WIIN
Apyre IUIaHUpaHE pazioBe y CiydajeBMMa Kaja ce
apXeoJIoIIKa MCTPAKUBaka Pealin3yjy, MPaKTUYHO,
TOKOM U3TPaJIibe.

Jpyru neo nusba, Kora oBJie PeCTaB/haMo Kao
TEOPETCKH, CIY’)KM Kao JOTPUHOC Pa3BOjy Hayke U
ONIITEM IIOAM3alby HUBOA KYIATYPE U CBECTU jel-
He 3ajeqHUIe, U MOXKe ce pehr a Ha mocpeiaH Ha-
YMH TMO3WTHUBHO yTHYE HA 3alITUTY apXeOJIOMIKOT
Hacineha, a Ha Hajipu Moryhu mocpenaH HaYMH —
yTHYe U Ha TIPOCTOPHO IIaHUPALE.

MebhyTtum, apxeonoruja y mpoCTOPHOM ILTaHH-
pamy UMa ¥ CrieluuIHe MUJbEBE, KOju Cy Takohe
Y3POYHO-TIOCIICIUYHO BE3aHU 3a TOCEOHE LUIHEBE
MPOCTOPHOT TUIAHHUpPama. ApPXEoJIorHja pachoyiaxe
HIMPOKHUM JHjaria30HOM Pa3InIuTHX METOJIa KOje MO-
K€ TIPUMEHUTH, TIpeMa MmoTpedn obpane oapeheHor
MPOCTOPA PaJiil MOCTU3amka KaKO CIICHU(PUIHUX TaKO
W IIaBHUX LHJbeBa. HUBO IIIAaHCKOT TOKyMEHTa MOXKe
OJpeIUTH M HHUBO apXEOJOIIKMX HCTPAXKUBambA,
OJTHOCHO O1a0Hp METOI0JIOTHje ApXCOJIOIIKUX UCTPa-
KHBarmba Ne 3aBUCHUTH U OJ] ONIITHX U CHEeU(PUIHUX
IIJbEBA IUIAHCKOT JTOKYMEHTA.

3a notpede u3paje MPOCTOPHUX IUIAHOBA IJIE Ce
caryesiaBa jeaH Wupu reorpadcku npoctop (agmu-
HUCTPAaTUBHO TO/pYyYje jeHE jeOUHUIIE JIOKaTHEe
caMmoyIipaBe, MPOCTOP YHMja CE€ HaMeHa MOCeOHO
neuHuIIe, BENMUKA WHPPACTPYKTYpHH TIPOjEKTH,
WT/.), 33/1aTaK apXxeoJIoTHje je /Ja Ha TOM IMPOCTOpPY
MPBO Je(hUHHMIIE apXEOTOIIKHA MOTEHIIHjall: TIOCTOja-
BE apXCoNIOWIKOT Hacneha, HeroB oOMM, THII,
BpCTa, KapakTep, TayHa IO3HMIHja apXEOoJOIIKUX

the subject of planning development and the level of
application of planning elements, the goal of archae-
ological research is also multi-layered. Using the
terminology of preventive archaeology, we can say
that the general goal of archacological research in
the planning process is to define the archaeological
potential, that is, the general goal of archaeological
research in the planning and construction process is
to document and collect data:

» for the purposes of defining measures for the
protection of archaeological heritage within
the plan area and

» for the formation of new scientific knowl-
edge about the lives of people in the past.

The first part of the goal could colloquially be
presented as particular or practical because it re-
fers to the specific planned activity of construction
or other works - commercial, infrastructural, indus-
trial, and other construction, mining exploitation,
and conservation of immovable archaeological
finds (ancient and medieval fortifications, for ex-
ample). The results of archaeological research can
lead to the fact that the planned construction and
other works could not be possible or that they are
possible with the application of certain measures to
protect the archaeological heritage or they are pos-
sible without special protection measures (in cases
where there is no archaeological heritage in a given
area or it is completely removed by the archaeolog-
ical excavation - necropolises without architectural
finds, prehistoric and other sites where there are no
solid buildings from the past). Thus, the results of
archaeological research are in most cases uncertain
and can lead to different outcomes. This fact is cer-
tainly unfavorable for planned construction or other
planned works in cases where archaeological re-
search is carried out practically during construction.

The second part of the goal, which we present
here as theoretical, serves as a contribution to the
development of science and the general raising of
the level of culture and awareness of heritage within
the community. It can be said that it indirectly pos-
itively affects the protection of archaeological her-
itage and in the widest possible indirect way it can
also affect spatial planning.

However, archaeology in spatial planning also
has specific goals, which are causally related to
specific goals of spatial planning. Archacology has
a wide range of different methods that it can apply
according to the need to process a certain area to

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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JIOKAJIMTETa, JCe(UHUCABE TPaHUIA apXeOoJOMIKOT
Hacjeha Ha KaTracTapCcKOM IUIaHy, Ka0 U CMEPHHUIIC
3a JlaJbe MOCTYTamke, OJHOCHO J1ajba UCTPAKHBAMA.
JleTaJbHUjUM ~ apXEOJIONIKMM  HCTPa)XUBABHMa
Tpeba TPHUCTYNUTH TNPWINKOM H3paje IUIAHCKUX
JOKyMEHATa HIDKET HHBOA, MOXJA TPHIAKOM
u3pajie TUIAHOBA JIeTaJbHE Perylialyje, ali CBaKaKo
mpe u3paje MpojeKaTa W3rpaame WM TpojeKaTa
eKxcrutoatanyje. HeomxomHo je cTaiHO UMaTH y BUIY
TJaBHH IIMJb APXEOJIONIKUX HCTPaKHMBama — MpO-
MICHBAbE Mepa 3allTHTE y TIOCTYIIKY M3TPaabe, He
3a00paBJbajyhu J1a je 1iJb HCTOBPEMEHO M CTBaparhe
HOBOT 3Hamba.

Apxeomorija y CBOM apceHally WMa Ha pa-
criojiaramby 4YMTaB HHU3 HENECTPYKTHBHHX M IIOJY-
JECTPYKTUBHUX METO/1a aPXEOJIOLIKHX UCTPAKHBAHa,
Kako y KaOMHETy Tako M Ha TepeHy, Kako OH ce TeK
Ha Kpajy TOT Tpolieca JOIUIO 0 3aKJby4Ka Aa JIU CY
apXeoJI0IKa NCKONaBamka HEOIX0/IHA, B aKO jecy — Y
KOM 00uMYy.

