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HERITAGE STUDIES

This is the fi rst volume specifi cally dedicated to the consolidation and clarifi -
cation of Heritage Studies as a distinct fi eld with its own means of investigation. 
It presents the range of methods that can be used and illustrates their application 
through case studies from different parts of the world, including the UK and 
USA.  The challenge that the collection makes explicit is that Heritage Studies 
must develop a stronger recognition of the scope and nature of its data and a 
concise yet explorative understanding of its analytical methods.

The methods considered fall within three broad categories: textual/discourse 
analysis; methods for investigating people’s attitudes and behaviour; and 
methods for exploring the material qualities of heritage. The methods discussed 
and illustrated range from techniques such as text analysis, interviews and 
participant observation, to semiotic analysis of heritage sites and the use of 
GIS. Each essay discusses the ways in which methods used in social analysis 
generally are explored and adapted to the specifi c demands that arise when 
applied to the investigation of heritage in its many forms.  

Heritage Studies is a seminal volume that will help to defi ne the fi eld.  The 
global perspective and the shared focus upon the development of refl exive 
methodologies ensure that the volume explores these central issues in a manner 
that is simultaneously case-specifi c and of general relevance. 

Marie Louise Stig Sørensen is Senior Lecturer in Archaeology at the 
University of Cambridge, where she has coordinated the postgraduate degree 
in Archaeological Heritage and Museums since 1990. Her interest in heritage 
focuses on identity, especially nationalism, gender and how the sense of 
belonging is formed. Her publications include Gender Archaeology (2000).

John Carman is University Research Fellow and Senior Lecturer in Heritage 
Valuation at the University of Birmingham. Among other areas, he is particu-
larly interested in sites of past confl ict as places of memory. His publications 
include Archaeology and Heritage (2002) and Against Cultural Property (2005).
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1

INTRODUCTION

Making the means transparent: reasons and 
refl ections

Marie Louise Stig Sørensen and John Carman

Aims and rationale

The investigation of heritage has become a distinct research area within the 
Arts and Humanities. We have come to recognise that heritage, in its many 
different forms, constitutes an infl uential force in society. We see it expressed, 
for instance, in the strong links between identity formation and heritage, in 
the changing valorisation of the tangible as well as intangible heritage, and 
the increased links between heritage and the leisure society. In response we 
have seen the development of Heritage Studies as an explicit area of research. 

Heritage is a merging interdisciplinary fi eld of study, and its investigation 
has increasingly been recognised as important by scholars, practitioners 
(including locally constituted groups and the ‘public’) and institutions. Inves-
tigations of heritage may thus draw on expertise from a range of other disci-
plines, including anthropology, archaeology, architecture, art, history, 
psychology, sociology and tourism. Each brings a slightly different focus, 
whether this is a matter of ontological, epistemological or practical differ-
ences, and each has different aims and established routines. The heritage itself 
may also be understood differently. It may be approached purely as an object 
of study, or it may be seen as a means of generating income, or as part of 
political action or sustainable development to engender community spirit and 
involvement. The concern may be with its regulation or with deciphering its 
multifaceted characteristics and many roles. Some may see heritage as their 
inalienable right, while for others it is a construct; yet others see it as timeless 
and belonging to all.

In different ways and based on a variety of assumptions and practices, 
heritages play central roles in contemporary societies ranging from defi nitions 
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of self and claims on identity to being a central income stream through cultural 
tourism. Clearly such diverse roles, meanings and appearances cannot be 
captured within a simple terminology but neither can we engage in their 
studies if it is only the conceptual and theoretical framework that is critically 
assessed. We also need to engage with the tools – physical, practical and intel-
lectual – that we may employ to study these phenomena. We need to be 
refl exive, self-aware and critical, sensitive as well as imaginative about how we 
study heritage. This, moreover, relates to both how we set our intellectual 
agendas and how we respond to practical challenges. Meanwhile, although 
methods, of course, have been routinely used in Heritage Studies, there has 
been little methodological refl ection. Heritage Studies has borrowed exten-
sively from other disciplines, but whereas this is a reasonable, indeed a sound 
tactic, it does not ensure that methods are developed and adapted to the needs 
of Heritage Studies.

There is a growing number of volumes dedicated the discussion of the 
phenomenon of heritage generally (e.g. Lowenthal 1998; Smith 2004) and 
volumes discussing specifi c topics such as value (e.g. Carman 1996), or 
branches of heritage activities such as public archaeology (e.g. Jameson 1997; 
Merriman 2004), or its role in politics, including the creation of nations (e.g. 
Díaz-Andreu and Champion 1996). There are volumes dedicated to particular 
sites, such as the Acropolis (Yalouri 2001) or Great Zimbabwe (Ndoro 2001), 
or to places including museums (e.g. Crooke 2000). But with the exception of 
discussions of heritage interpretations (e.g. Uzzell and Ballantyne 1998) and 
the use of questionnaires (Merriman 1991) there is no volume that provides a 
refl ection on and discussion of the range of methods that may be used in 
Heritage Studies. As a consequence there has been little dialogue about how 
heritage as a phenomenon can be investigated, and little effort has been given 
to clarify how our analytical procedures affect and dictate the aims and premises 
of research and thus shape our understanding. Key concerns that need clarifi -
cation include recognition of how different methods can be used to investigate 
heritage, and how interpretations may be constructed from data. As more 
mature and diversifi ed studies of heritage emerge it is becoming ever more 
important that the means through which we gain our insights are made 
explicit and open to scrutiny.

The aim of this volume is to respond to this lack of discussion. It will not 
provide an exhaustive listing or discussion of the many methods that have 
been or could be used – such as semiotics, discourse analysis, various forms of 
interview and participant observations, use of media and computer software, 
psycho-metric analysis, spatial or material studies, etc. – rather, it will consider 
and refl ect on the need for methodological self-awareness based on a number of 
specifi c case studies as well as sharing the insights gained and the solutions 
selected in each case. Thus, the volume aims to provide a taster of the suite of 
methods that can be used in Heritage Studies and to illustrate their appli-
cation through case studies from different parts of the world. The underlying 
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challenge which the volume engages with is that Heritage Studies must 
develop a stronger recognition of the scope and nature of its data and develop 
a concise yet explorative understanding of its analytical methods.

The methods to be considered fall within three broad categories: textual/
discourse analysis; methods for investigating people’s attitudes and behaviour; 
and methods aimed at exploring the material qualities of heritage. In conse-
quence, the methods discussed and illustrated range from techniques such as 
text analysis, interviews and participant observation, to semiotic analysis of 
heritage sites and the use of GIS. Each essay discusses the use of a particular 
method and how it was adapted to the specifi c demands that arise when used 
to investigate a particular dimension of heritage. At the same time, while each 
essay in its own right provides a signifi cant case study and refl ection on meth-
odological development, it is as a collection that their contribution becomes 
most distinct. Collectively the essays demonstrate the richness of the fi eld: 
they show the varied dimensions of heritage that call for investigation as well 
as the wide-ranging and imaginative ways we can meet these needs. The global 
perspective and varied disciplinary and professional backgrounds furthermore 
ensure that the authors refl ect on the methods to be used in terms of a wide 
range of countries and contexts. Despite their diversity the shared focus upon 
the development of refl exive methodologies unites the essays, and the volume 
aims to explore the question of heritage methodology in a manner that is 
simultaneously case specifi c and of general relevance.

Background to the volume

The volume arose out of research activities and collaborations conducted 
around a number of seminars and workshops in Cambridge during 2002–3 
that culminated in the British Academy-sponsored conference Making the 
Means Transparent: Research Methodologies in Heritage Studies in the spring of 
2004.1 This means that substantial feedback and consultation have taken place 
between many of the authors. The aim of these events was to encourage further 
research and refl ection on the question of heritage methodologies. During the 
preparation of the volume a number of additional themes were identifi ed, as 
the fi eld is expanding and methods are being introduced or further refi ned. In 
response to this, chapters were solicited from Charlotte Andrews and Matthew 
Fitzjohn to complement the range of approaches.

The volume is composed of fi ve parts: an introductory part that seeks to 
outline some of the background to Heritage Studies, three further parts based 
on the different kinds of dataset that are commonly collected and analysed, 
and a fi nal part that allows commentary from the perspective of some of the 
fi elds from which heritage researchers draw their inspiration. The introductory 
part provides the necessary context to the volume. In this chapter we outline 
the background to its production and explain the need for clarifi cation and 
scrutiny of the methods used to investigate heritage. Chapter 2 provides an 
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outline of heritage as a fi eld of study in order to contextualise the need for 
methodological refl ection and clarity. Chapter 3 helps with this contextuali-
sation by providing a detailed account of the development of public archae-
ology in the US. Heritage Studies everywhere must acknowledge and respond 
to the needs of variously composed social groups and to variations in historical 
trajectories. These needs have been particularly clearly recognised in US 
heritage discourse and identifying and responding to the needs of different 
social groups, including descendent communities, are a major concern there. 
Overall the introductory chapters augment the call for explicit research meth-
odologies within Heritage Studies.

The three parts that follow aim to provide detailed examples of the main 
research methodologies used in Heritage Studies, how they may become 
adjusted and implemented in response to specifi c research objectives and the 
nature of the data. Cohesion is brought to the parts through their shared focus 
upon a particular data source for heritage (texts, people and objects/materiality) 
and the methods that can be used to investigate each of them. Under each theme 
a range of case studies with their specifi c refl ection and use of methods are 
presented. The fi nal part consists of commentaries from two experts on social 
science research methodologies, each representing a distinct disciplinary back-
ground (social anthropology and environmental psychology).

Text and heritage

Although a category of ‘heritage’ can in many ways be described as the result 
of the production of texts – legal texts, offi cial guidelines and indeed 
academic literature – there has been very little in the way of specifi cally 
textual analysis that has had major impact in the fi eld. Carman’s (1996) 
analysis of law in England – utilising a methodology designed to be 
exportable to other territories – has largely gone unremarked, despite the 
signifi cance to heritage scholars of understanding and critiquing relevant 
regulation. Where textual analysis has been applied, it has most commonly 
been in looking at popular, journalistic and tourist literature (e.g. Beck 
2006). Another approach is exemplifi ed by the recent application of critical 
discourse analysis to the ‘Burra Charter’ on heritage management practice in 
Australia (Waterton et al. 2006).

The essay by Sommer (chapter 6) demonstrates the valuable insights 
historical sources (exemplifi ed by different types of publications and their 
contexts) can provide and how they reveal how commonly understood ideas 
about group identity were constructed as master narratives and how this 
involved the perpetuation of certain images and connotations. By contrast, 
Soderland and Baxter (chapters 4 and 5) focus upon the manner in which 
‘offi cial’ texts exert a strong infl uence on our understanding of the heritage as 
a contemporary phenomenon. Soderland demonstrates how US conservation 
law and its development can be examined with the aim of appreciating how 
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the legal understanding of heritage was constructed, while Baxter shows how 
text can be used to analyse the construction of a modern heritage ‘audit’ in 
the UK.

People and heritage

Investigating people and their attitudes is probably one of the methods that 
has seen most exposure within Heritage Studies, and a few seminal publica-
tions can be identifi ed. One is Merriman’s (1991) early discussion of the 
construction and use of questionnaires, which highlighted the diffi culty of 
ensuring the validity of data. Another is Jones’s account (2004) of her partic-
ipant observation work in Scotland concerning the Hilton of Cadboll cross-
slab. Her study was not only particularly useful in providing insight into the 
experience of being a participant observer but also an inspiring example of 
how to use the interview data in the presentation of the data analysis.

In this volume various approaches to the study of people’s attitudes towards, 
recognition of and expressions about heritage in its different forms are 
considered. The demanding questions of how value is given and how we can 
analyse value ascription are illustrated through case studies that discuss and 
show the use of methods such as interviews and participant observation. The 
case studies range from assessing ways in which local people’s attitudes towards 
the development of tourist products in Botswana (Keitumetse, chapter 11) can 
be understood, to the attempt at locating how and when people construct their 
own sense of heritage and the experience of engagement that fi eldwork 
demands (Andrews, chapter 8). Participant observation is also used as a method 
for investigating some of the motivations and outcomes for heritage tourism 
(Palmer, chapter 7), while various forms of interviews and in particular the use 
of unstructured explorative interview techniques are considered in Kersel’s 
chapter 10, discussing the complexity, including ethical considerations, 
arising from interviewing those involved in the trade in antiquities in Israel 
and Palestine. In chapter 9 Sørensen, based on her conversations with farmers 
about their attitudes to the past and its remains, focuses on interviewing as a 
journey of discovery and the need to pay greater attention to how we listen. 
McDavid (chapter 12) is also concerned with participation, but in this case 
with how one can conduct community archaeology in a way that involves 
different stakeholders as equal partners. Her essay touches on a number of 
methods but also includes refl ections on what is demanded of the researcher or 
project manager.

Objects of heritage

Less attention has been given to developing methods for looking at things, 
monuments or landscapes as heritage. Semiotics is a potential method, but it has 
proved more suitable to the study of, for instance, museum exhibitions, which 
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through their similarities to texts often provide more evident opportunities for 
such analysis (Macdonald 2006) than to other parts of the heritage. Two theo-
retical arguments, Thompson’s Rubbish Theory, which argued that objects 
undergo a cycle of value-devaluation and revaluation (Thompson 1979), and 
Appadurai’s (1986) ‘social life of things’ (or biography of objects) do, however, 
provide frameworks within which the changing value and roles of objects/things 
may be tracked and dissected. This has been applied to the fi eld of heritage by, 
for instance, Carman in his discussion of categories of objects (Carman 1990).

Among newly developing methods we seem to see increased infl uence from 
wider society rather than primarily borrowing from neighbouring disciplines. 
There is, for instance, a distinct infl uence coming from development concerns, 
in particular through the use of heritage as a cultural resource and in terms of 
sustainable development. There has also been a growing involvement with 
public archaeology, outreach programmes and social inclusion concerns, all of 
which call for different understandings of what heritage can provide and thus 
new kinds of analysis. The use of media, in particular new types of software 
and the internet, is also adding and searching for entirely new qualities, as may 
be expressed in the idea of ‘virtual heritage’. These developments have been 
outward looking and represent substantial challenges to and opportunities for 
Heritage Studies, including how it conducts its various kinds of analysis.