HcToBpeMeHo, HEOITXOTHO je YHAIIPE/ jJaCHO 3HA-
TH IOTA CIEJH HAKOH CHPOBEICHHX apXCOJOIIKHX
UCKOIIaBama, KOJU Cy KOHKPETHH KOpalM M Ha
koju he ce HauMH apxeoJoniko Haciehe 3amTuru u
Mpe3eHTOBaTH — Aa i he ce mhu Ha MOTMYHO yKIa-
arbe apXEOoJIOIIKOT Cajipkaja ca aTor IpocTopa u
apXeoJIOIIKO HaciIehe ITUTUTH KPO3 TOKyMEHTALH]y
(u My3ejcKy aenaTHOCT), Wnu he ce NPUCTYNHTH
KOH3EpBallju Ha MECTy Haiaza ca oaroBapajyhom
Mpe3eHTanujoM (M MOJICIIOM yIpaBJbama). Mopa ce
y3€TH y 003Up M YM-CHHUIIA Ja apXEOJIOIKa HCKO-
MaBamba 3arpaBo MPEACTaBIbajy HOCIEABY METOIY Y
CIIEKTPY PaCIHOJIOKHUBHUX apXEOJIOMIKUX METo/a U Jia
je To MeTo/ia HajIeCTPyKTUBHHM]a O] CBUX, TIOCIIE KOje
HUje Moryhe cripoBecTH peBep3UOMIIHY TIPOLIEC.

Jla mojiceTuMo, TPUHIUIT PEeBEP3UOMITHOCTH je,
y3 TPUHIMI ayTeHTHYHOCTH, jeJaH O OCHOBHHX
MOCTYJIaTa 3allTUTE KyJITypHOr Hacieha paau me-
rOBOTI OUyBama 3a Oynyhe renepanyje, a Kaja ce ode-
Kyje ¥ JaJbil Pa3Boj TEXHOJIOTH]E.

Y Halloj apXeoJIOIIKO]j MPAKCH, AaJICKO Hajuelihe
KopumheHa MeTo/1a apXeoJIOIKINX UCTPAKUBAMA je-
Cy apXeoJIoIIKa HMCKOIaBama, KOjUMa Ce TaKO JIaKo
TPHUCTYTIA, a 0€3 MPETXOJHOT HCIPIUBHBAbA APYTHX
Metona. OHO mmTO je moceOHO 3abpumaBajyhe je
Jla ce apXeoJIOIIKUM HMCKOIaBambUMa MPUCTYNa U Y
cllydajeBMMa Kaja He caMo Jia HUCY jaCHH Kopalu
KOjU clie/ie HAaKOH MCKOIaBama, Beh ce o ToMe u He
pasmunuba. Ctora, MOXK/JIa HHjEe Ha OIMET MOJCe-
THUTH CE CAMHX OCHOBA, JIC(HHHIIM]jA U INIbEBA apXe-
0JIOTHj€ YOIIIITE.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

achieve both specific and main goals. The level of
the planning document can also determine the lev-
el of archaeological research - the selection of the
methodology of archaecological research will depend
on the general and specific goals of the planning
document.

For the purposes of creating spatial plans where
a wider geographical area is considered (adminis-
trative area of a municipality unit, an area whose
purpose is specifically defined, large infrastructure
projects, etc.), the task of archaeology is to define the
archaeological potential in that area: the existence
of archaeological heritage, its scope, type, character,
exact position of archaeological sites, defining the
boundaries of the archaeological heritage on the ca-
dastral plan, as well as guidelines for further action,
1.e. further research. More detailed archacological re-
search should be undertaken during the preparation
of lower-level planning documents, perhaps during
the preparation of detailed regulation plans, but cer-
tainly before the preparation of construction projects
or mining exploitation projects. It is necessary to
constantly keep in mind the main goal of archaeo-
logical research - prescribing protection measures in
the construction process, not forgetting that the goal
is also the creation of new knowledge.

In its arsenal, archaeology has at its disposal a
whole series of non-destructive and semi-destruc-
tive methods of archaeological research, both in the
lab and in the field, so that only at the end of the
process it can be determined whether archaeological
excavations are necessary and if so - to what extent.

At the same time, it is necessary to clearly know
in advance what will follow after the archaeological
excavations, what are the actual steps and in what
way the archaeological heritage will be protected
and presented - will the complete removal of the
archaeological content from the given area and the
archaeological heritage be protected through docu-
mentation (and museum activity) or the conserva-
tion will be undertaken in situ with an appropriate
presentation (and management model). One must
also take into account the fact that archaeological
excavations actually represent the last method in the
spectrum of available archacological methods and
that this method is the most destructive of all, after
which it is not possible to implement a reversible
process.

The principle of reversibility, along with the
principle of authenticity is one of the basic postu-
lates of the protection of cultural heritage in order to
preserve it for future generations and when further
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Apxeonoruja TpencTaBjba IMPOydaBarmbe IMpo-
IUJIOCTH Ha OCHOBY OCTaTaka MaTepujaliHe KYJIType.
OCHOBHH ITHJb apXEOJIOTH]E jeCTe TBOjaK — CTBApArhe
HOBOT 3Haa M 04YBakhe, OJJHOCHO 3aIlITHTA aPXEOJI0-
IIKOT Haclieha, Kao MITO je TO HAalOMEHYTO U paHuje.
OuyBame W 3alITHTa apXeoJomKor Hacieha oOy-
XBaTa HEKOJIMKO acrieKara, ¥ To:

* @u3nuKo ouyBame apxeoyomKor Hacieha ,,uH
CHUTY", KOJIMKO TOJ je TO MOryhe m KOJIMKO TO
KapakTep caMOI' apXeoJOLIKOr Hacieha 103Bo-
JbaBa,

e Ilokperawe mnocCTynka I[paBHE 3alllTUTE U
yIHca y perucrap apxeoJONIKHX Hala3uIlTa ca
ne(uHICambeM Mepa 3alITUTE Ca [UJbEM 0YyBa-
a apxeoJomikor Hacneha,'

» Ilpesenranuja apxeonomkor Hacieha — npeacra-
BJba TIOCE0AH acIeKT U OrJiesa ce He caMo Kpo3
HaydyHe W CTpydyHe NyOJimKanuje, Beh W Kpo3
neuHUCaH MOJENl YIpaBlbathba M TYPUCTHUKY
eKCIUIoaTaIH]y.

CopoBoljerse apXeoNOIIKUX HCTpaXKHUBamba ca
WCKJbYYMBHM LIUJBEM CTBaparba HOBOT 3Hamha, 0e3 3a-
JIOBOJbEHha OCHOBHOT HUBOA 3aIlITUTE, UM JIMPEKTHE
HEeTaTUBHE IOCIEANIE IO 3AIITHTY apXeOoJOMIKOT
Hacnieha. Jeana o THX TOciIeAnIIa ce oriesa ynpaBo
y Opojy apxeoJOmIKMX Hala3uWIiTa YIHCAaHUX Y
Hentpanuu perucrap AH Hacnpam Opoja yKymHO
HUCTPaXKMBAHUX apXEOJIOIIKUX JIOKAIUTETA.

be3 003upa Ha TO 1a JTH Cy apXEOJIOIIKa UCTPAXKHU-
Barba MHUIMPUHA aKaJeMCKOM pajgo3Haitomhy mim
TUTAaHUPAHOM W3TPAJbOM M Pa3BojeM, Kao Ja ce
3a00paBiba Ja je (PU3NYKO OYyBamke apXEOJIOMIKOT
Hacieha in sityzanpaBo MPBH M HAjOCHOBHUJU IHJb
apXeoJIoTHje ¥ HajOCHOBHHjU KPUTEPUjyM 3aIlTHTE
apxeonomkor Hacneha. M ynpaBo y oBome ce orienia
U TIperaMa TPEeHYTHA CUTyalldja y apXeoJIOTHUjU Y
CpOuju. Jla 6u ce mommio 1o ovyBamsa in Situ, He-
OIXOZIHO j€ J1a HaJJIe)KHa yCTaHOBA 3aIUTHTE (3aBOJ)
MPOMHILIE MEpPE 3aIUTHTE, a 1a OM yCTaHOBA 3alITUTE
MoIvIa OMTH Y CUTYalMj! Ja IPOIUIIIE Mepe 3aIITUTE,
HEOTIXOIHO je JIa Cy apXeOoJIOIIKAM HCTPaKHBAHIMA
NPHUKYIJBEHN OCHOBHH TTofart. CBEIoIH cMo J1a ce
TO BEOMa YeCTO Y MPAKCH 3aIpaBo He JIeIIaBa.

1 [Ipakca MpeBEeHTHBHE apXEOJIOTHje y eBPOIICKUM 3eMJba-
Ma je moKasana ja je HajeukacHuje GopMUpame APXEONIOIIKEe
Marre ozxpeheHe apikaBe/TepHUTOpHje ca jacHO Ne(hHHUCAHHM,
reopedepeHIMPaHUM 30HaMa KOje caJipyKe apXeoJIoLIKO Hace-
he. Ilntame obiMKka M HAUMHA 3AIITUTE je NUCKYTaOMIHO U
NPHUJIAro/JbHBO, JIOK T'OJ ce OJApeheHH MOJAIMTET 3allTHUTEe
pUMemYyje.

development of technology is expected.

In Serbian archaeological practice, by far the
most frequently used method is archaeological exca-
vations, which are so easily accessible, without first
exhausting other methods. Particularly worrying
is that archaeological excavations are approached
without even considering what happens after the ex-
cavations themselves. Therefore, it may not be out
of place to recall the very basics, definitions, and
goals of archaeology in general.

Archaeology is the study of the past based on
the remains of material culture. The main goal of
archaeology is twofold - the creation of new knowl-
edge and the preservation - the protection of the ar-
chaeological heritage. Preservation and protection
of archaeological heritage includes several aspects,
namely:

* Physical preservation of the archaeological
heritage in situ, as far as possible and as far
as the character of the archaeological heri-
tage itself allows,

» Initiation of the procedure of legal protec-
tion and registration in the register of ar-
chaeological sites with the definition of pro-
tection measures with the aim of preserving
the archaeological heritage,'’

* Presentation of archaeological heritage -
represents a special aspect and is reflected
not only through scientific and professional
publications but also through a defined man-
agement model and tourist exploitation.

Conducting archaeological research with the
sole aim of creating new knowledge, without meet-
ing the basic level of protection, has direct negative
consequences for the protection of archaeological
heritage. One of those consequences is precisely
reflected in the number of archaeological sites reg-
istered in the Central Register of Archaeological
Sites compared to the total number of investigated
archaeological sites in Serbia.

Regardless of whether archaeological research
is initiated by academic curiosity or planned devel-
opment, it seems to be forgotten that the physical

7 The practice of preventive archaeology in European
countries has shown that the most effective is the creation of
an Archaeological Map of a certain country/territory with
clearly defined, georeferenced zones that contain archaeological
heritage. The question of the form and method of protection
is debatable and adaptable, as long as a certain modality of
protection is applied.

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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Y ycrnoBMMa WHTCH3UBUpPAHE W3TPAlIbE, V
kakBuM ce CpOuja Hajla3u, ¥ TO y CUTYaIUjH TE Ce
3alITUTa ¥ O9yBamke apXeoJIOMIKOT Hacieha 3acHIBa
Ha OTKJIAmhamy IOCIeIUIa WHIUACHTA, HEOIX0Ha
je pepopMa yrTaBOT CHUCTEMA 3AIITUTE APXEOIIOIIKOT
Hacueha.

3akiby4yak

VY 4YUTaBOM TMOCTYNKY H3paje IUIAHCKE JIOKY-
MeHTanpje y CpOuju, 1Mo NHTamy 3alITHTE apxe-
OJIOIIKOT Haclieha, 3arpaBo je JOonuio 70 3aMeHe
Te3a W He MPUXBaTa ce YUICHHIIA JId je HEOITXOIHO
Ja TUTAHCKA JOKyMCHTAIldja CYIITHHCKH 00yXBaTh
3alITUTY apXeoJomKkor Hacieha, a 3a mTa je He-
OIXOJHO CIPOBECTH TPETXOIHA, OJHOCHO TMpe-
BEHTHBHA apXCOJIOUIKA NCTPAKHBAMKba Y CAMOM II0-
CTYNKY HeHe u3paje. To, MpakTUYHO, 3HAYM 1A je
HEONXOJHO Ja IUIaHCKAa JOKYMEHTalllja KOHAYHO
MOYHE J]a apXeoJIomKo Haciehe TpeThpa Ha HCTH
HAYHMH K20 3alITUTY )KUBOTHE CPEANHE, K0 U Jia 00Y-
XBaTHU U3paJly MPOLIeHEe YTHIIaja opel)eHoTr TIaHCKOT
JOKyMEHTa Ha apXeoJoIIKo Haciele Ha mpocTopy
KOjU je NpeJMeT IUIaHupama. Mako ce HOMUHAIIHO
3a7I0BOJbABa ACIEKT 3aIlTHTE apXEOJIONIKOT Hac-
neha (MmaHepu MOAHOCE 3aXTEB HAMJICKHOM 3aBOJY
3a MPOIHCUBAKLE YCIOBA), CYIITHHCKU CE 3allITHTa
apxeosomkor Hacineha 3ao0mnmasu. OBakaB Tper-
MaH apXeoJIoIIKOr Hacneha y n3paau miaHcKe JOKy-
MEHTaIIMje BUIIECTPYKO Ce HEraTHBHO OfpakaBa Ha
HBCTOBY 3alITUTY, U TO HA CHC}IehI/I Ha4YUH:

e [IpakTHuHO ce AOBOAM y MHUTaHmE MPHUMEHA
onpenaba 3akoHa O KyATypHUM a0o0puma o
3alITUTH apXeoJIONIKOT Hacyieha, 1 Apyrux
MPOIUCa KOJU PEryJuiny (YHKIHOHUCAHE
apXxeoJIoTHje Kao CTPyKe,

e JloBogu ce y murame npumeHa EBporicke
KOHBeHUHje, Kojy je PemyGmuka CpOuja
patudukoBana, u wmehyHapomHe obOaBese
Koje je paTH(UKOBambEeM OBE KOHBEHIIW]C
MPUXBaTHIIA,