The fi nal range of methods therefore brings the subject matter of heritage to 
the foreground by focusing upon its material existence and forms. This emphasis 
recognises the contrast between a visitor or user-centred approach and an 
approach that aims to investigate the possibilities provided by the material 
nature of various heritage resources, their ‘being’ quality, and in doing so it calls 
for a different range of methods than those usually employed in the investi-
gation of heritage. Garden’s essay (chapter 15) argues for and demonstrates a 
cross-fertilisation of methods as it introduces and applies her concept of ‘herita-
gescape’. The ‘heritagescape’ is a means of investigating qualities of heritage 
sites that focus on them as material manifestations and particular kinds of places. 
In a similar vein, Carman and Carman’s essay (chapter 16) uses readings of land-
scape to come to an understanding of the place of historic battlefi elds in contem-
porary memory and as particular kinds of places. Lillehammer’s essay (chapter 
14) draws upon yet other aspects of the material as she uses representation (in 
the form of drawings) as a medium for gauging refl ection upon belonging and 
attitudes towards landscape heritage. Fitzjohn (chapter 13) demonstrates how 
some of the layered meanings that different individuals attach to their local 
cultural landscapes can be investigated and disseminated using GIS. 

We propose that all three types of methods represented here – the textual, 
people-oriented and material – are and should remain important, and that 
practice-led research as well as basic research benefi t from existing side by side 
and from mutuality of methods and aims. The complexity of what heritage 
‘is’, and the many roles, values and meanings that it may embed, does, however, 
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mean that its study is not a simple matter of copying or borrowing existing 
methods from other disciplines or practices. There is not a ‘one-size-fi ts-all’ 
method to be identifi ed. Rather, a range of methods will clearly be needed. 
Heritage Studies’ lack of a separate disciplinary identity – existing as it does in 
an interdisciplinary space – does, however, mean that the fi eld’s outline and 
authority are unclear, making scholars hesitant about commenting beyond 
their own sphere of expertise. That commentary, the cross-fertilisation in 
terms not just of ideas but also of how we pursue them rigorously yet imagina-
tively and with open minds, is, however, urgently needed. We need to share 
and expand how we reason about the selection of methods and how we under-
stand them when carried out. We need to share experiences about how to 
analyse the end result, and develop ways of engaging with greater curiosity 
and openness for Heritage Studies to fl ourish and the importance of heritage to 
be better understood and responded to.

Note

1 We are grateful to the many speakers who contributed to making this a remarkable 
conference, and the graduate students from the Dept of Archaeology, University of 
Cambridge, who helped organise the event.
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HERITAGE STUDIES

An outline

John Carman and Marie Louise Stig Sørensen

Introductory refl ection 

Heritage Studies now exists as a distinct set of academic practices. The fi eld has 
been emerging since the 1980s and has developed an ever stronger understanding 
of its remits and scope, including its relationships to and differences from other 
disciplines. During this period there has been a dramatic growth in literature 
dedicated to heritage, and the term ‘heritage’ is now widely used to label not just 
academic outputs but also a range of practices, institutions and even products. 
Concomitant debates about what heritage is and means have occurred regularly. 
These debates have taken a range of forms, from the UNESCO’s declaration in 
2003 that intangible cultural products are also part of heritage, to etymological 
discussions of the word ‘heritage’, to debates about how the fi eld should be 
defi ned. In 2008, for example, a discussion about defi nition of heritage erupted 
on the list of the World Archaeological Congress (WAC); apparently this was a 
concern about terminology, but as with all such discussions underneath the 
debate about terminology and vocabulary one can discern a clear concern with 
power and subject. Such debates spring from the newness of Heritage Studies 
and its attempt at establishing itself as a distinct academic discipline and practice 
and the associated attempts at demarcating and defi ning this fi eld. As always, 
this involves identifying the ‘gate keepers’ and also the subject matter.

The debates indicate the continuous growth of the fi eld, but also potentially 
the substantial challenges associated with existing in an interdisciplinary 
space. Typical of such concerns, the discussions on the WAC list in 2008 were 
clearly divided between those who questioned the utility of defi nitions and 
those who were searching for one. Among the latter, further distinctions could 
be drawn between arguments taking as their starting point the literate 
meaning of ‘heritage’,1 as if the word itself contains the ‘key’ to the fi eld, and 
those arguing that institutions such as UNESCO had (or should have) defi ned 
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the fi eld. In such discussions, there is a clearly discernible tendency for heritage 
to be a passive and substantially a physical substance, as in the defi nition by 
UNESCO which says, ‘Heritage is our legacy from the past, what we live with 
today, and what we pass on to future generations’.2 This tendency becomes 
particularly highlighted in parts of the world where the term ‘cultural resource’ 
rather than ‘heritage’ is used, as the former provides even stronger associations 
with materiality, ownership and usefulness than the word ‘heritage’ does. A 
different approach is to suggest that heritage is an object defi ned through a set 
of institutional practices, such as those defi ned by law or regulations (Cleere 
1989: 10; Carman 1996), or a set of practices (Smith 2006). Alternatively, it 
may be argued that heritage is best understood as a way of interacting with the 
world when values and associations are used that draw on concepts of heritage. 
Such defi nitions do, however, raise questions about whose heritage we are 
considering; and who is making the defi nitions. These discussions in them-
selves tend to become part of the debates and claims over heritage.

We consider all of these debates interesting indicators of the status, state 
and concerns of the fi eld of Heritage Studies, but nonetheless fi nd that such 
defi nitions are unhelpful and that insisting on a clear-cut defi nition risks 
constraining and delimiting both analytical efforts and the recognition of 
particular social scenarios. As one of us (JC) wrote during the 2008 WAC 
online debate referred to above:

Surely this proposal [that experts be called upon to offer a once-for-all 
defi nition of ‘heritage’] misses the point? Such is the diversity of under-
standings of what ‘(the) cultural heritage’ means that no single defi nition 
would be useful – except one that were so vague it would be useless. The 
‘experts’ in the fi eld themselves (i.e. those who research heritage, rather 
than merely pontifi cate on it) are not sure what the phenomenon we are 
dealing with is or how it works. What we do agree is that the heritage is 
an interesting and important contemporary phenomenon worthy of 
investigation. For us, the term ‘(cultural) heritage’ is really no more than 
a convenient shorthand – we are only too aware of its different contexts 
of use and the different phenomena (material, ideational) it comprises in 
different parts of the world and for different groups of people. Also, 
because it is a contemporary phenomenon, any attempt to delineate it 
also has a tendency to alter it as efforts are made to include a particular 
heritage (national, regional, ethnic, whatever) within the defi nition. 
And that will entail a further redefi nition, and so on ad infi nitum. A more 
fruitful approach … is to stop seeking quick and simple fi xes to complex 
problems, to engage with the debates taking place, and recognise the 
complexity and inherent fl uidity of the phenomena we deal with. 
[Heritage] is too important a fi eld of enquiry to be left to ‘experts’ who 
wish to fi x it (and thereby kill it stone dead)!

(Carman, email to WAC list, 7 November 2008)
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Defi nitions bring focus and coherence to the fi eld of study, but will also 
limit and make fi xed both what is included for study and what have hitherto 
been permeable borders towards other academic concerns. We are faced with 
a conundrum. On the one hand, we appreciate that it is through defi nitions 
and agreed terminologies that it becomes possible to have meaningful and 
constructive conversations and to understand each other. On the other hand, 
defi nitions and agreed terminologies censor the fi eld; they, rather than the 
subject matter, will guide our intellectual engagement and restrict our imag-
ination. We shall therefore use this chapter to outline the history of heritage 
practice and research as this introduces a refl ection of the various ways heritage 
has been perceived through time. This helps to outline the contours of the 
intellectual fi eld we are concerned with and how it, in its development, 
refl ects changing needs and abilities both in society at large and within 
neighbouring disciplines.3

Early approaches to heritage

It is diffi cult to agree on the roots of ‘heritage’ as a distinct practice and intel-
lectual engagement. Each of the subject areas that may claim heritage as part of 
its remit will see this history differently. Here we argue that the development 
during the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries of heritage practice 
and management as public activities marks a distinct qualitative shift in atti-
tudes to the past. It is at this stage that heritage becomes a public concern and 
its care an expression of the interests and responsibilities of civic societies.

The valorisation of the past that we observe in various earlier societies was of a 
different kind. The veneration of the past expressed in classical Greece (Miles 
2008) or the explicit linkage between past and present seen in the Roman 
Empire, for example, shown through the reuse of Greek monuments, is often 
presented as early evidence of an explicit valorisation of heritage. We argue that 
whereas these, and other examples such as the Chinese emperors’ interest in their 
ancestors (which led them to both excavate burial mounds and instigate large 
collections of antiquities), are demonstrable early examples of strong interest in 
the past: they also have characteristics that separate them from later attitudes 
and practices. The principal difference is that such examples, while demon-
strating both an interest in the past and a valorisation of its remains, take 
different forms and are underwritten by different concerns from what we later 
identify as heritage practice. There are two obvious characteristics emerging 
from such apparent early examples which show some of the differences. One is 
the common tendency for the past to be given a mythical quality or to be treated 
almost as a realm, a lost time and state of grace. The other is for the remains to be 
acquired as the personal possession of rising powers, such as the monarchs in 
medieval Europe or the pope, as they extended their control over resources. King 
Gustaf Adolf II of Sweden is, for instance, often linked to the emergence of early 
heritage management as he passed a law in seventeenth-century Sweden declaring 
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all antiquities to be the property of the crown (Cleere 1989: 10). The aim of this 
law, however, as with many early versions of Treasure Trove law4 (or other 
national legislation about precious objects), was to acquire and control objects 
and to secure their status as part of royal possession (see Hill 1936: 189; Carman 
1996: 45–7). A late expression of the individualised interest in the past, and its 
role in the pursuit of leisure interests, is the phenomenon of the Grand Tour, 
where it became the done thing for the upper class to travel to Italy (and later 
Greece) and to explore the sites (Wilton and Bignamini 1996). While there was 
an interest in the past and its remains, there was no concept of civic duty asso-
ciated with these activities; it was purely pleasure.

The important difference between these early activities and contemporary 
ones is that heritage management and practices are now carried out as part of 
institutional and public concerns and the concept of ownership has changed. 
Rather than belonging to individuals, heritage became something that was 
deemed to be held in trust. This change in how the heritage is integrated 
within society at large has its origins in the late eighteenth and early nine-
teenth centuries, and many of the structures through which heritage is now 
managed and recognised were formed then.

The valorisation of the past: nineteenth-century institutions and 
instrumentalisation of heritage

Whereas one may dispute whether the earlier activities were about heritage 
rather than an interest in control over resources, it is clear that various rela-
tionships changed in the eighteenth century. It is during this century that we 
see new attitudes towards the heritage becoming expressed. They took the 
form of, on the one hand, valorisation and interest in heritage per se and, on the 
other hand, a concern with the conservation of the remains of the past. The 
developments of these changing attitudes are embedded within socio-political 
tendencies of the time. Moreover, parallel trends can often be found in different 
parts of the world even if the actual practices (e.g. institutional structure, legal 
protection, ownership issues) were shaped by differences in local socio-political 
conditions. This is not the place for a detailed account of these changes, some 
of which are by now well documented, although a few trends should be 
mentioned before we move on. The development of museums (together with 
zoological gardens, botanical gardens and other public-collection enterprises) 
plays an important role during the period while simultaneously revealing its 
fundamental interest in the public and its edifi cation (Hooper-Greenhill 
1992). The relationship between the development of the national state, nation-
alism and the growth in interest in the study of the past has also been well 
documented (e.g. Díaz-Andreu and Champion 1996; Hunter 1996; Kohl and 
Fawcett 1995). Similarly, the growth of the conservation movement and pres-
ervation societies as well as national and local antiquarian or historical soci-
eties played an interesting role in changing perceptions of the landscape and in 
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articulating urgency about ‘the world we have lost’ (Hunter 1996; Olwig 
1984; Pearce 2007).

Underwriting these shifts in perceptions and attitudes are two major 
changes, we believe. One is the development of a distinct public sphere with 
the associated idea of the public (for detailed discussions of the concept of the 
public see Carman 2002 and Merriman 2004). In Europe, the political move-
ments during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries created the precondi-
tions for these changes. In particular, the transformation in concepts of citizens 
and civil rights arising from the French Revolution and the emergence of the 
middle class in the wake of the dissolution of the absolute monarchy wrought 
seminal changes in the political and social landscapes. The public was being 
educated, edifi ed and civilised, and much was done on their behalf. The 
emphasis on the public and the casting of society into two partners – the public 
and the state (now as their guardians rather than formerly the king as their 
master) – did, however, also create the potential for tension between knowledge 
producers and consumers, a characteristic that came to dominate much of the 
heritage debate towards the end of the twentieth century.

The other signifi cant factor is the development of positive values associated 
with remains of the past. Whereas the positive valorisation of remains from 
the past by now appears as an almost inalienable aspect of heritage, this has 
clearly not always been the case. The reason for the development of an explicit 
and widely held valorisation of the past can partly be found in the impact of 
industrialisation. During the nineteenth century an interesting and dynamic 
tension developed between the optimism and future-orientated attitudes 
articulated in the wake of the industrial revolution and the growing feelings of 
nostalgia and regret about the world that was disappearing. The effect on the 
physical heritage could be observed in the devastation of large areas of land 
due to the pursuit of timber and coal and the consequential destruction of 
monuments and landscapes. This destruction became a major inspiration for 
the development of a conservation movement in many areas.

These two tendencies led to the professionalisation of heritage practices, 
including the development of responsible institutions (such as museums and 
antiquities services), legal measures and allocations of roles. It also resulted in 
the creation of new meanings and values, including the need to identify and 
compare the signifi cance and importance of different kinds of heritage in order 
to select those deemed to deserve protection. During the nineteenth century 
engagement with the past therefore developed into two forms: an audience 
and a professional practitioner. In this development what were formerly anti-
quarian activities exercised by a small, select and interconnected group of 
individuals with strong ties to multiple disciplines were replaced by disci-
plinary activities variously labelled archaeology, Classics, Anglo-Saxon 
Studies, etc. The care of the past was shaped by and divided between different 
institutions and specialised disciplines and, rather than a general concern with 
the past, the practices involved became more narrowly defi ned and specialised 
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than had been the case before. Whereas this approach to and understanding of 
the remains of the past had developed from a long history of antiquarian 
interest that was part of a European mentality, in its professionalised and insti-
tutionalised form it became exported to many regions of Asia and Africa as 
part of colonial administration, with many features still retained today (e.g. 
Chakrabarti 2003; Ndoro 2003).

These two changes – the development of a role of guardian in terms of the 
public and the professionalisation of the fi eld – were fuelled by political 
changes. The nineteenth century in Europe may be seen as the time of the 
nation state. In the wake of challenges to absolute monarchies new political 
structures developed, and the nation state was shaped. This political 
construction was in need of legitimisation and naturalisation, and disciplines 
such as the emerging fi eld of archaeology could provide this. In the words of 
the Danish archaeologist J. J. A. Worsaae, archaeology was a ‘Supreme nation-
alistic discipline’ (Sørensen 1996; Worsaae 1843).

Heritage management in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries: 
expansion and consolidation

The institutional involvements together with the distinct practical dimension 
of heritage management and research meant that it lent itself to expansion, 
consolidation through professionalism and export. We see this most clearly in 
terms of the export of heritage practices through colonial administrations and 
international law. Whereas heritage management was not a primary concern 
of the colonial powers, most colonial administrations at some point instigated 
a system of heritage protection – usually in imitation of the ‘home’ arrange-
ments of the colonising power. During the latter part of the nineteenth century 
and the fi rst half of the twentieth century, heritage legislation, management 
systems and practices based on various European models were thus installed 
throughout many parts of the world. Moreover, even areas not under colonial 
administration began to import the Euro-American heritage model and having 
heritage and a national museum became as much a part of a country’s national 
paraphernalia as the fl ag and the anthem.

The export and increased internationalisation of heritage management may 
be seen even more clearly in the fi eld of law. Heritage legislation has over the 
past century evolved from being concerned with ownership, to legislation 
between the state and the private individual to, from the 1950s onwards, 
including concerns about international legislation. With regard to the latter, 
this has not just involved policies produced by international bodies such as 
UNESCO, but also the expansion of legislation into regulation and collabo-
ration with regard to shared international issues such as the illicit traffi c in 
antiquities, the protection of heritage during armed confl ict and international 
regulation of the maritime heritage. These processes led to the creation of the 
legal tools and instruments needed to regulate and safeguard the heritage, but 
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in the process we have also opened up the potential gap and incompatibility in 
attitudes between the traditional ‘owners’ of heritage and the institutional 
guardians, and between different knowledge and belief systems.

The ‘birth of Heritage Studies’

As a specifi c fi eld of practice that investigates the role of the past in the present 
and the various kinds of actions – from governmental institutional practices to 
individual leisure use and responses – Heritage Studies is a relatively new disci-
pline or fi eld of studies. Its contours and agenda emerged ever more explicit after 
World War II, but it was fi rst in the 1980s that it became clearly identifi ed. 
Various things had happened by then to push for this development. One is the 
political trend, including post-colonialism, which made it possible to recognise 
new voices and increased appreciation of alternative claims about the past, 
including challenging controls over access and representations. The other is 
developments within academia where post-structuralism and post-modernity 
inspired critique of knowledge claims and authority. For heritage this meant a 
challenge, for example, to established views about how importance (and thus the 
status of preservation) is granted. The result was that not only established prac-
tices, but also their epistemological basis, were questioned and challenged. Our 
relationship to and practice of ‘heritage’ shifted from being a taken-for-granted 
fi eld of meanings and practices to becoming an area calling out for investigation 
and analysis aiming to understand how heritage becomes constituted, what it is 
and does, and how different groups engage with it.

It is during this period that we begin to fi nd publications that may be 
labelled ‘heritage literature’ and that the fi rst canonical works were produced. 
As a way of discerning the development in this literature, we shall comment 
on some of the main publications and themes that have contributed to shaping 
this fi eld.

Heritage as an ‘industry’ and the emergence of debate

The literature of Heritage Studies has been characterised as belonging to one 
of three main categories: commentary, guidance and research (Carman 2002: 
1–4). Although publications offering guidance to practitioners have been with 
us the longest – the earliest dating from the beginnings of what we would now 
call ‘heritage management’ in the nineteenth century – and this is the most 
prolifi c category, the fi eld of Heritage Studies may be said to have fi rst really 
begun with the publication of the fi rst commentaries in the 1980s. In this 
initial phase, the fi eld comprised developments in several otherwise largely 
unrelated disciplines through their shared underlying concerns. Although a 
fi eld of Heritage Studies cannot be said to have existed, the rise of something 
called ‘heritage’, which was recognised as such by international agencies 
(UNESCO 1972), in national legislation (for example seen in the UK in a 
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series of National Heritage Acts from 1980 to the present), by the naming of 
national bodies such as ‘English Heritage’, and in the expansion of the museum 
and other sectors (reported upon by Merriman 1991: 8–10), served to create an 
object of common and legitimate enquiry.

The years 1985 and 1987 saw the publication of a number of key texts that 
had immediate and substantial impact on scholars interested in the role of the 
past in the present. These were all by historians. Lowenthal’s The Past is a 
Foreign Country (1985) outlined the differences evident between efforts to 
preserve objects and places from the past and the study and dissemination of 
their history. He emphasised the anachronisms involved in the processes of 
preservation and the purposes that lay behind such efforts – less to do with 
understanding the past than with economic and political imperatives. Wright’s 
collection of journalistic pieces On Living in an Old Country (1985) was a 
sustained assault on the rise of ‘heritage’ in Britain at the service of national-
istic politics which presented an image of universal middle-class respectability 
grounded in property ownership and free enterprise. Together these two works 
opened up the possibility of a critique of modern uses of the past by looking 
beyond the presentations of the past to the ideologies refl ected by such presen-
tations. Hewison’s publication in 1987 of The Heritage Industry went a step 
further by offering an analysis of the emergence of ‘heritage’ as a response to 
economic and political decline. Focusing in particular upon dominant forms 
of heritage presentation – of the country house and the industrial landscape – 
Hewison took the ‘industry’ to task for presenting a packaged ‘safe’ vision of 
Britain’s past unsullied by class division or political unrest. For all of these, as 
for the historian J. H. Plumb, modernity has meant a rift from a continuously 
created social world whereby the past becomes merely ‘a matter of curiosity, 
nostalgia, a sentimentality’ (Plumb 1969: 14) instead of an integral component 
of the present. Accordingly, contemporary representations of the past became 
a retreat from a world of job-loss and imperial decline.

These works and others like them can be characterised as ‘commentary’ 
because much of this literature is concerned with defi ning ‘heritage’ as some-
thing separate from ‘history’ or the ‘real’ past, deriving from a position that 
‘heritage’ is a bad thing – or at least inferior to the work of academics and 
others concerned with a more serious investigation of the past. They treat 
‘heritage’ as the fi eld of popularisation of the past and which is therefore 
primarily concerned with the issue of representation, particularly in its rather 
narrow sense of public presentation through museums and heritage centres. 
These are stimulating arguments – and certainly were at the time of publi-
cation – especially because they focused upon the ideological underpinnings of 
a current phenomenon rather than concerning themselves with issues of 
accuracy or ‘authenticity’ of representation. However, they are also grounded 
less in substantive research than in the perception – if not the biases and 
preconceptions – of the authors. Initial responses were of a like kind, such as 
the majority of the papers included in the issue of Archaeological Review from 
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Cambridge (Baker 1988) which was published hard on the heels of Hewison’s 
(1987) book; Baker’s volume was notable for being the fi rst collection dedi-
cated to the topic of heritage.

The academic debate sparked by these works and others like them was char-
acterised by attempts to discover what ‘heritage’ really meant to its recipients. 
One of the earliest systematic efforts was the work of Nick Merriman, who 
conducted the fi rst wide-scale investigation of attitudes to the past in Britain. 
Conducted in the 1980s and published in 1991 as Beyond the Glass Case, this 
work argued against the line taken by Lowenthal, Hewison and others, and 
indeed against any formulation whereby ‘heritage’ could be reduced to being a 
part of a ‘dominant ideology’. Instead, Merriman identifi ed different commu-
nities who valued different types of past – a monumental, national or global 
history; or a more personalised, family and genealogical past. Taking the view 
that one attitude to the past was not more valuable than another, the issue for 
those responsible for interpreting the past inevitably became one of how to 
reach those who valued the kinds of pasts not represented in museums and 
heritage sites. In museology, similar concerns and aims were expressed within 
the New Museology and refl ected in works by, for instance, Pearce (1992, 
1995) and Vergo (1989), leading to new research initiatives concerning 
museums and their roles. Inspired by similar concerns, geographers such as 
Ashworth and Tunbridge took a new perspective upon the ‘historic city’ and 
its preservation and presentation to tourists (Ashworth and Tunbridge 1990; 
Tunbridge and Ashworth 1996).

Merriman came from archaeology, and archaeology also played other roles 
in developing Heritage Studies as a discipline. Inspired particularly by devel-
opments a decade earlier in the USA (McGimsey 1972; Schiffer and Gumerman 
1977; King et al. 1977), Cleere’s interest in comparing the practices of heritage 
management in different parts of the world resulted in two key works (Cleere 
1984, 1989). Others, such as Gathercole (Gathercole and Lowenthal 1990), 
Ucko (1987) and Layton (1989a, b), among others, took the lead in recog-
nising the expressly political nature of interpreting the past. While Layton 
and Gathercole focused especially upon the relations between colonial power 
and indigenous populations, Ucko addressed the moral and ethical issues 
surrounding international collaboration in archaeology – especially as it related 
to the involvement of representatives of oppressive regimes in international 
meetings of scholars. Out of a division concerning South African membership 
among organisers of a meeting of the International Union of Pre- and Proto-
Historic Sciences to be held in Southampton in 1986 arose the World Archae-
ological Congress, which champions the involvement of peoples ‘without 
history’. Important work was also emerging out of the USA that would inevi-
tably impact on those developing an interest in issues of interpretation. The 
work of Leone and his colleagues at Annapolis (Leone 1981; Leone et al. 1987; 
Potter and Leone 1986, 1987) in developing a ‘critical archaeology’ of capi-
talism involved introducing site visitors to the methods of archaeologists and 
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the processes of interpretation rather than focusing upon the products of that 
interpretive process.

Another line of concern about politics and the past focused on how interpre-
tations were shaped within political ideologies. There was a cluster of work 
investigating the use of the past in nationalism (e.g. Díaz-Andreu and 
Champion 1996; Kohl and Fawcett 1995) and the abuse of the past by various 
political regimes, especially Nazi Germany (e.g. Arnold 1990). Although 
awareness of the political role and potentials of archaeology were not new, as 
this had been recognised from its early nineteenth-century beginnings, the 
study of these relationships was now driven by different concerns. In essence, 
the heritage was being recognised as simultaneously defenceless and open to 
abuse (e.g. Sørensen 1996) and also as a potentially empowering aspect of 
social life in terms of, for example, the formation of identity and creating a 
sense of rootedness.

By about 1990, the main themes of an emerging fi eld – as also represented 
by the work in this volume – were recognisable. As well as issues of institu-
tional and organisational structure (Cleere 1984), the values to be ascribed to 
components of the heritage, and how they became attached, were under 
increasing scrutiny, both from a theoretical and critical standpoint (Tainter 
and Lucas 1983; Leone and Potter 1992) and from the perspective of those 
more concerned with issues of practice (Darvill et al. 1987; Schaafsma 1989). 
Similarly, issues related more closely to public interpretation and outreach 
were taking a high prominence (Stone and MacKenzie 1990). At the same 
time, the distinctive trope of publication in the fi eld was emerging: the indi-
vidual case study. The discourse of ‘heritage’ is a highly nationalistic and 
particularistic one (‘my’ museum, ‘my’ site, etc.), which tends to limit the 
capacity for more comparative and generalising approaches. Accordingly, the 
case study of heritage in a particular context or of particular kinds of heritage 
which exist within particular contexts has become the norm. The One World 
Archaeology publications of the World Archaeological Congress – which have 
done much to promote this fi eld within archaeology – are replete with such 
case studies. Nonetheless, the fi rst ‘generation’ of heritage postgraduate 
students (Carman, Smith, Byrne) fi nished their PhDs during the early 1990s 
and introduced comparable analyses to the fi eld and explicit theorising. This 
was applied widely, including to the role of the law in creating value (Carman), 
to the question of moral versus legal ownership (Byrne) or to the control over 
heritage as a means of governing living populations (Smith). Their works 
surpassed the case-study approach, or rather case studies now became a means 
of exemplifying and learning rather than the goal. Heritage also began to 
appear as a regular topic at various international and national conferences, 
including WAC, the European Association of Archaeologists and the American 
Anthropological Association (AAA). Heritage Studies had arrived, although 
the relatively few places offering graduate training meant that the researchers 
were still pushing against a sense of marginalisation.
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Legitimising the study of heritage: going global

Rather than staying in the margin and retaining the sense of commentaries, 
the fi eld expanded and matured. As we approach the end of the fi rst decade of 
the twenty-fi rst century, research into aspects of heritage is on the rise, both in 
academia and beyond. The fi eld is suffi ciently young that many of those who 
played their part in the birth of the discipline remain active within it (Merriman 
2004; Ashworth et al. 2007), while those who immediately followed them 
have over the past two decades become established scholars in their own right 
(e.g. Carman 2002, 2005a; Smith 2004, 2006; Smith and Waterton 2009). 
Indicative of these changes is the increase in the number of PhDs undertaken 
in the fi eld (among our authors, for instance, Garden, Keitumetse, Kersel, 
McDavid and Soderland have all achieved their doctorates since 2000). The 
fi rst dedicated academic journals emerged during the 1990s: the International 
Journal of Cultural Property, which took a primarily legal approach, fi rst 
appeared in 1992; the International Journal of Heritage Studies, which took a 
broader view of its profi le, started in 1994; Conservation and Management of 
Archaeological Sites in 1995; Public Archaeology in 2000; Web Journal on Cultural 
Patrimony in 2006; and the US-based Heritage Management in 2008. Within 
archaeology in particular, journals of a more general kind – the European 
Journal of Archaeology in 1999 and World Archaeology in 2002 – have also dedi-
cated issues to heritage research. The twenty-fi rst century has also seen the fi rst 
general textbooks for students in the fi eld (Graham et al. 2000; Blockley and 
Hems 2001; Carman 2002; Howard 2003) and student readers (Smith 2007; 
Fairclough et al. 2008), consequent upon the emergence and rise of courses at 
both undergraduate and postgraduate level since the early 1990s. Such degree 
courses are now to be found across the globe within a range of disciplinary 
‘homes’, from archaeology, history and geography, to commercial and business 
studies, tourism and marketing.