* Hwu ma Koju HAUWH HHje OTKIOWHECHA WC-
TOBPEMEHA OIACHOCT Of YHUIITCHA WU
omrehema apxeosomkor Hacneha peanmza-
MjOM H3Tpajibe, OJHOCHO HCTOBPEMEHE
MoTemKohe 1Mo WHBECTHTOPA OJi HeIUIaHHU-
paHUX ¥ HENpeJBHIMBUX TPOIIKOBA U
poOHjama YrOBOPEHUX POKOBa yClem He-
ONXOJIHHUX apXCOJIOMIKUX HCTPaXUBamba U
koHzepBauje. Taxole, Hem3BecHa je Moryh-
HOCT peaju3alfje NPETXOAHO IUIaHHpaHe

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

preservation of archaeological heritage in situ is ac-
tually the first and most important goal of archaeol-
ogy and the most basic criterion for the protection
of archaeological heritage. And it is precisely in this
that the current situation in archaeology in Serbia is
reflected. To achieve in situ preservation, it is nec-
essary for the competent protection institute to pre-
scribe protection measures, and for the protection
institute to be in a position to prescribe protection
measures, basic data must been previously collected
through archaeological research. We have witnessed
that very often this does not actually happen in prac-
tice.

In the conditions of intensified development in
which Serbia finds itself and in a situation where the
protection and preservation of the archaeological
heritage are based on the reaction to the incident, a
true reform of the entire system of protection of the
archaeological heritage is necessary.

Conclusion

In the entire process of planning and develop-
ment in Serbia, regarding the protection of the ar-
chaeological heritage, there was actually a “substi-
tution of theses'®” and the fact that it is necessary for
the planning process to essentially cover the protec-
tion of the archaeological heritage, and for which it
is necessary to carry out preliminary, i.e. preventive
archaeological research, is not accepted in the pro-
cess of preparing planning documentation.

It is necessary that planning documents fi-
nally begin to treat archaeological heritage in the
same way as environmental protection, as well as
to include the preparation of an assessment of the
impact of a certain planning document on archaeo-
logical heritage in the area that is the subject of plan-
ning. Although the aspect of the protection of the
archaeological heritage is nominally satisfied (the
planners submit a request to the competent institute
to prescribe the conditions), the protection of the
archaeological heritage is fundamentally bypassed.
This treatment of the archaeological heritage in the
preparation of planning documentation has a nega-
tive impact on its protection in the following ways:

18 Substitution of thesis is a logical error that occurs when
the given thesis is not analyzed and proven, but one, sometimes
subtle and sometimes gross transition, displacement is made and
some other thesis is explained and proven in some way similar
or related to the given topic. It is a kind of logical manipulation
because the interlocutor is being deceived - trans. not.
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(punancupane W 3BaHWYHO O00pEHE) W3-
rpajibe;

e [loTeHnujaHM WHBECTHTOPH W H3BOhaum
pazoBa J0BOJE CE y MPAKTUYHO Yy 3a0iymy
Ja je TpeIMETHH IpPOCTOp IUIAHCKOM [0-
KyMmeHTanujoM Beh aeduHHCaH y CBUM ac-
MEeKTUMa, T1a W Yy AacleKTy apXeoJOMKOr
Haceha;

* OmnemoryheH je pa3Boj apxeoioruje Kao
HayKe, H CTpPyKe, Y CKIIaJy ca CaBpEeMEHHM
JocturayhrMa u MCKyCTBHMAa.

Terko je 3aMHUCIIUTH J1a Cy Y OMJIO K0jOj pKaBH
Ha CBETY CIpOBEAeHa KOMIUIETHA apXeoJIoIIKa WC-
TpaKMBamka Ha YNTABOj TEPUTOPHjU TIPE HETO IITO
j€ 3armoueo mpolec yBohema CaBpeMEHOT MPHHIIUTIA
MPOCTOPHOT IUIaHMpama pa3Boja. [lopen Tora, He
Tpeba M3ryOUTH U3 BHOA M TO Ja j€ apXEOJOLIKO
Hacele cnenmmuaHOT KapakTepa — yIJIaBHOM Ce Ha-
JIa3M T0]T 3eMJbOM MITH BOZIOM.

Y TOM CMHCITy, HEOITXO/JHO je HarllaCHTH Ja
HUje ciayx0a 3amrTuTe y 00aBe3d Ja NPETXOIHO
Beh ,,mpunpemu” mpoctop (00aBM KOMIUIETHA ap-
XCOJIONIKA MCTPAKUBAKA M U3PAAW  KOMIUICTHY
apXEeOJIOIIKY MaIly) ca CBUM pPeJIeBaATHUM MOAaIiMa
YHOTpeOJEUBIM 32 MPOCTOPHO TIAHUPAHE — Ipe He-
rO MITO CYy HOCHOITM BJIACTH W MPOCTOPHH TLIAHEPH
YOMIUTE JOHETH OMIYKY /1a C€ MPUCTYIN TUIAaHUPALY
pa3Boja Ha ojjpel)eHOM MPOCTOpYy.

O0aBe3a je Ha HocuOUy H3paje ILUIAHCKE
JOKyMeHTauuje — aa o0e30equ (UHAHCHjCKe W
JApyre ycjose 3a o0aB/bam-€¢ INPeTXOJHUX (mpe-
BEHTHBHHMX) apXeOoJONIKUX HMCTPAKUBaba U
U3pagy KOMILIETHe apXeoJOlIKe KapTe Ha
MpeIMeTHOM MOAPYYjYy, KAa0 M /1a HAKOH TOra
H3Pajd MPOLEHY YTUIAja IUIAHMPAHOT Pa3Boja
Ha mocTojehe apxeosiomko Hacjehe, kako je To u
npeasuheno EBpornickoM koHBeHnnjom. Ta obaBe3a
npoucTuye, npe cpera, u3 Melynapoano npu-
3HATOT NpUHIMNA ,,polluter pays”. Ilyna npumena
OBOI' MPUHLHUIIA YIPABO ce OJHOCH HAa TO Ja je
WHBECTHTOP IUIAHMPAabA JTY:KaH 1a (UHAHCHPA
3alITUTY apxeojolikor Hacjieha na oapehenom
npocropy y ¢asu niiaHupama, a He, kao y Cpouju,
Ja je Taj MPUHIHI YCJIOB/beH MPOHATACKOM apXxe-
0JIOHIKOT Hacjeha y ¢a3u peanmsanmje miana —
TOKOM Hu3BOlhema u3rpajame.