The rise of heritage as an academic concern had, by the late 1990s, an effect 
on the institutions responsible for heritage practices. Whereas the earliest 
phases of Heritage Studies as a fi eld of enquiry saw institutional interest 
refl ected in concerns for training and recruitment, or alternatively as hostility 
to the entry of academic debate into the work of professionals, the later phases 
saw an increased interest in the professional sectors in ideas emerging from 
academic debate. Discussions of areas such as the value of heritage objects, 
and of the defi nition and ontology of such phenomena, were increasingly 
refl ected in changes to professional practice, such as in the case of historic 
landscapes (e.g. compare Darvill et al. 1993 with Fairclough 2008), and the 
potentials of heritage have increasingly become recognised in plans for 
sustainable development and tourism. Similarly, practitioners were found 
more willing to enter the academic arena – indeed to consider themselves as 
part of academia – and make contributions of their own (Clarke 2001; 
Schofi eld 2005; Little 2007).
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New concerns, partly responding to political challenges and partly to 
missing elements in existing heritage politics, were also formulated: concerns 
that involved collaborations with indigenous people or local residents as well 
as lawmakers and politicians. The question of ownership, which has been a 
more or less acknowledged tension within heritage management since its 
beginning, came to the foreground. The rights of indigenous people to decide 
over their past was intensely debated during this period, and various solutions 
formulated. The NAGPRA legislation, although a late response in terms of 
the ongoing discussion, and after less comprehensive legislations and prac-
tices were established in both Australia and New Zealand, is seminal in this 
development (see also Little, chapter 3), as it made far-ranging decisions about 
owners and ownership. The further repercussions of this legislation on prac-
tices and research and on regions outside the USA are still not clear, but it 
may diversify the role of the human body in humanities research in different 
parts of the world. Interestingly, and telling of the complex tensions that are 
contained within Heritage Studies, the contemporary arguments about the 
need to stop the illicit antiquities market and to develop the necessary legal 
means of doing so (Brodie et al. 2000; Renfrew 2000) were underwritten by 
the contrasting ideological position that heritage belongs to all rather than to 
someone. In line with such concerns, we also fi nd an explicit debate about 
ethics (Vitelli 1996; Scarre and Scarre 2006): what does it mean to take sides 
and to whom do we (as professionals) owe alliances and what are our responsi-
bilities? Work on representations and interpretation also moved on during 
these years. The concern with the messages produced via the different heritage 
media pushed attention towards how such meanings were constructed. There 
were substantial analyses of how meanings were created within various set-
tings – such as monumental landscapes (Holtorf 2000–7; Gustafsson and 
Karlsson 2004; Yalouri 2001), or museums (Crooke 2000), or even depictions 
(Moser 1998) – but also a concern with how meaning and knowledge can be 
shared and co-produced, e.g. the Kohla project (Evans et al. 2009), the Levi 
Jordan plantation (McDavid 1997) and the ‘Community Archaeology in 
Quseir’ project in Egypt (Moser 2003). Connected to this concern was the 
continuous attention towards the value heritage gains or is assigned. At a 
theoretical level Carman continued working on the ‘instruments’ and pro-
cesses through which such value ascription takes place, including the use of 
language (Carman 2005b), and the concept of value gradually shifted from 
being a taken-for-granted quality to being seen as part of socio-cultural proc-
esses. At a practical level there were also changes. An important challenge to 
the priority given to the value of authenticity came from the recognition that 
this taken-for-granted value was differently perceived in many Asian coun-
tries, Japan in particular (UNESCO 1994). This challenge gradually gave rise 
to changes in international conceptualisation of heritage value, leading in 
2003 to UNESCO’s declaration on intangible heritage (UNESCO 2003; 
Ahmad 2006).
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Twenty-fi rst century concerns: indigenous and other non-Western 
cultures, heritage of confl ict, climate change

From a taken-for-granted position at the end of the nineteenth century that 
heritage is about and belongs to the nation, we have reached a point where the 
concerns and awareness of what constitutes heritage, what roles it plays and 
what challenges it raises have exploded. We have offi cially as well as cogni-
tively moved from an object/monument-focused understanding of heritage to 
being able to recognise the many kinds of cultural products that are part of our 
construction of heritage and the roles it plays in our lives.

As we learn more and explore further aspects of the role of the past in the 
present we are discovering new connections and relationships. Heritage in its 
many forms is deeply entwined with other aspects of our lives whether at an 
individual or a group level. Recent research has added several strands to the 
investigation of heritage. Smith has mounted important arguments about the 
past of disenfranchised groups, in particular the working class (Smith 2006; 
Smith and Waterton 2009), and means and reasons for outreach programmes 
and community involvement are being further refi ned. We are also seeing new 
areas emerging which refl ect a concern with understanding the potentials and 
roles of heritage in terms of some of the pressing problems the world is encoun-
tering. There is thus an explicit interest in understanding the role of heritage 
in cultural tourism, in particular with regard to development policies for 
Africa. There is also an emerging awareness of the link between heritage and 
the environment, in particular climate change, both in terms of how heritage 
is affected by these changes (Stovel 1998) and in terms of how understanding 
of heritage may be tacked on to perceptions of a changing world (World 
Heritage Centre 2006). There is also a growing awareness of the potential role 
heritage can play in peace-building and processes of reconciliation (e.g. 
Ashworth and Graham 2005; Moore and Whelan 2007; Price 2007), and the 
role of the reconstruction of cultural heritage during and after violent confl ict 
is being investigated (Baillie 2009; Viejo Rose 2007). The importance of these 
links has increasingly been recognised by NGOs and by funding agencies, 
such as the EU, and the impact of reconstructions on people’s sense of 
belonging, their identity and ability to reconstitute meaningful lives is now 
being studied (Sørensen and Viejo Rose n.d.).

The need for methodologies

Having developed as an in-between subject and with its practitioners working 
in academic institutions, governments and ‘in the fi eld’, Heritage Studies, 
despite its long gestation and substantial and complex scope, has paid scant 
attention to methods. This does not mean that methods have not been used, 
but rather that methods borrowed from a range of disciplines have been 
imported and the forms and relevance assumed rather than critically assessed. 
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This is an expected characteristic of an emerging fi eld: specialised purposeful 
methods cannot exist prior to the formulation of specialised research aims. 
Critical awareness of methods fi rst emerged within various kinds of market 
research with regard to heritage, including attitudes among the public, but 
there has been a lack of methods aimed at exploring issues – for example, 
approaching such attitudes as worth study in their own right rather than 
seeing them entirely as indicators of something measurable. Investigations 
aimed at understanding qualities of heritage and how these affect its roles in 
its various contemporary settings have only recently started to emerge, and 
with these a new and needed degree of self-awareness is emerging. This will 
affect not only the sureness with which we conduct our analysis but also how 
we assess and disseminate our results.

Notes

1 Such discussions, which are by no means uncommon, seem to forget that whereas heritage 
exists as an important socio-cultural phenomenon almost everywhere, the  word used to 
describe it varies between languages (e.g. Danish: Kulturarv, German: Kulturdenkmal, 
French: Patrimoine; Spanish: Patrimonio; Swedish: Kulturminn). The meaning of the English 
word ‘Heritage’ cannot, therefore, necessarily be used to defi ne the fi eld.

2 Whereas the exact wording can differ, other institutions and conventions, such as the Faro 
Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society, tend to reproduce the 
same rhetoric and meaning constructed around ideas about inherited resources and legacies 
from the past which are held to be of timeless value.

3 This chapter will be biased towards the development in Europe and to a lesser degree in the 
US; this does not mean that heritage practices have not been exercised in other parts of the 
world, but it refl ects how until a few decades ago this was a fi eld dominated by a Eurocentric 
view of heritage. Analyses of different forms of early heritage perceptions and practices, 
rather than the situations encountered in the post-colonial era and in our increasingly 
globalised world, are still largely missing.

4 Treasure Trove is the ancient doctrine that objects of value – chiefl y of gold or silver – that 
have been hidden in the past and of which the ownership is now unknown, belong to the 
crown. Whereas in the medieval period it was effectively a tax on the dead, from the nine-
teenth century onwards it became a vehicle whereby ancient objects would fi nd their way 
into public collections and involved paying fi nders a reward equal to the value of the 
object. In 1996 Treasure Trove was replaced in England by the Treasure Act; versions of it 
persist elsewhere.
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PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE 
UNITED STATES IN THE EARLY 

TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

Barbara J. Little

In 1968, Salvage Archaeology was declining and CRM was on the horizon. 
Today CRM is declining and Public Archaeology is on the horizon. 

(Moore 2006: 33)

There is no such thing as ‘private archeology’.
(McGimsey 1972: 5)

This is an interesting time to be writing about ‘public archaeology’ in the 
United States. The meaning and scope of the term are in fl ux, driven by prac-
titioners and a wide variety of projects and rhetoric. As the quote by Lawrence 
Moore suggests, the archaeological landscape is changing. What exactly is on 
the horizon, however, remains to be seen. As Charles McGimsey strongly 
argued several decades ago, archaeologists who think they can work without 
responsibility to the public are fooling themselves.

In this chapter I discuss the historical development of public archaeology in 
the United States with the primary goal of pointing out some of the tech-
niques used by archaeologists, legislators, members of the public and others. 
Public archaeology has grown through a mixture of opportunism, strategising 
and planning; practitioners have both laid out careful plans of action and 
reacted to events on an ad hoc basis. My secondary goal is simply to explore the 
process of how public archaeology grew in order to understand the current 
system more clearly.

The techniques used to build and support public archaeology are not the 
fi eld or laboratory tools traditionally associated with archaeology, but they are 
every bit as essential to an archaeology that functions in the contemporary 
world. Of course, this observation applies not only to the United States, but to 
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public archaeology across the world, as readers of this entire volume will 
readily see.

I observe at least three main categories of public archaeology currently prac-
tised by professional archaeologists in the United States. These categories are: 
(1) cultural resource management (CRM) under public law; (2) outreach and 
education with the intention to prevent looting and vandalism of archaeo-
logical places; and (3) archaeology that aims to help communities or indi-
viduals in some way or to solve societal problems. I offer broad overviews of 
these categories. Professional archaeologists who work in museum settings 
may also be considered public archaeologists and it might be argued that those 
who teach in publicly funded institutions are public archaeologists because of 
the source of their salaries. However, these two categories have long traditions 
distinct from CRM, and I do not treat them here except insofar as the work of 
many of our museum and academic colleagues contributes to CRM, public 
interpretation, community archaeology and civic engagement.

Because these categories are not neatly bounded, they can overlap, and in 
some cases a single project may contribute to all three categories. I believe, 
however, that they approximate current reality. Research about public archae-
ology and its practice (e.g. Krupicz 2000) crosscuts these categories. Also 
crosscutting and indeed enabling the very existence of public archaeology in 
any form is public interest in the process and results of archaeology. Although 
these categories have developed somewhat differently, they are often related. 
Over the past several decades, one of the major factors in prompting profes-
sional outreach to combat looting within the United States, for example, is the 
increase of looting on public land. Such outreach, however, is not limited to 
supporting the preservation of sites on public land, but expanded to provide 
education for appreciating diversity in the past and present and thereby living 
more tolerantly in a multicultural society. In addition, many methods are 
shared between the categories.

There is another category of public archaeology that I do not treat in this 
chapter. That is archaeology done by non-professional archaeologists, both 
individuals and organisations with an intense interest who practise archae-
ology. Many avocational or amateur archaeological societies have a long history 
in the USA, and their formation often predates the establishment of the profes-
sionally oriented Society for American Archaeology (SAA) in 1934.

Cultural resource management

Publicly funded archaeology is deeply rooted in scholarly interest in the past 
and individuals’ efforts to create institutions and organisations. Efforts began 
at least as early as Thomas Jefferson’s mound excavations (Hantman and 
Dunham 1993) and the establishment in 1812 of the American Antiquarian 
Society (AAS) as an organisation to ‘encourage the collection and preservation 
of the Antiquities of our country, and of curious and valuable productions in 
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Art and Nature [that] have a tendency to enlarge the sphere of human 
knowledge’ (Chaison et al. 1992). 

Although the history of such efforts and public interest in archaeology is fasci-
nating, it requires more discussion than there is room for in this chapter. Instead 
I will skip ahead to the middle of the twentieth century and pick up the story 
with the heyday of salvage archaeology, before the decline to which the opening 
quote by Moore alludes. With reference to the AAS and other such societies, it is 
worth noting the long-standing usefulness of organisations to focus efforts and 
publish research results. Indeed the number of organisations and journals devoted 
to archaeology continues to increase. Techniques to support scholarly research, 
professional identity and the defi nition of the discipline include the establishment 
and ongoing administration of professional organisations and their meetings, 
journals, newsletters, other communication networks and organisational goals.

At the point where I pick up the story there are two major federal laws in 
place affecting archaeology: the Antiquities Act of 1906 and the Historic Sites 
Act of 1935. The American Anthropological Association and the SAA were 
already well-established professional organisations by this time. Salvage 
archaeology is a term that came about after World War II with the creation of 
the River Basin Archaeological Salvage Program in 1945. The National Park 
Service (NPS) in the US Department of the Interior and the Smithsonian Insti-
tution jointly administered the programme. This programme focused on 
salvaging the data from sites that were about to be destroyed through water-
control projects such as dams and reservoirs. The direct antecedents of these 
large-scale projects were the ‘make work’ projects of the Depression-era New 
Deal, which funded archaeology in order to put large crews to work during the 
1930s (e.g. Lyon 1996; McGimsey 1972: 102–11).

After World War II, in response to planning for a nationwide reservoir 
system which would fl ood major river valleys all across the country, archaeolo-
gists lobbied for salvaging the threatened archaeological sites. The adminis-
trative details changed between 1945 and 1960, but, for the most part, the 
NPS and the Smithsonian jointly administered the federal salvage programme 
until 1969 when the Smithsonian ended its direct involvement with the River 
Basin Survey Program (McGimsey 1972: 102–11).

Because the funding for salvage was insuffi cient, lobbying for a better system 
fi nally resulted in the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960. Although this Act 
enabled the Secretary of the Interior to pay for salvage, the funding was never 
suffi cient. Lobbying continued until the passage in 1974 of the Moss-Bennett 
Bill, which amended the Reservoir Salvage Act and expanded it to cover 
salvage for any federal project, not only water-control projects, and allowed an 
agency to budget and spend funds according to the scope of the project.

Archaeologists saw the Moss-Bennett Bill (now more commonly known as 
the Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act, or AHPA) as critically 
important with great potential for the ‘furtherance of American archaeology’ 
(Wilson 1976: 12).
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The techniques in these cases, of course, were legislative lobbying and 
persistence. In some cases within governmental agencies, archaeologists can 
work through their legislative affairs offi ces to draft needed laws. In addition, 
as citizens, archaeologists can review and comment on draft regulations or 
guidance that pertain to the fi eld by responding to notices that appear in the 
US Federal Register, which is the offi cial daily publication for rules and notices 
of federal agencies, as well as presidential documents. (The Federal Register is 
not to be confused with the National Register of Historic Places.)

Rex Wilson, the Department of the Interior’s Departmental Consulting 
Archaeologist at the time that AHPA was passed, wrote that ‘The Federal 
Government now has an unusually fi ne opportunity to make a solid impact on 
American archaeology. In Moss-Bennett we have the legislation we have long 
looked forward to. We fully intend to make the most of it’ (Wilson 1976: 14). 
In order to ‘make the most of it’, Wilson made extensive administrative 
changes in the NPS offi ces in Washington and across the country to more 
effectively administer the ‘federal archaeology program’. However, thirty years 
later, McGimsey (2004, 2006) expressed his frustration at the failure of AHPA 
to develop the kind of national programme envisioned by archaeologists at the 
time, lamenting the lack of uniform programme development and commitment 
by federal agencies, as well as the continued public unavailability of most 
public archaeology reports. He and others expected the NPS to take a strong 
leadership position to ensure appropriate actions by other agencies and to 
develop a nationwide contracting programme that would cover even non-
federal lands. As Departmental Consulting Archaeologist Francis McManamon 
(2006) explains, NPS approached archaeology by including it within its 
historic preservation programmes. Instead of developing a nationwide 
programme under its direct control (had that even been possible, given the 
reality of bureaucratic competition among agencies), NPS developed the 1983 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and 
Historic Preservation. The Secretary of the Interior expects agencies to develop 
and fund their own procedures while adhering to the Standards and Guide-
lines. Partly due to the NPS approach, the US federal archaeology programme 
is diffuse and spread among various departments and bureaus, each following 
the same laws and uniform regulations but doing so through their own policies 
and priorities.

AHPA expanded the Secretary of the Interior’s leadership role in federal 
archaeology. Beginning in 1976, authorised by this 1974 statute, the Secretary 
of the Interior, through the Departmental Consulting Archaeologist function 
of the National Park Service, began to report to Congress on the federal archae-
ology programme, an activity that raised the profi le of the programme. Most of 
the reports contain specifi c recommendations. Table 3.1 lists those recommen-
dations by year. In 1976 through 1978 most agencies were unfamiliar enough 
with their legal obligations that the report recommended that agencies needed 
to comply with laws and regulations and share information with each other. 
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Recommendations to coordinate with the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 disappeared from the report after 1982, although that call has resur-
faced more recently within several agencies.

Table 3.1 highlights the ongoing concerns of federal agency archaeologists, 
including adequate inventory, evaluation, preservation, protection and 
curation. In 1985 the report began to include recommendations for public 
outreach, particularly with the goal of combating looting, as seen in the next 

Table 3.1 Categorised recommendations to the United States Congress on the Federal 
Archeology Program 1976-97

Recommendations Year

Agencies need to comply with laws and regulations 1976; 1977–8

Should coordinate archaeological programme with  1976; 1977–8; 1980–2
planning and with National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) compliance

Use partnerships  1988–90; 1991–3; 
1994–5

Improve inventory on federal lands  1985–6; 1987; 1988–90; 
1991–3; 1994–5; 1996–7

Evaluate more sites for signifi cance under NRHP 1985–6; 1988–90; 
criteria 1991–3; 1994–5; 1996–7

Preservation in place  1975; 1976; 1987; 
1990–3

Protect sites, especially from looting and vandalism  1985–6; 1988–90; 
1991–3; 1994–5; 1996–7

Increase the amount of research on federal lands 1991–3

Proper curation of archaeological material  1976; 1985–6; 1987; 
1988–90; 1991–3; 
1994–5; 1996–7

Share information among agencies (and public)  1976; 1977–8; 1985–6; 
1987; 1988–90; 1991–3; 
1994–5

Use and share archaeological paleoenvironmental data 1987

Share information with public audiences  1985–6; 1987; 1988–90; 
1991–3; 1994–5; 1996–7

Treatment of human remains 1980–2

Recommendations appear in reports as follows: 
1975 (Wilson n.d.a); 1976 (Wilson n.d.b); 1977–8 (HCRS 1979); 1979 (Keel 1981); 1980–2 
(Aten 1983); 1983–4 (Carbone and Keel 1986); 1985–6 (Keel et al. 1989); 1987 (McManamon 
et al. 1993); 1988–90 (Knudson et al. 1995); 1991–3 (Haas 1997); 1994–5 (Haas 1998); 
1996–7 (Haas 1999).
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section. Along with other pressures, such recommendations resulted in the 
1988 amendments to the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) 
discussed below. The techniques of public archaeology in this sense of making 
sure good work is accomplished certainly include all the methods involved in 
doing professional-quality archaeology in any setting, such as site discovery 
and excavation. However, further techniques include many different skills 
pertinent to administration, bureaucratic expertise with budgets and resource 
allocation, and organisational structure. How programmes are organised 
matters both for new programmes and for continuing ones.

This 1974 Act continued the salvage archaeology mentality which aimed to 
excavate as much as possible. Further expansion of the government role in 
archaeology did not please everyone, for various reasons. Such laws were not 
always entirely welcome or seen as unmixed blessings. In 1976, for example, 
Ray Matheny and Dale Berge discussed their fears that all available profes-
sionals would be so busy complying with laws that such publicly mandated 
archaeology would destroy academic research and innovation. Although they 
complained of excessive governmental control and about the many changes 
that would be necessary, they state optimistically – and presciently – that ‘We 
are probably clever enough to turn contractual archaeology into a vigorous 
discipline, but it will require a reorientation of research design’ (Matheny and 
Berge 1976: 4).

University-based archaeology programmes, which were contracted for much 
of this salvage work, came to rely on such work for their research projects. 
That situation of federally funded research and the reliance on salvage funds 
for research raised issues of salvage being done when it was not strictly 
necessary. Some archaeologists began to call for conservation of the archaeo-
logical record, urging that excavation should occur when sites were really 
going to be lost (Lipe 1974). Such conservation concerns for archaeology were 
raised in concert with societal concerns for conserving natural resources and 
with the growing threat to archaeological sites by looters during the 1970s 
(Reaves 1976). The issue of preservation versus excavation remains important 
and was always important for Native Americans, whose desire to preserve 
ancestral places clashed with archaeological interests for generations. For 
example, Watkins (2000) traces the increase in Native American protests 
against archaeologists to the publication in 1969 of Vine Deloria’s Custer Died 
for Your Sins: An Indian Manifesto. Twenty years of protest, pressure and 
lobbying eventually led to the Native American Graves Protection and Repa-
triation Act (NAGPRA). Again, the techniques of legislative lobbying and 
persistence are important for many of the changes that have occurred within 
public archaeology.

Other pivotal discussions also occurred in 1974. With funding from the 
National Park Service, the SAA organised a series of six seminars under 
McGimsey’s direction to examine the changes underway and to discuss the 
future of archaeology. The Airlie House Report (McGimsey and Davis 1977) 
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summarises the results. The series of seminars included discussions about 
certifi cation and accreditation, reports, management, communication, law 
and American Indians, raising issues that continue to be of concern, such as 
ethics, costs, report publication, preservation, communication and cooper-
ation. Each of these topics requires skills and methods beyond the standard 
archaeological ‘toolkit’ of fi eld and laboratory methods.

That same year was an important year for public archaeology in another 
way. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals struck down the Antiquities Act of 
1906 as unconstitutionally vague. Following that ruling, legal challenges to 
the Act increased and it became clear that a new law was needed. The looting 
and selling of artefacts was increasing and therefore the pressure on public 
lands was also increasing. As Robert Collins points out, in 1906 a fi ne of $500 
may have been a deterrent but by the mid-1970s a single Mimbres bowl could 
fetch up to $20,000 (Collins 1980).

When it became clear the Antiquities Act of 1906 was insuffi cient for pros-
ecuting looting on public land, Congress passed ARPA in 1979. This law 
revised the earlier statute and established criminal and civil penalties for viola-
tions. It also established procedures for issuing permits for testing and exca-
vation, requiring various interagency programme reporting and coordination 
activities. The 1988 amendments to ARPA strengthened law enforcement 
and explicitly added agency responsibility for public education, again with 
the purpose of combating looting.

ARPA recognised tribal interests in archaeology (Downer 2003: 415). The 
regulations require that a federal land manager notify tribes of any permit that 
‘may result in harm to, or destruction of, any Indian tribal religious or cultural 
site on public lands’ (36 CFR 7.7(a)). In addition, the agency is to consult 
when requested and to incorporate agreed-upon stipulations into permits 
granted (36 CFR 7.7(a)(3)).

Effective techniques connected with this law include not only the lobbying 
efforts needed to enact it, but the ongoing need to educate attorneys and judges 
about the value of laws that protect heritage and encouragement to enforce 
and prosecute. In addition, archaeologists need to understand the law and gain 
the skills needed to assist crime-scene investigation in cooperation with law 
enforcement. Consultation skills are also required to work with Native 
American groups, not only for ARPA but under other important laws as well.

One of the most infl uential statutes – and the one that ultimately created 
the CRM industry that came to overshadow salvage archaeology – was the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). Interestingly, as Hester 
Davis observes, archaeologists were so involved in getting the 1974 legislation 
passed that they paid relatively little attention to NHPA (Davis 1996). The 
other major environmental law of the time was the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), passed in 1969. The Department of Transportation (DOT) 
Act of 1966 is also relevant for historic preservation and public archaeology. 
Because the conditions set out in Section 4(f) regulations refer to signifi cant 
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historic sites, departments of transportation use the NHPA process of deter-
mining whether archaeological sites are eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Within that process, signifi cance and 
integrity are the major elements in determining eligibility. 

Congress passed NHPA in response to concerns about the adverse impacts 
of federal development projects such as urban renewal and highway construction 
on archaeological sites and historic structures. It established national policy 
and programmes for preservation by requiring agencies to consider historic 
properties during development. NHPA created the NRHP, which added 
properties of local and state signifi cance to the list of places ‘worthy of preser-
vation’. Before NHPA, the list of such places included nationally signifi cant 
places such as National Historic Landmarks designated since 1935 under the 
Historic Sites Act. NHPA also created the Advisory Council on Historic Pres-
ervation and delegated a good deal of responsibility for preservation to the 
states, creating the State Historic Preservation Offi ces (SHPO). Not until 
amendments to the Act in 1992 were Native Americans given rights to adopt 
SHPO responsibilities on tribal land; the fi rst Tribal Historic Preservation 
Offi ces were established in 1996.

NHPA created a framework and a process, but when it was passed it affected 
only properties that were listed in the NRHP. In 1976, amendments extended 
the application of Section 106 process to include properties eligible for listing 
in the NRHP – rather than limiting consideration to properties already listed, 
as the initial law did. In 1980 amendments added Section 110, which directed 
federal agencies to assume more responsibility and stewardship for historic 
properties under their control. The same amendments established Certifi ed 
Local Governments (CLG) to recognise both local government interest in pres-
ervation and Indian tribes’ interest as well, opening the door for grants 
(Watkins 2000: 39) (see Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (2000) for 
details about amendments to this 1966 preservation law.)

Another legal impetus for public archaeology was the Indian Land Claims 
Commission, established in 1948, which required tribes to document the 
maximum extent of their tribal territory before it was taken away. Alan 
Downer summarises, ‘In many cases, tribal archaeological programs, tribal 
oral history programs, and tribal museums developed from these early efforts’ 
(Downer 2003: 414).

Due to both the amended NHPA and AHPA, the amount of work done as 
cultural resource management expanded exponentially, particularly after 
1976. A rough idea of the difference between the pace of work before and after 
that year is demonstrated by a comparison of CRM reports submitted annually. 
For example, the Southwestern Region of the US Forest Service (Green 1977) 
issued a bibliography of approximately 900 cultural resource reports submitted 
to the regional offi ce dated any time since the passage of the Antiquities Act in 
1906 until January 1977. The bibliography for 1977 (Davis 1978) lists over 
600 for that year alone, and the numbers continued to grow.
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The change in volume has, of course, created its own challenges, not the 
least of which is the curation of artefacts and records and the distribution of 
reports. Indeed, American archaeologists are virtually drowning in success.  
We have a collections crisis in underfunded repositories that are running out 
of storage space (e.g. Childs 2004), an information-management crisis, 
including the burgeoning grey literature of unpublished reports, and incom-
patible digital databases, when data are available electronically at all.