[Topen Tora, HEONIXOIHO j€ Aa MOTUTUYKH JTOHO-
CHOIIM OJJTyKa, TIPOCTOPHH IDIaHEPHW W HAaJUIeKHE
CITy>)kO€ 3aIlITHTE apXeoJomKor Hacieha mpuxsare
Jla Cy Ha MPBHU TOTJIEA CYKOOJbEHU HHTEPECH3aPaBo
yjeTHauYeHN — HHTEPEC JIa CE CITPOBEJIC CBEOOYXBaTHH

*  Practically, the application of the provisions
of the Law on Cultural Properties on the Pro-
tection of Archaeological Heritage and other
regulations that regulate the functioning of
archaeology as a profession - is questioned,

*  The implementation of the European Con-
vention ratified by the Republic of Serbia
and the international obligations accepted
by the ratification of this convention are also
questioned,

*  The simultaneous danger of destruction or
damage to the archaeological heritage by
the development, i.e. the simultaneous diffi-
culties for the investor from unplanned and
unpredictable costs and breach of the agreed
deadlines due to the necessary archacolog-
ical excavations and conservation and the
uncertain possibility of the implementation
of the previously planned (financed and offi-
cially approved) development, has not been
removed in any way,

* Potential investors and contractors are in a
certain way led into a delusion that the area
in question is already defined by the plan-
ning documentation in all aspects, including
the aspect of archaeological heritage,

e The development of archacology as a sci-
ence and profession in accordance with
modern achievements and experiences has
been hindered.

It is difficult to imagine that in any country in the
world, complete archaeological research was carried
out on the entire territory before the process of intro-
ducing the modern principle of spatial development
planning began. In addition, one should not lose
sight of the fact that archaeological heritage is of a
specific character - it is mostly located underground
or underwater.

In this sense, it is necessary to emphasize that
the heritage protection service is not obliged to
“prepare” the space beforehand (perform complete
archaeological research and create a complete ar-
chaeological map) with all relevant data usable for
spatial planning before the authorities and spatial
planners have adopted the decision to approach de-
velopment planning in a certain area.

It is the responsibility of the holder of the plan-
ning documentation to provide financial and other
conditions for the execution of preliminary (pre-
ventive) archaeological research and the prepara-
tion of a complete archaeological map of the area

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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IUTAHUpaHu pa3Boj Ha ozpeheHom mpoctopy 0Oe3
W3HEHAIHUX TIoTelkoha ¥ WHTepec Jia ce 3allTUTH
apxeojomko Hacnehe. O6a cy mHTepeca 3ampaBo
naTepec Penyonmuke CpOuje u oBa 11Ba WHTEpeca
HEe MOpajy OuTH CyKoOJbeHa, HaKo je y OBOM Tpe-
HYTKY TO MOXKIa TEHIKO 3aMUcIuBO. HeomxoaHo je
Jla JOHOCHOIIM OJTyKa M MPOCTOPHHU IUIAHEPH TPH-
XBaTe Jia je Yy HHXOBOM HMHTEpecy Ja ce 3alliTHTa
apxeonomkor Hacieha cnposenme ympaBo y (asu
U3pajie IIIaHCKOT TIOKYMEHTa, Ha OCHOBY 4era he Outu
Moryhe jacHO TUIaHUPaTH M HEONXOAHE aKTHBHOCTU
BE€3aHe 3a apXeoJIOLIKO Haclele, a HCTOBPEMEHO CBe-
CTH OIIACHOCT O] HHIMJICHTA, ¥ CBEra IITO OH HOCH,
Ha HajMamky Moryhy mepy.

MehyTum, HEOITXO/THO j€ U J]a YCTaHOBE 3aIITHTE,
apXeoJIOIIKa 33jeTHUIA HAPOUHUTO, TIPETIO3HA Y YeMy
je 3ampaBo mpobJieMm, 1a MoKyIIa Aa npoHale pememe
Y 3BaHUYHO Ta U3HEce Kao MPeJIoT WK 3aXTEB.

Ha kpajy, ma pe3uMmupaMo KakaB je IIOJIOXKaj
3alITUTE apXeoJolKor Hacieha U merosa yiora y
MIPOCTOPHOM IUTaHupamwy y Cpouju:

1. Ilmancka moxymeHrarja y CpOuju CyImTHH-
CKH HE Ca/Ip>KH 3aLUTUTY apX€EO0JIOLIKOT HacIe-
ha. Takohe, He u3pal)yje ce mporeHa yTuiaja
TUIAHCKE JIOKyMEHTAalMjeé Ha apXeoJIOIIKO
Haciehe. [lutame 3amITHTE apXEOIOUIKOT
Hacyeha CyITHHCKH ce TIPSHOCH ca TUIaHOBa
BUILUX HUBOA Ha HIKE — JI0 U3rpajmbe (1ITo
npejcTaBba orexaBajyhu dakrop He camo
y 3alITUTU apxeonomkor Hacueha Beh u 3a
WHBECTUTOPE U3TPATHHE);

2. Tpunnun ,,Polluter pays”, ogHoCHO ,,3aral)-
vBad IU1aha”, y 3amITHTH  apXeoJOMIKOT
Hacneha y CpOuju nmpumemyje ce camo Jie-
JMMHYHO — OJHOCH CE YIJIABHOM Ha (azy
nu3Bohema pazgoBa M HEroBa je NpUMEHa
YCIIOBJbEHA ,,MHIMJICHTOM ™ — OTKpuhieM ap-
XeoJomKor Hacjieha NpuIMKoM H3Bohema
rpal)eBUHCKUX U APYTHX PAL0Ba;

3. 3awruTa apxeonomkor Hacjieha 3acHuBa ce
Ha Ipeny3uMamy Mepa 3a YMambeme Mocie-
JIMIIA MHIMIEHTA (CrIacuiiauka apXxeoJoruja),
a M3y3eTHO peTKo oOyXBaTa IPEBEHTHBHE
AKTUBHOCTH HA CIIPECYaBaby WIH YMAambCHY
MOTYhHOCTH J1a 10 MHIIMICHTA YOIIIITe A0he
(TIpeBEeHTHBHA apXEO0IIOTH]a);

4. CropoBolerme apXeoNIONIKUX HCTPAKUBAHA
3aBUCH MCKJbYYHMBO O]l jeJJHE Mepe CTpydHe

Tlpesenmusena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

in question, as well as to prepare an assessment
of the impact of the planned development on the
existing archaeological heritage, as it is foreseen
in European Convention. This obligation stems
primarily from the internationally recognized
“polluter pays” principle. The full application of
this principle refers precisely to the fact that the
planning investor is obliged to finance the protec-
tion of archaeological heritage in a certain area
in the planning phase, and not, as in Serbia, that
this principle is conditioned by the discovery of
archaeological heritage in the phase of the imple-
mentation of the plan - during construction.