An important goal for public archaeology is to make results – including 
collections, associated records, databases and reports – accessible and useful. In 
1990, Regulations for the Curation of Federally-owned and Administered 
Archeological Collections were published in fi nal form (36 CFR 79). These 
regulations establish defi nitions, standards and procedures that federal agencies 
must observe to manage and preserve archaeological collections and associated 
records from federal projects, although many agencies continue to struggle to 
comply with the high standards set by these regulations. Techniques for public 
archaeology must be developed and widely used to manage collections of arte-
facts and associated records so that the results of archaeological investigation 
are available for further use.

The year 1990 was important to CRM for further legal reasons as well. The 
National Park Service issued guidelines to assist states and federal agencies to 
comply with the Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987. One of the most 
important provisions of the Act was to remove shipwrecks from the Federal 
Admiralty Court, which tended to treat shipwrecks as commodities lost at sea 
in need of salvage. The Act allows states to claim and manage shipwrecks for 
multiple uses, including preservation, public access and recreation (Aubry 
1997). Techniques for archaeologists include recognising the legitimacy of 
multiple uses and sharing access to sites.

The most infl uential recent law is NAGPRA. Congress passed this law in 
1990 to provide for the repatriation of Native American, Native Hawaiian and 
Native Alaskan human remains and objects of cultural patrimony from federal 
lands, which are held by federal agencies or museums that receive federal 
funds. Archaeology in the USA changed deeply after the passage of NAGPRA 
(e.g. Dongoske et al. 2000; Swidler et al. 1997; Watkins 2000). The tech-
niques needed here included consultation, which was not new to the legal 
process but became unavoidable under NAGPRA. Archaeologists are 
continuing to fi gure out ways to effectively work with descendant and local 
communities (e.g. Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Little and 
Shackel 2007).

Public outreach and education combating looting and vandalism

After more than twenty years of effort by its proponents, the Antiquities Act 
of 1906 was passed into law to combat the looting of sites on federal land, 
asserting a public interest in antiquities and the knowledge to be gained from 
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them. Section 3 specifi es that archaeological collections from public lands 
have ‘permanent preservation in public museums’. Looting and vandalism 
continued to threaten and destroy sites throughout the twentieth century. 
However, the auction of the Green Collection of American Indian Art in New 
York in 1971 and the record prices objects brought created renewed public 
interest in North American artefacts. In bringing to public attention the 
connection between the art market and site destruction, Karl Meyer remarked 
that as a result ‘looting, which was already epidemic, spread with fresh 
intensity’ (Meyer 1973 :8).

During the 1970s, as looting was increasing, land managers in the south-
western United States focused on both law enforcement of the Antiquities Act 
and education in an ongoing attempt to deter looting. Several archaeologists 
(e.g. McGimsey 1972) issued a strong call for public education as a method of 
preserving archaeological heritage.

As mentioned earlier, rampant looting and vandalism of sites in the south-
western United States and the unsuccessful use of the Antiquities Act to pros-
ecute looters led to the passage of ARPA in 1979. Although it did provide the 
legal basis for prosecution, the law alone, of course, could not solve the 
problem and federal archaeologists formed an interagency working group to 
study how to combat looting. In the mid-1980s, federal agencies established 
the Public Awareness Working Group (PAWG) to share information and 
improve the public’s knowledge and appreciation of archaeology. The 
thinking behind public awareness was that an informed person would be less 
likely to damage or destroy archaeological remains because he or she would 
understand their importance.

Increasing calls for public outreach came in concert with legislation. Hester 
Davis (1976) remarks on the rapid increase in state laws related to CRM in the 
fi rst half of the 1970s, calling on archaeologists to fulfi l their responsibility 
not only to protect sites in terms of those laws but also to write reports in such 
a way that people could actually read them. Because state legislators respond 
to public interest and pressure, Davis calls on archaeologists to respond to the 
public’s actions in calling for state laws to protect archaeological resources:

We are archaeologists; they are legislators, or district engineers, or 
TV script writers, or landscape architects. The destiny of the coun-
try’s archaeological resources is in their hands – how can we pretend 
to ‘manage’ the resources, if we neither speak their language nor 
translate our ideas into their idiom? They have their own job to do; 
our responsibility, as I see it, is to channel this massive public reaction 
by means of increased communication. 

(Davis 1976: 54)

From the viewpoint of the federal archaeology programme, Francis McManamon 
summarises the twin goals aimed at combating looting:



 

PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY IN THE UNITED STATES

39

More general awareness through public education is needed to 
persuade Americans that looting diminishes our common heritage 
and the legacy that they leave to their children and grandchildren. 
More public programs are needed to provide Americans who want to 
‘do’ archaeology with legitimate opportunities to participate in 
professionally supervised fi eld, laboratory, and curatorial work. Each 
of these areas is part of the long term solution to reducing the looting 
problem. Federal agency archaeology programs will continue to 
spearhead many of these efforts.

(McManamon 1991: 267)

A number of conferences during the 1980s and 1990s helped set the profes-
sion’s agenda for public outreach and education to be focused on anti-looting 
efforts. Peter Wells and others in Minnesota organised a series of three confer-
ences. These were ‘Presenting the Past to the Public’ in 1987, ‘Presenting the 
Past: Media, Marketing, and the Public’ in 1988 and ‘Presenting the Past to 
the Public: History and Archaeology in Schools and Museums’ in 1989. Along 
with the latter conference was a public programme entitled ‘Confronting 
Columbus: Contact and Cultural Diversity in America’. Congressman Bruce 
Vento, Chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, 
was the fi rst speaker for that public programme, demonstrating a politician’s 
response to popular public interest. The Congressman’s participation high-
lights the technique of advocating with legislative representatives and elected 
offi cials and giving them opportunities to demonstrate their commitment in 
publicly visible ways.

In his description of the conference series, Wells’s acknowledgements make 
it clear that there was active cooperation among individuals in the academy, 
state government and the federal government (Wells 1991). These efforts 
crosscut the profession and continue to do so. They are most successful when 
participants create broad coalitions and partnerships.

In addition, the SAA organised two conferences around the theme of site 
preservation. ‘Saving the Past for the Future’ and ‘Saving the Past for the 
Future, II’ were held in 1989 and 1994. After the fi rst, the SAA’s Public 
Education Committee (PEC) was established and has remained a standing and 
active committee. Interestingly, there was a short-lived public education 
committee of the SAA in the early 1980s that failed to get enough support 
from the Society to keep it going (Roberts 1995). Clearly the professional 
organisation recognised the need for public education activities by the end of 
the decade.

The success of these conferences demonstrates the value of the technique: 
organise meetings where individuals can think together about a problem or 
situation, create a plan with goals and methods for achieving those goals, and 
call on others to join them in working towards an envisioned future. Following 
through to accomplish the planned goals is, of course, essential.
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These public outreach efforts were not simply concerned with campaigns to 
inform people of the legal consequences of looting on public land, although 
that component was important. The goals were far more expansive and overlap 
into a sense of public archaeology as a social force for teaching about multicul-
turalism and appreciation for other people’s histories. Indeed, such education 
programmes can be good examples of explicit public benefi ts of archaeology 
(e.g. Moe 2002; Smardz and Smith 2000). Providing relevant and useful infor-
mation to educators, often as lesson plans or curriculum guides and support 
materials, is an important technique for public outreach.

The overall goal here is clear: communicate archaeological work in ways 
that the public fi nds understandable and compelling. The techniques range 
from public service advertising to exhibits to on-site tours to lesson plans for 
the classroom. Work with volunteers and avocational archaeologists. For places 
where there is heritage tourism, provide meaningful interpretation to different 
publics, and both on-site and off-site visitors via electronic and traditional 
media. Participate in interpretive planning, including design and content for 
exhibits, writing effective museum labels, outdoor panels and signage, 
preparing and giving talks, and other services. Work with concessionaires or 
non-profi t partners who run bookshops and gift shops or provide tours and 
other services to visitors. Create a media plan and work with the media to get 
adequate and accurate coverage through television, radio and print.

Public archaeology in service to communities and society

Generations of archaeologists have felt strongly the need for the work to be 
useful, not only to justify continued funding, but also to act as responsible 
scholars. Richard Ford’s 1973 article ‘Archaeology Serving Humanity’, 
published in one of the volumes that helped to defi ne the ‘new archaeology’, 
makes it clear that the quest for relevance is not a recent invention. It was not 
only academics who were convinced that archaeology matters. For example, 
citizens of Alexandria, Virginia, ‘have been engaged in the preservation, 
study and public interpretation of archaeological sites since 1961’ (Cressey 
1987: 1). In 1975, the city established the fi rst municipal Archaeological 
Commission in the country, hiring a city archaeologist soon thereafter. In 
this latter case, the techniques and skills from an archaeologist’s point of 
view are to work within city government at the direction of a public 
commission. Balancing the needs and interests of volunteers, history enthu-
siasts, developers, historic preservationists and one’s own research interests is 
a skill that is becoming increasingly important as more archaeologists 
immerse themselves in community-based work.

As CRM practitioners struggled to defi ne their new fi eld, some archaeolo-
gists sought relevance by proposing nationally signifi cant research topics and 
suggesting that public funding be selectively allocated according to topics of 
wide public benefi t. For New Mexico’s public lands under the control of the 
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Forest Service, for example, Tom King and Fred Plog propose three topics: the 
rise and fall of civilisation, environmental change and abandonment/depopu-
lation (King and Plog 1983). They summarise their reasoning for believing 
that these questions will have demonstrable public payoff: ‘The fi rst does 
because its study can enable us to better understand our own society and its 
future. The second enables us to predict future environmental conditions in 
the area. The third should elucidate a past event – the depopulation of the area 
in the 12th through 14th centuries – that could recur in the future’ (King and 
Plog 1983: 5).

The idea of setting national research goals retains some appeal. William 
Lees and Julia King, for example, call for ‘priorities for our national historic 
preservation program and … guidelines for all publicly funded archaeology’ 
(Lees and King 2007: 59). In light of such calls, however, I am cautious that a 
democratic system requires independence and that central authority – espe-
cially governmental authority – about ideas and signifi cance or worthiness is 
not something that I would recommend for the independent future of archae-
ology (Little 2007a).

The argument for relevance does not require a national research agenda; it 
does, however, require explicit effort by archaeologists. Direct applicability to 
environmental issues again has become an important point of focus in the 
discipline. Charles Redman and his colleagues explain:

Investigating possible human impacts on ancient environments offers 
an almost unique opportunity to link insights derived from the past to 
pressing contemporary issues. Answers to questions on resource 
extraction, ground cover change, habitat integrity, and soil fertility that 
interest scholars in a wide range of sister disciplines lie in exactly the 
kind of data that archaeologists collect and are good at interpreting. 

(Redman et al. 2004: 1–2)

For further discussion of contributions of archaeology to ecological conser-
vation see also Minnis (1999); Minnis et al. (2006); Redman (1999); Sabloff 
(2006, 2008); and contributors to McGovern (2007). One technique for 
making archaeological practice relevant to the wider society is to explicitly 
link methods and results with current issues. The public benefi ts of archae-
ology can extend to many different constituencies, from ecologists and envi-
ronmental activists, as the previous examples suggest, to historians, teachers 
and many kinds of communities (Little 2002).

While acknowledging that community-based and community-controlled 
projects have been conducted over the course of decades, Yvonne Marshall 
could say in her introduction to a recent issue of World Archaeology that 
community archaeology was a relatively new development (Marshall 2002). 
Marshall is referring to public archaeology in which there is community 
involvement in all parts of a project as a phenomenon that has reached a critical 
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mass. Indeed, there are community archaeology projects all over the world and 
an increasing number specifi cally identifying community building and social 
capital. In addition to the contributors in Marshall’s volume, see, for example, 
the following, including the individual contributions to edited volumes: 
Anyon and Ferguson (1995); Baram et al. (2001); Colwell-Chanthaphonh and 
Ferguson (2006, 2008); Derry and Malloy (2003); Dongoske et al. (2000); 
Hantman (2005); Hodder (2000); Klesert and Downer (1990); LaRoche 
(2005); LaRoche and Blakey (1997); McDavid (1997); Mortensen (2005); 
Muckle (2002); Nassaney (2004); Nicholas and Andrews (1997); Shackel 
(2005); Shackel and Chambers (2004); Stottman (forthcoming); Swidler et al. 
(1997); Uunila (2005); and Williams and Pope (n.d.). 

Every community project needs to employ a range of techniques in addition 
to the archaeological work itself. An example of one such project designed with 
both research and public outreach goals is that undertaken in Annapolis, the 
state capital of Maryland since 1695. In the early 1980s, at the invitation of and 
with the assistance of the local preservation organisation, Mark Leone initiated 
‘Archaeology in Annapolis’, a research programme with an essential and inte-
grated public programme designed to be immediately relevant to site visitors.

Leone describes the on-site public interpretation in an article for Museum 
News (Leone 1983). In 1987, Leone, Parker Potter and Paul Shackel discuss the 
full extent of the programme in Current Anthropology. They describe the way in 
which critical theory shaped the project and its desired outcomes:

We do suggest that a critical archaeology may produce more reliable 
knowledge of the past by exploring the social and political contexts of 
its production . . . From its inception, this project . . . aimed at demys-
tifying archaeology, teaching about how a past is constructed, and 
discovering how the past was used locally so as to understand local 
ideology and identify the aspects of it that need illuminating.

(Leone et al. 1987: 285)

In this project the relevance of archaeology and its value to community is 
contained not only in the process and the results of excavation and analysis, 
but also in the ways in which historical knowledge in the broadest sense is 
formed and conveyed. The technique in this case is to design public 
programmes, including tours and exhibits, with clear messages and a coherent 
theoretical basis.