In addition, it is necessary for political deci-
sion-makers, spatial planners, and competent ser-
vices for the protection of archaeological heritage to
accept that, at first glance, conflicting interests are
actually equal - the interest to carry out a compre-
hensive planned development in a certain area with-
out sudden difficulties and the interest to protect the
archaeological heritage. Both interests are actually
the interests of the Republic of Serbia and these two
interests do not have to be in conflict, although at
this moment it may be hard to imagine. The deci-
sion-makers and spatial planners must accept that it
is in their interest that the protection of the archaeo-
logical heritage is carried out precisely at the stage
of drafting the planning document, based on which
it will be possible to clearly plan the necessary ac-
tivities related to the archaeological heritage, and at
the same time reduce the risk of incidents and every-
thing that it carries, to the smallest possible extent.

However, it is also necessary for the protec-
tion institutions, especially the archaeological com-
munity, to recognize what the problem actually is, to
try to find a solution, and to present it officially as a
proposal or request.

Finally, to summarize the position of archae-
ological heritage protection and its role in spatial
planning in Serbia:

1. Planning  documentation in  Serbia
essentially does not contain the protection
of archaeological heritage. Also, there is no
assessment of the impact of the planning
documentation on the archaeological
heritage. The issue of the protection of the
archaeological heritage is fundamentally
transferred from the plans of the higher
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npoBepe — uHCTHTYT Ono0pema 3a apxe-
OJIOIIKA WCTpakuBama. MelhyTum, dak HH
0Baj MHCTUTYT HEe 00yXBaTa KOHTPOIY TPH-
MeHe o/ipeiada U3IaTor o100pema;

He mocroje MMHHMMAaJHU CTaHOapau apxe-
OJIOIIKMX  HCTpakuBama,cBogehn  HHUBO
apXeoJoTHje Ha HUBO JIMYHE MOpAlHE H
€TUYKE OJIFOBOPHOCTH CBAKOT apxeoJiora
MojeMMHAYHO (PYKOBOMOIA HCTPAKHBAHA
ca je/lHe W YJIAaHOBA KOMHCH]E 32 M3/1aBarbe
onoOpema ca npyre crpane). HeomxoaHo je
uctahu 1a MUHMMAJIHU CTaHAapau oOyxBa-
Tajy W crpoBolierme KOHTPOJIC KBaIUTETa
n3Bohema  apXCOoJNOIIKUX  HCTPAKHBAHA
(Ham3op Hag M3BOEHEM IpojeKaTa apXxeoo-
IIKUX HCTPAKUBAHA — APXCOJONIKH HAI30D);
Kao  gupekran  pe3ynaTaT  CBEOIIITE
CHUTyalje Be3aHe 3a apXeoJolKo Haciehe,
ca XaJjbemeM KoHcratyjemo na y CpOuju
y 21. Beky jom yBeK HE IIOCTOjH KapTa
apxeonomkor Haciela, U TO Kapra Koja Ou
00yXBaTHIa I0JI0Ka] APXEOTOIIKHX JIOKAITH-
TeTa ¥ HaJA3WIITa, ca OAroBapajyhum reo-
pedepeHnMpanuM 30HaMa 3amTUTE, HAa
KaractapckoMm ImaHy. Ilocrojehn momamm
0 apXxeoJIomKOM Hacnel)y, 4aKk U OHOT Koje
je ymucaHo y Perucrap apXeoyOmIKHX
HaJa3uINTa, YIJIABHOM Cy HEMOTHYHH W/
Wi crapu Buine JnerieHuja. Hajpehu Opoj
CTIPOBE/ICHUX apXCOJIONIKUX HCTPAKHBAHa
(o pekorHocImpama A0 WCKOTaBama) HE
MPOM3BOJM pE3yNTar Koju Om Ono yro-
TpeOJbUB 3a 3AlITUTY AapXCOJIOIIKOr Ha-
cneha (mpe cBera y mpaBuy AepHHHCaEma
apXeoJoIIKor Hacjela Ha KaTacTapCKOM TU1a-
HY) — HCTpaXXMBama cy M Jajbe y HajBehoj
MepH pyKoBoleHa aKaJIeMCKUM UHTEPECOM;
[TnaHoBM yrpaBibarha apXeoIONIKHM Hacie-
hem mocroje camo 3a mojenuHa apXxeooIKa
HaJIa3MIlTa, YIJIaBHOM 32 apXEOJIONIKa Halla-
3uiTa Ha iucti CBeTCKe OamTHHE (M BeoMa
PETKO ce PUMEY]Y);

[ToTpebHO je HaBecTH W TO Ja je 3aITHTa
apxeonomkor Hacieha y CpOuju momaTHO
onrepehena u cnenehum orexxaBajyhum dak-
TOpHMa!

HenoBoJbHM KaJpOBCKM KamanuTeTH Yc-
TaHOBA 3AITUTE, OJTHOCHO HEIOBOJbAH OPOj
3all0CIICHUX apXeoJiora, Mmpe CBera y 3aBo-
JTIMa;

Henocrojame dakynrerckor o0pazoBama u3
00JIacTH 3aIITHUTE apXeoJIOMIKOT Hacieha.

levels to the lower ones — all the way to
the construction (which is a complicating
factor not only in the protection of the
archaeological heritage but also for the
investors of the construction);

The “polluter pays” principle is only partially
applied in the protection of archaeological
heritage in Serbia - it mainly refers to the
phase of the execution of construction works
and its application is conditioned by an
“incident” - the discovery of archaeological
heritage during the execution of construction
and other works;

The protection of the archaeological heritage
is based on taking measures to reduce the
consequences of the incident (salvage
archaeology), and extremely rarely includes
activities to prevent or reduce the possibility
of the incident occurring at all (preventive
archaeology);

Conducting archaeological research depends
exclusively on one measure of professional
verification — the official approval of
archaeological research. However, even this
institute does not include the control of the
application of the provisions of the issued
approval;

There are no minimum standards of
archaeological research, reducing the level
of archaeology to the level of personal,
moral, and ethical responsibility of each
individual archaeologist (research manager
on the one hand and members of the
approval commission on the other). It is
necessary to point out that the minimum
standards also include the implementation
of quality control of the execution of
archaeological research (supervision of
the execution of archaeological research
projects - archaeological supervision);

As a direct result of the general situation
related to archaeological heritage, we note
with regret that in Serbia in the 21st century,
there is still no map of archaeological
heritage, namely a map that would include
the position of archaeological sites and
locations, with appropriate georeferenced
protection zones on the cadastral plan. The
existing data on the archaeological heritage,
even the one registered in the Register of
Archaeological Sites, is mostly incomplete
and/or decades old. The largest number of