The public programme of the Archaeology in Annapolis project has 
continued for much of the life of that project. As one of the archaeologists who 
both directed excavations and gave public tours, I can say that the engagement 
with visitors over ideas in a local context was both enlightening and inspiring 
(as well as, admittedly, occasionally disappointing and frustrating). Both Paul 
Shackel and I have maintained an interest in this thread of public archaeology 
in our work (e.g. Shackel and Chambers 2004; Shackel 2003; Little 2002; 
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Little 2007b). This ongoing interest is most explicitly expressed in our edited 
volume Archaeology as a Tool of Civic Engagement (Little and Shackel 2007), in 
which restorative justice is one of the themes. The goal of the book is to: 

Encourage archaeologists to think about effective ways to participate 
in the civic renewal movement. The goals of this somewhat loosely 
defi ned, yet quite real, movement include community building, the 
creation of social capital, and active citizen engagement in community 
and civic life. Although archaeology per se is not usually seen as an 
explicit part of this movement, there is a role for the discipline to 
play, particularly as archaeological projects increasingly involve the 
communities in which they occur and the descendants of the peoples 
whose lives are the subject of study.

(Little 2007c: 1)

It is worth reiterating the technique of connecting archaeology to contem-
porary issues; in addition, an engaged archaeology involves looking beyond 
the discipline itself for ways in which archaeology can contribute to society. 
Further techniques include communication skills such as those required for 
directed dialogue, facilitation and negotiation.

Such engaged work fi ts into the tradition of community archaeology and 
the aspiration of relevance. As archaeologists recognise different responsibil-
ities to communities, the communities change as well. Although some profes-
sional archaeologists have long recognised legitimate interests of Native 
Americans and worked with tribes, such widespread recognition was forced by 
the passage of NAGPRA in 1990 (see especially Swidler et al. 1997; Watkins 
2000). Civil Rights movements in the 1950s and 1960s included the American 
Indian Movement (AIM) and the genesis of Native critiques of archaeology 
eventually leading to NAGPRA. However, Native Americans have been 
asserting their interest in ancestral lands and burials for centuries and in 
protection of the archaeologically defi ned past at least since the beginnings of 
professional archaeology. For example, the fi rst president of the SAA reported 
on a 1937 resolution by a group of Seneca Chiefs requesting laws to protect 
archaeological sites. Arthur C. Parker, who was also a Seneca, quotes Henry 
Sutton, President of the Neighborhood Indian Society of Rochester:

We, the members of the Indian Neighborhood Society of Rochester, 
together with our associated friends from the various Indian reserva-
tions of New York and Ontario, look with disapproval upon the 
unskilled and unscientifi c excavations conducted by commercial relic 
hunters in the village sites and burial places of the ancient peoples of 
the fi rst American race. Many of these excavations are on parity with 
grave robbing for the value of the trinkets recovered thereby. We 
protest that this work has no justifi cation, that it is robbing America 
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of the only remaining source of her pre-history and is an uncivilised 
affront to the memory of our forefathers.

(Parker 1938: 267–8)

Public archaeology involving both Native perspectives and those of profes-
sional archaeologists (and, of course, public archaeology done by professional 
tribal archaeologists) involves different purposes and methods than that which 
is done without Native input. Contributors to the thematic issue of the 
American Indian Quarterly on ‘decolonizing archaeology’ (Fall 2006) discuss 
what it means to practise archaeology from a Native point of view, as does Joe 
Watkins (2000) in his book Indigenous Archaeology: American Indian Values and 
Scientifi c Practice. Watkins (2005) proposes that by involving indigenous people 
in the design and practice of projects, archaeology can add understanding 
humanity to its purpose. Adding oral tradition and multivocality is an 
important conceptual and methodological change to standard archaeological 
practice that is essential to creating an archaeology that takes its descendant 
‘public’ into full account (e.g. Colwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2006).

Public archaeologists working with indigenous groups need to learn tech-
niques of consultation, negotiation and dialogue as well as oral history (e.g. 
Whiteley 2002). Community-based archaeology with any group benefi ts from 
the same techniques. In this volume (chapter 12), Carol McDavid discusses the 
methods and purpose of her work within communities in Texas. McDavid and 
an increasing number of archaeologists are confronting racism explicitly in 
their work. One highly publicised and important project has raised the 
consciousness of historical archaeologists in ways similar to the impact of 
NAGPRA (Colwell-Chanthaphonh 2007). The African Burial Ground project 
in New York City provides a dramatic case study for civic engagement.

In the early 1990s the US General Services Administration (GSA) contracted 
for routine investigations to comply with the National Historic Preservation 
Act in advance of a new federal building at Foley Square in lower Manhattan. 
Historical maps indicated the location of an eighteenth-century ‘Negroes 
Burying Ground’, but consultants working in advance of the construction 
assumed that any cemetery would have been long since destroyed by subse-
quent construction. Excavations, beginning in the summer of 1991 and 
continuing through July 1992, eventually disinterred more than 400 burials. 
GSA did not anticipate the storm of public controversy that would be unleashed 
and continue for over a decade.

As Cheryl LaRoche and Michael Blakey describe, ‘The dynamics of the rela-
tionship and the shape of the project have been determined to a large extent by 
the relentless determination of the African-American descendent community 
to exercise control over the handling and disposition of the physical remains 
and artifacts of their ancestors’ (LaRoche and Blakey 1997: 84). Concerned 
citizens, including journalists, religious leaders, artists, architects, lawyers 
and many others, came together. The ‘constant barrage of petitions, angry 
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rhetoric and community dissension, congressional hearings, professional 
meetings, lobbying, and political action’ changed the project completely and 
forced the continuing public engagement aspects of the project, from research 
design, through re-interment, through memorialisation and ongoing public 
outreach (LaRoche and Blakey 1997: 86). There are several techniques for 
public archaeology suggested by these cases. One is to study the history of a 
contemporary issue like racism and participate in dialogues within a 
community about it. Others include the facilitation and public involvement 
techniques used by governments and the advocacy and activism techniques 
used by citizens.

Concluding remarks

I began this chapter by citing Lawrence Moore’s prediction about the demise 
of CRM and the rise of public archaeology. Moore analyses CRM as a business 
in terms of predictable industry cycles of growth and decline as well as the 
retirement of the baby boomer generation. He also ties the ultimate dimin-
ishment of the fi eld to the shift in value from research (promoted until the 
mid-1970s) to preservation, which gained ascendancy with the NHPA. He 
rightly observes that ‘A new ethic is emerging that involves Public Archae-
ology and multivocal interpretive discourse’ and suggests that ‘The best way 
to take advantage of these changes is to place young people in new jobs in 
Public Archaeology’ by which he at least means ‘more interpretive projects 
engaging the public’ (Moore 2006: 32, 33).

The new ethic to which Moore alludes is perhaps not that new, but it is 
gaining in infl uence. At least part of the source in the USA has been the effects 
of NAGPRA and the amendments to NHPA that greatly expanded the tribal 
role in the formal preservation process. The meaning of archaeology within 
government – and the reason that government is concerned about archaeology 
– has to do with a sense of self and sovereignty. For tribes, as Welch and his 
colleagues explain, this is a critical relationship in which archaeology plays a 
central function (Welch et al. 2006). 

Throughout the profession, the sense is emerging of the need for a different 
and broader educational curriculum for archaeologists for changing types of 
work (e.g. Bender and Smith 2000). Working effectively in public archae-
ology requires not only knowledge of legal and regulatory structure but also 
a broad view of how archaeology fi ts into the public realm. Archaeologists 
must judge and balance the public benefi ts of archaeology against other 
needs and explain the relevance of archaeological work. Techniques common 
to all types of public archaeology include effective planning and telling 
compelling stories about our research questions and results, including our 
results in terms of community building. Our audiences include other archae-
ologists as well as historians, anthropologists, the media and a broad range of 
interested publics.
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By the late 1980s private companies were conducting the majority of the 
archaeology done in the United States and archaeologists had to scramble to learn 
how to run for-profi t businesses that also produced professional results (Roberts 
et al. 2004: 2). Currently, CRM is a well-established business with a continuing 
need to defi ne its relationship with the academy and profession. Roberts et al. 
identify ‘One of the most important questions for the new millennium is who 
will teach tomorrow’s contract archaeologists?’ (Roberts et al. 2004: 12).

However, contract archaeology is only part of CRM. The other part is 
governmental and the question stands as well, who will teach the skills needed 
for the broad fi eld of CRM? Archaeologists work in a wide variety of agencies 
and programmes in federal, tribal, state and local government. Getting archae-
ology done within a government setting presents challenges connected with 
overseeing the process, permitting and a variety of regulatory requirements. 
Particularly on public lands, balancing the mission and priorities of an agency 
or jurisdiction against the needs of archaeology is challenging. In many 
government settings, there often is only one archaeologist who must speak for 
the resources in daily balancing acts to meet the demands of widely divergent 
constituents and authorities. At the core of government archaeology at any 
level is the decision-making that balances policy, preservation and mission. 
This work results in actions that affect archaeological resources in immediate 
and often irreversible ways.

I selectively have explored the development and context for each of three 
categories of professional public archaeology in the United States to provide a 
sense of how they all fi t reasonably under the same rubric, relating to each 
other in both mutually supportive and sometimes contradictory ways. Federal 
agencies, tribes, state and local governments, professional organisations, indi-
vidual archaeologists and members of the public have all played roles and often 
have worked together to change the ways in which public archaeology has 
developed. The single certain attribute of the future appears to be change.

To recall Matheny and Berge’s statement quoted earlier, archaeologists are 
probably ‘clever enough’ to turn contractual archaeology into a public archae-
ology that is engaging and relevant to descendant communities, other social 
scientists and humanities scholars, and the broader public, but it will require 
a reorientation of intent.
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THE HISTORY OF HERITAGE

A method in analysing legislative historiography

Hilary A. Soderland

Introduction

Heritage by its very nature values the past and is concerned with the manner 
through which the past is constructed in the present. By capturing the essence 
of past occurrences, the historical dimension of heritage not only documents 
past production of knowledge but also provides an enduring context within 
which its changing meanings can be traced. Written records and textual docu-
ments attest to how knowledge was created and chronicled, embodying and 
assimilating the particular values of the time when the history was recorded. 
Thus, text as an historical resource sheds light on how and why a certain history 
was created at a given time as well as how it was incorporated into the historical 
canon. It is in this way that the history of heritage illuminates the interplay 
among knowledge, text and value.

This chapter discusses the use of archival material in heritage research.1 
Archival documents constitute a primary historical source – a direct record of 
the past – and bear witness to past manifestations of knowledge. Therefore, an 
analysis of textual collections contained in archival repositories enables the 
creation of an historiographical heritage. The emphasis here is legislative archival 
material and the methods employed in the construction of a legislative history: a 
history of heritage. The specifi c archives drawn upon are those of the United States 
government that record the procedures through which federal legislation is 
enacted, and serve as the textual record for the history of law. These archives are 
the historical resource from which the history of legislation can be constructed. 
The legislative history of a law provides a snapshot of the particular time when 
society’s values – whether social, political, economic, ethical, inter alia or a 
combination – were such that law was enacted to encapsulate them.

The methodological principle that underpins the use of archival material in 
the construction of a legislative history is in this instance applied to the United 



 

HILARY A. SODERLAND

56

States.2 Its precepts, however, are not limited to any individual nation. 
National variation in the lawmaking process obviously results in deviations 
and differences as to how laws are made and consequently as to how the textual 
record that details the history of law is produced. Variance means that it is not 
possible simply to apply this method through direct replication but instead to 
adapt its underlying tenets accordingly when transferred among legal frame-
works. Thus, such inherent distinctions in systems of law do not preclude 
extending the legal-historical methodological approach to understanding and 
synthesising the archive as a written record for the history of law in diverse 
national and governmental contexts. Despite the fact that legislatures and 
legislative systems across the globe are individualised, most legal systems 
record the lawmaking process through the production of written materials. As 
a result, the critical examination of those legislative archives can illuminate 
the historical dimension of heritage.

The chapter begins with a summation (for contextual purposes) of the 
United States legislative procedure in the making of federal laws. This is 
followed by an explanation of the source, purpose and scope of the archival 
materials that constitute the building blocks of the legislative history in the 
United States. The framework within which these archives are situated is then 
set forth to explicate the methods devised and employed to interpret the 
assembly, compilation and assessment of the archive as historical text within 
the domain of heritage. These two sections provide the information essential 
to understanding how the concept of heritage is refl ected in the legislative 
histories of law. The fi nal section illustrates the manner through which the 
concept of heritage is refl ected in the legislative history of the 1906 Antiq-
uities Act. As the fi rst United States federal law enacted specifi cally to address 
antiquities as its central concern, it set a precedent – serving as the ideological 
and procedural base – for all subsequent archaeological legislation. The fi nal 
section delves further into the signifi cance of positing the legislative archive as 
archaeological artefact. In considering the ‘archive as artefact’ it presents 
concluding remarks on the new and dynamic lines of enquiry this methodo-
logical approach yields for the fi eld of Heritage Studies.

The United States legislative procedure in the making of federal laws

Inherent in this methodology is an understanding of how laws are made and 
the intricacies of the legislative process in the system of government under 
consideration. Since the mechanisms germane to the enactment of law in this 
case are governed by the extremely complex and multifaceted apparatus of the 
United States federal legislative system, this section considers only the proce-
dures applicable to the making of a legislative history.3 It is detailed but 
essential. It sets forth the particular legislative system, demonstrating how it 
is both formulated and archived. Then it provides a means through which that 
legislative archive can be broken down into manageable units for analysis. The 
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templates developed as tools to implement this legal-historical methodological 
approach are devised in a manner best to denote and evaluate a specifi c 
lawmaking process. As a result, these templates are tailored to the United 
States framework and as such are not directly applicable to another nation or 
government. Nonetheless, as indicated previously, the tenets underlying this 
method embrace variance, facilitate the capacity to transcend national borders 
and accommodate diverse legislative processes that are documented through 
the production of a written record.