Preventive Archaeology and the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage
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UumeHHIIa je J1a Ce Ha CTY/T1jaMa apXeoJioTHje
HE Mpoy4aBa 3alITUTa apXeoJIOoIIKor Hacneha
WM CE TIpOyYaBa y MUHUMAITHOM 00UMY (KOjH
j€ CBakKako HEJOBOJbAH), T€ IMILIOMHPAHU
apXeoJI03M ca CTy/Auja apXxeoJoruje ,,h3aase
y cBeT”’ 0e3 HajOCHOBHHU]ET MPe/[3Haba O TO-
Me MITa je 3alpaBo 3alITUTa apXEOJOIIKOT
Hacneha W Koju je WeH 3Havyaj W yiora y
MOCTYIIKY TUTaHMpama paszBoja. [loceGHO je
3a0pumaBajyha YnmeHnIa 1a ce YaK HU Ha
JIOKTOPCKUM cTyarjama y CpOuju He u3yvaBa
3allITHTa apXeOoJIOMIKOr Hacneha;

*  HenenTpani3oBanu OKBUp yCTaHOBA 3aIlITH-
Te, KOjH je JIOBEO II0 TOTa Jla CE MCTOBETHA
NHUTamka 3allTHTE apXeoJomKor Hacneha,
3ampaBo, pellaBajy Ha pasiHYUT HAYMH O]
CTpaHe pa3nuuuTux 3aBojxa. OBome Tpeba
JIOJATH M TO JIa HELEHTPaIN30BaHH OKBHP,
OMHOCHO onpeheHa ayTroHomMHuja ycTaHOBA
3aIITHTE, OTEXKaBa OMYIHPABE Pa3HUM HH-
BOMMa TIPUTHCAaKa NPHIMKOM JIOHOIICHA
OJUTyKa Yy BE3U ca CHpPOBONEH-EM 3allUTHUTE
apxeoJomkor Hacieha.

OnpelheHn emeMeHTH OBAKBOT CHCTEMa, a TIOf
MPUTHCKOM WHTCH3WBHE W3rPajiihe, Ko M MPUMEHA
NPUHIMIA  MOJEPHOT  JIEMOKPATCKOT  JPYIITBA
(JaBHO HaJMETamEe © TEHICPH) CTBapajy CIie-
nupUUHEe YCJIOBE 3a HACTaHaK ,,Je/IMHCTBCHUX
peliekha, 4Mja Cce pealn3alfja MOXKE HEraTHBHO
OJIpa3UTH Ha 3aMITHTY apxeoyomkor Hacieha. OBo
ce MOCeOHO OJIHOCH Ha TEHJIEepe 3a apXeoyollKa
HCTpakuBama 0e3 TOoIIToBama 1nocrojeher crucrema
3alITUTE apXeOoJIOMKOr Hacieha, a U Ha IPUMEHY
apxeojomkor mnpahema wu3Bohema rpaleBHHCKHX
pajioBa 4ak W Ha 3alITUNEHWM apXeoJIONIKUM Halla-
3WINTHMA, KOj€ TIPETH Na Y jeAHOM Oely 3aMeHH!
apXeOJIOIIKa HCTPAKHBAHA

CBe mpeTxXoAHO HABEICHO YMHH OKBUP Y KOME
apXxeoJoTuja W 3allTUTa apXxeoJolKor Hacieha y
Cp6uju y tpehoj nenenuju 21. Beka, Hako Ha yaapy
WHTEH3WBHOT IJIAHUPamba U U3TPAJIHE, U 1aJbe 0CTajy
3apo0JpEHN Ha HUBOY CIIAaCHJIauKe apXeoJIoTHje, Koja
je KapakTeprcTHKa Apyre mojouHe 20. Beka.

JacHo je na 6e3 mpomene oapeheHnx enemeHnaTa
HaBEJICHOT OKBHpAa CHUCTEMa 3alITUTE apXEOJIOIIKOT
HacJelha, a Kako 0¥ ce yCTaHOBHO aJICKBaTaH apXeoJIo-
KK OJITOBOP MHTE3WMBHOM IUIAHUPAY M U3TPAJIFbH,
Huje moryhe oueknBaTH 1a he apxeosoruja v 3aITH-
Ta apxeoJowkor Hacieha y Cpouju npehn y cnenehy
¢asy pa3Boja — ca HHBOA CIIACHJIAUYKe HA HUBO IIpe-
BEHTUBHE apXeoJIOTHje.

Ilpesenmuena apxeonocuja u 3aumuma apxeonouikoe nacieha

conducted archaeological research (from
surveying to excavation) does not produce a
result that would be usable for the protection
of archaeological heritage (primarily in the
direction of defining the archaeological
heritage on the cadastral level) - research
is still largely guided by academic interest
only;

7. Archaeological heritage management plans
exist only for individual archaeological
sites, mainly for archaeological sites on
the World Heritage list (and are very rarely
implemented);

8. It should also be noted that the protection
of archaeological heritage in Serbia is
additionally burdened by the following
aggravating factors:

» Insufficient staffing capacity of protection
institutions, i.e. insufficient number of
employed archaeologists, primarily in
institutes;

e Absence of university education in the
field of archaeological heritage protection.
The fact is that archaeology studies do not
include in any way the protection of the
archaeological heritage nor it is studied to
a minimal extent, and archaeologists who
have graduated from archaeology studies
“g0 out into the world” without the most
basic knowledge of what the protection of
the archaeological heritage actually is and
what it is its importance and role in the
development planning process. The fact that
even Ph.D. studies in Serbia do not include
the protection of archaeological heritage is
particularly worrying;

*  Thenon-centralized framework of protection
institutions which led to the fact that the
same issues of archaeological heritage
protection are actually solved in different
ways by different institutions. To this should
be added the fact that a non-centralized
framework, a certain autonomy of heritage
institutes, makes it difficult to resist various
levels of political pressure when making
decisions regarding the implementation of
archaeological heritage protection.

Certain elements of this system, under the pres-
sure of intensive construction, as well as the appli-
cation of the principles of modern democratic soci-
ety (public competition and tenders), create specific
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CurypHo je u To na he Ty leHy IUIaTUTH He-
OOHOBJBMBO ¥ HETPOILICHUBO apXeoyolKko Haciehe
Perryomke CpOuje, 1 apxeonormja kao CTpydHa U
Hay4YHa JUCIUIUIMHA Y [EJTIHU.

Jla 1 cMo, He caMo Kao cTpy4Ha 3ajeqHuia Beh
1 Kao JPYIITBO, CIPEMHH Ja TIIATUMO Ty TIeHY?

IIpaBuu u3Bopu - Legislation

6th European Conference of Ministers respon-
sible for Regional Planning (CEMAT) “Prospects
of development and of spatial planning in maritime
regions” Resolution No. 2 on The European region-
al/spatial planning charter (Torremolinos Charter)
(Torremolinos, Spain: 19-20 May 1983

European Convention on the Protection of the
Archaeological Heritage (Revised) - https://rm.coe.
int/168007bd25

3akoH 0 KynTypHuM noOpuma (,,CiryxOeHn
racauk PC”, Op. 71/94, 52/2011 — np. 3akoHw,
99/2011 — ap. 3akoH i 6/2020 — 1p. 3aKOH)

Law on Cultural Property (“Official Gazette of
RS, no. 71/94, 52/2011 - state law, 99/2011 — state
law, and 6/2020 - state law)

conditions for the emergence of “unique” solutions,
the implementation of which can have a negative
impact on the protection of archaeological heritage.
This especially applies to tenders for archaeologi-
cal research without respecting the existing system
of protection of archaeological heritage, but also to
the application of archaeological monitoring of con-
struction works even on protected archaeological
sites, which threatens to partially replace archaeo-
logical research.

All of the above forms a framework in which ar-
chaeology and the protection of archaeological heri-
tage in Serbia in the third decade of the 21st century,
although under the influence of intensive planning
and construction, still remain trapped at the level of
salvage archaeology, which is a characteristic of the
second half of the 20th century.

Without changing certain elements of the afore-
mentioned framework of the archaeological heri-
tage protection system, and establishing an adequate
archaeological response to intensive planning and
construction, it is not possible to expect that archae-
ology and the protection of archaeological heritage
in Serbia will pass in the next phase of development
- from the level of salvage to the level preventive
archaeology.

This price will certainly be paid by the irreplace-
able and priceless archaeological heritage of the Re-
public of Serbia and archacology as a professional
and scientific discipline as a whole.

Are we ready to pay that price not only as a pro-
fessional community but also as a society?

3aKoH o TaHupawy U u3rpaamu (“Cu. Imacank
PC”, 6p. 72/2009, 81/2009 — wucnp., 64/2010 -
omtyka YC, 24/2011, 121/2012, 42/2013 - omnyka
YC, 50/2013 — onnyka YC, 98/2013 —omnyka YC,
132/2014, 145/2014, 83/2018, 31/2019, 37/2019 —
np.3axkoH, 9/2020 u 52/2021)

Law on Planning and Construction (“Official
Gazette of the RS”, no. 72/2009, 81/2009 - cor-
rected, 64/2010 - decision CC, 24/2011, 121/2012,
42/2013 — decision CC, 50/ 2013 — decision CC,
98/2013 — decision CC, 132/2014, 145/2014,
83/2018, 31/2019, 37/2019 - state law, 9/2020 and
52/2021)

3akoH o notephuBamy EBporicke KOHBEHLIHjE O
3amTuTH apxeosnoikor Hacieha (,,Cn. [nmacauk PC
- Mehynapoauu yrosopu, 6p. 42/2009)
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3aK0OH O TMOJHONPUBPETHOM 3eMJBHIITY,,CII.
I'macauk PC”, 6p. 62/2006, 65/2008 - np.3akoH,
41/2009, 112/2015, 80/2017 u 95/2018 - np.3akoH

Law on Agricultural Land “Sl. Gazette of RS”,
no. 62/2006, 65/2008 - state law, 41/2009, 112/20135,
8072017 and 95/2018 - state law

3aKoH O pyIapcTBY W TEOJONIKMM HCTpasKUBa-
wuma (,,Cn. [macauk PC” 6p. 101/2015, 95/2018 -
np.3akoH 1 40/2021)

Law on Mining and Geological Research (“Of-
ficial Gazette of RS” no. 101/2015, 95/2018 — state
law and 40/2021)

3aKoH 0 caxpamwuBamy U rpodssuma (,,Ciryx6eHu
macauk CPC”, 6p. 20 ox 21. maja 1977, 24 ox 6.
jynma 1985 — ap. 3akoH, 6 ox 25. ¢gebpyapa 1989 —
Ip. 3aKoH, ,,Ciayx0enu rimacauk PC”, 6p. 53 ox 16.
jyna 1993 — np. 3akoH, 67 ox 30. aBrycra 1993 — np.
3akoH, 48 ox 20. jyna 1994 — np. 3akon, 101 oy 21.
HoBeMOpa 2005 - mp. 3axon, 120 ox 21. gemembpa
2012 - YC, 84 on 24. centem6Opa 2013 — V()

Law on Burials and Cemeteries (“Official Ga-
zette of the SRS”, No. 20 of May 21, 1977, 24 of July
6, 1985 — state law, 6 of February 25, 1989 — state
law, “Official Gazette of the RS”, No. . 2012 - CC,
84 of September 24, 2013 - CC)

Ocde.org, mpuctymbeno 28.06.2021.
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IFC Performance standard 8 - Cultural Heritage
(https://www.ifc.org/wps/wem/connect/fc943593-
380d-43a8-89d0-6256d8111095/PS_8 CulturalHer-
itage.pdf?’MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jqeFcZZ)

PPG 16 - Planning Policy Guidance Note 16:
Archaeology and Planning, (Department of Envi-
ronment), 1990

[IpaBUHUK O CaJpKUHH W Ha4YMHY Bolema
cTpyuHor Hajazopa (,,Ci. macuuk PC*, 6p. 22/2015
u 24/2017)

bubdanorpagmuja - References

Aaexcuh 2019 — A. Anekcuh, M3mene u morry-
He 3aKoHa O TUIAHUPalky W U3TPAIHH U 3aIITHTA
apXCOJIONIKUX JIOKAJIUTeTa — KOMEHTap, | J1acHuK
Cprickor apxeosiomkor napymTBa 35: 337- 345,
2019.

Martinez Diaz, Catillo Mena 2007 — B. Marti-
nez Diaz, and A. Catillo Mena, Preventive Archaeol-
ogy in Spain, in European Preventive Archaeology.
Papers of the EPAC Meeting, Vilnius 2004, ed. K.
Bozoki-Ernyey, 187-208. Budapest: National Office
of Cultural Heritage, Hungary, 2007.



CIP - Karanoruzanuja y myoauKanuju
Haponna 6ubnuorexa Cpouje, beorpas

902/904:7.025.3/.4(100)(082)
7.025.3/.4(100)(082)

CPIICKO apxeomnoriko apymTBo. CeKIrja 3a 3alTHTY apXeOoIOIIKOT
Haciieha. Temarcka cecuja (2021 ; [Tapahun)

[IpeBeHTHBHA apXeooOTHja U 3allITUTa apXeoJIoIKOT Haceha : 300pHUK pajoBa
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