In the United States, the Constitution is the supreme law of the land and 
has endured as the cornerstone of the legal system since its adoption in 1789.4 
As specifi ed by the Constitution, the powers vested in the governing system 
are balanced among the three branches of federal government: the legislative 
(administered by Congress), the executive (under the direction of the Pres-
ident) and the judicial (the court system, headed by the Supreme Court of the 
United States).5 Congress is composed of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate and any given Congress lasts for two years, divided into two sessions. 
The primary function of Congress is the making of laws. In order for a bill to 
become law, it must be passed by both houses of Congress in identical form and 
(1) approved by the President; or (2) if the President fails to return it with 
objections to the body in which it originated within ten days while Congress 
is in session, it automatically becomes law; or (3) if the President vetoes the 
bill, Congress can override the presidential veto with a two-thirds majority 
vote in each house. This process is visually represented in the fl owchart shown 
in Table 4.1. Since there is no single prescribed course for how federal laws are 
made, or the complicated processes bills undergo to become law, to determine 
the course of a piece of legislation – its ‘legislative history’ or development 
from origination to termination or codifi cation – the proceedings and other 
material pertinent to any bill must fi rst be collected and analysed.

The construction of a legislative history

A legislative history is constructed through a critical examination of both 
published and unpublished archival documents. As indicated in the previous 
section, in the United States context the manner through which a bill becomes 
law is not predetermined but is formulated upon how a bill is negotiated 
through the procedures of the federal legislature. Consequently bills follow 
very different courses and become laws in very different ways. The archived 
records and material pertinent to any bill similarly take varied forms, and 
must fi rst be assembled in order to discover the course of a given piece of legis-
lation. Tracing a bill’s development from origination to either codifi cation or 
termination includes documenting when and by whom it was introduced, 
whether it was considered by Congressional Committees, and if any associated 
reports, hearings, unpublished material and/or proposed amendments were 
produced. This identifi es what decisions affecting the legislation were made at 
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which stages in the legislative process and enables the creation of the ‘history’ 
of a bill and, in turn, the ‘history’ of a law. Such a method encompasses the 
context within which a bill becomes law. It also takes into consideration the 
values and attitudes of the time and how these affected the making of any 
piece of legislation. The archival resources applicable to the construction of a 
legislative history are enumerated in Table 4.2.

Table  4.1 The Legislative Process Flowchart: how a bill becomes a law

Legislation may begin in either Congressional chamber.
Similar proposals are often introduced in both chambers.

 Measure introduced Measure introduced
 in the House in the Senate

 � �
 Measure referred to Committee, which Measure referred to Committee, which
 can generate Reports and Hearings can generate Reports and Hearings
 Measure reintroduced to the House Measure reintroduced to the Senate

 � �
 House debates and Senate debates and
 can amend Measure can amend Measure

 � �
 House passes Measure Senate passes Measure

�
Measures must pass both the House and the Senate

in identical form before being presented to the President.

 One chamber  Each chamber appoints  House and Senate
 agrees to the other OR Members to a Conference OR exchange amendments
 chamber’s version  Committee, which reconciles  to Measure and reach
   differences and agrees to   agreement
   a Conference Report

   �   �
 House approves Conference Report Senate approves Conference Report

�
Legislation presented to the President.

 President signs Measure  If President does not  President vetoes Measure
 Measure becomes law OR sign Measure into law OR Measure does not
   within ten days when  become law, unless both
   Congress is in session,  chambers override veto
   then Measure becomes law  by 2−

3
 majority
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Table 4.2 The Construction of a Legislative History

1. The Congressional Record Index (for each Congress)

•  List of all Congressional Members – from the House of Representatives and the Senate
• Subject Index (organized alphabetically)
• House Bills Index (organized numerically by bill number)
• Senate Bills Index (organized numerically by bill number)

2. The Congressional Record (the proceedings, debates and notations of Congress)

•  All relevant pages listed under House and Senate Bills in the Congressional Record 
Index:
• Congressional Record – House
• Congressional Record – Senate

3. The Daily Digest (summary of the daily Congressional activity)

• The Daily Digest began in 1947.

4. Congressional Committee action: House Reports

•  The Congressional Record Index and/or Congressional Record lists accompanying 
House Reports.*

5. Congressional Committee action: Senate Reports

•  The Congressional Record Index and/or Congressional Record lists accompanying 
Senate Reports.*

6. Congressional Committee action: published Committee Hearings

•  The Congressional Committee Reports function as the citation for accompanying 
published Committee Hearings.

7. Congressional Committee action: unpublished Committee Hearings

•  The Congressional Committee Reports function as the citation for accompanying 
unpublished Committee Hearings.*

8.  Congressional Committee action: unpublished Congressional Committee material (material 
referred to or produced by a Committee, including bill fi les, Committee papers 
and record books, meeting minutes, correspondence, memoranda, petitions and 
memorials)

•  The unpublished Congressional Committee material must be located by searching 
paper registers at the United States National Archives in Washington, DC, fi rst by 
Congress, then by either the House or the Senate and fi nally by the relevant 
Committee.

* There are also paper indices of Congressional Committee Reports and Hearings that 
can be cross-referenced.
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The archival resource: the Congressional Record Index 

For United States federal law, the initial archival document utilised in the 
construction of a legislative history is the Congressional Record Index, which 
for every Congress serves as the guide to all legislative action. Each Index 
consists of a list of all Congressional members (of both the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate), an alphabetical subject index and a bill index. There 
are separate bill indices for the House and the Senate, organised numerically 
by bill number. Thus, the various indices permit research on a particular bill 
to start from a bill number, the individual Congress member who introduced 
the bill, or the subject or title of a bill. Cross-referencing among the various 
indices is prudent in order to ensure that all the applicable bill material is 
obtained. The information gleaned from the Congressional Record Index is 
crucial since it furnishes the citations that indicate the precise location of a 
particular bill in the proceedings of Congress and, in so doing, functions as the 
foundation from which all subsequent legislative information is built.

The archival resource: the Congressional Record

Corresponding to the Congressional Record Index, there is a Congressional 
Record for each Congress that documents the proceedings, debates and nota-
tions of Congress. It is the verbatim transcript of Congressional activity and is 
divided into House action and Senate action. Depending on the length of time 
a given Congress is in session and the length of debate, the Congressional 
Record can be (and invariably is) voluminous. Thus it would be virtually 
impossible to locate a particular bill without the references acquired in the 
Congressional Record Index that specify the exact pages in the Congressional 
Record that chronicle action on a bill. Utilising these page references, it is 
possible to trace a bill through Congress fi rst by pinpointing each citation in 
the Congressional Record, and then by assembling all bill action in a chrono-
logical compilation.

The archival resource

The Daily Digest, which began in 1947, is a summary of the daily Congres-
sional activity and is generally bound with the Congressional Record. It 
supplies a brief overview of the action for each day Congress is convened, and 
is valuable as a supplement to the Congressional Record.

The archival resource: Congressional Committee action–
Reports and Hearings

The chronological compilation of all bill action within a Congress must be 
examined for mention of the involvement of Congressional Committees. 
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Congressional Committees are an important stage both in the legislative process 
(because these bodies wield great control over a bill’s future) and in contextual-
ising a bill’s legislative history. The Committee structure provides a platform 
for detailed examination and consideration, for public comment and contri-
bution, and for the expression of dissenting or minority viewpoints. Though 
both the House and Senate have separate Committees to oversee proposed legis-
lation, there is a great deal of topical overlap, as illustrated in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3 The Congressional Committees

House Standing Committees Senate Standing Committees

• Agriculture • Agriculture, Nutrition, & Forestry

• Appropriations • Appropriations

• Armed Services • Armed Services

• Budget • Banking, Housing, & Urban Affairs

• Education and the Workforce • Budget

• Energy and Commerce • Commerce, Science, & Transportation

• Financial Services • Energy & Natural Resources

• Government Reform • Environment & Public Works

• Homeland Security • Finance

• House Administration • Foreign Relations

• International Relations • Health, Education, Labor, & Pensions

• Judiciary • Homeland Security & Governmental Affairs

• Resources • Judiciary

• Rules • Rules & Administration

• Science • Small Business and Entrepreneurship

• Small Business • Veterans’ Affairs

• Standards of Offi cial Conduct

• Transportation & Infrastructure

• Veterans’ Affairs

• Ways and Means

Joint Standing Committees

• Joint Committee on Printing

• Joint Committee on Taxation

• Joint Committee on the Library

• Joint Economic Committee
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Congressional Committees generate two offi cial forms of textual docu-
ments, ‘Committee Reports’ and ‘Committee Hearings’, both of which are 
demarcated to either the House or the Senate. Congressional Committee action 
regarding Reports is indicated in the Congressional Record Index and in the 
Congressional Record. This is not generally the case for Committee Hearings. 
There are, however, paper indices (separate from the Congressional Record 
Index) that list Congressional Committee Reports and Hearings that can be 
cross-referenced, although the information contained in the Congressional 
Reports functions as the prime legislative citation for locating related Congres-
sional Hearings.

When a bill is introduced in Congress, it is typically referred to the 
Committee (and then potentially to the Subcommittee) that has juris-
diction over the subject matter most closely related to the bill. If a 
Committee articulates its support for a bill, it is ordinarily the Chair who 
reintroduces the bill to whichever body of Congress from which it was 
referred, along with an accompanying Committee Report. Committee 
Reports normally include a statement of the intention and breadth of the 
proposed bill; an examination of the purpose of each section of the bill; the 
Committee’s fi ndings through examination of the issue(s) at hand (such as 
information gathered through public hearings); reasons for the Commit-
tee’s support and recommendation for Congressional approval; explanation 
of any proposed amendments; and, if applicable, the wording of the current 
law for which the Committee proposes a change.6 Committee Reports are 
‘perhaps the most valuable single element of the legislative history of a 
law. They are used by courts, executive departments, and the public as a 
source of information regarding the purpose and meaning of the law’ 
(Johnson 2000: 14).

At this stage in the legislative process, it is important to emphasise that 
Committee recommendations to Congress, which may or may not include 
Congressional Committee Reports and/or Hearings, are solely advisory and no 
change occurs without Congressional approval. Committees, as previously 
indicated, articulate support for a bill to Congress through the submission of a 
Committee Report and a statement of support for either the original bill 
without amendment, the original bill with proposed amendments, or a new 
bill written by the Committee to incorporate modifi cations, amendments and/
or annotations the Committee deems fi t. Yet even in this consultative role, the 
extensive information customarily included in Congressional Committee 
offi cial textual documents provides a wealth of information about the evolution 
of a bill in its path to become law.

Not all bills referred to Congressional Committee are reported back to 
Congress (with an accompanying Committee Report) or even reviewed by 
the Committee. A Committee vote determines whether a bill referred to 
that Committee will have Committee support as it stands (as introduced in 
Congress), will warrant Committee action, or will receive no attention or 
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action by the Committee and in effect will be postponed indefi nitely. In the 
latter instance, when the bill referred from Congress is ‘tabled’ by a 
Committee, it ‘dies’ in Committee and never is reintroduced to Congress. 
Such is the fate of numerous bills in the legislative process. Consequently, 
there is rarely a negative Committee Report made to Congress since bills 
without Committee support are simply shelved and never acted upon. The 
termination of bills in Committee is an appropriate indicator of the power 
wielded by Congressional Committees in the legislative process.

A further indication of the infl uence of Congressional Committees is the 
extent of discretionary latitude in overseeing proposed legislation.7 Congres-
sional Committees dictate whether the issues presented in a bill are of suffi -
cient stature to warrant further investigation in the form of a hearing. 
Committee Hearings, which can be ‘published’ or ‘unpublished’, are the amal-
gamation of the verbatim transcript of testimony and evidence presented 
during the hearing itself in addition to all written material submitted from 
relevant parties. These data, when taken under consideration by the Committee 
(in quorum), provide a solid foundation from which the Committee can reach 
an informed decision vis-à-vis a proposed piece of legislation. Committee 
Hearings are the principal conduit through which the public can contribute to 
the legislative process and, in so doing, provide the opportunity for demo-
cratic representation. In this respect, these offi cial documents provide a 
compelling component in the historical contextualisation of a bill within its 
contemporary society.

The archival resource: Congressional Committee action – unpublished 
Congressional Committee material

The fi nal archival resource in the construction of a legislative history is 
unpublished Committee material, which encompasses documents either 
referred to a Committee through Congressional action or produced by the 
Committee itself. The amount and extent of unpublished material any 
Committee receives or produces varies greatly, and, as with most processes 
involving the making of legislation, the more recent the timeframe the 
greater the paper trail. Unpublished Committee material can include 
Committee bill fi les, papers record books, meeting minutes, correspondence, 
memoranda, petitions, memorials and other related documents. It is 
important to note that these categories are typical, but by no means the 
only ones under which material can be produced by a Committee. Unpub-
lished literature is not listed in the Congressional Record Index and must 
be located by searching paper registers available only at the National 
Archives in Washington, DC, looking fi rst by Congress, then by either the 
House or the Senate and, fi nally, by the relevant Committee or Subcom-
mittee. Although this material is the most diffi cult to locate and there is no 
mechanism to verify that all applicable material has been found, it is 
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extremely useful in situating the legislative history of a bill within its 
greater societal context.

The archival resource framework

In the construction of a legislative history, locating the relevant textual refer-
ences within the immeasurable written record produced in the legislative 
process is only the fi rst step. The task of managing the accumulated textual 
resource in a consistent methodical manner conducive to study and with-
standing scrutiny is critical to both the scope of enquiry and the research 
results. Therefore, the management strategy devised in this methodology uses 
a systematic approach to organise and classify this body of archival material.8 
By formatting the legal-historical text of different laws to the same templates 
– the Legislative History Checklist and the Legislative History Chronological 
Compilation – the precise course of how bills become laws becomes trans-
parent.9 Furthermore, each step a bill undergoes in the legislative process is 
categorised, enabling patterns to be identifi ed and comparisons to be made 
among and between laws despite temporal variation. Employing this method 
exploits the archive as resource in order to extract otherwise muted data that 
can then be used in a constructive synthesis.

This methodology affi rms that the particular Congress that passes legis-
lation is of the utmost signifi cance since it provides the legislative milieu that 
successfully captures the ideals and values of the particular time that enacted 
law. As a result, while germane bills introduced in prior Congresses can 
provide a meaningful supplement to the archival material produced by the 
enacting Congress, it is the legislative history (or histories) of the bill(s) within 
the enacting Congress that are most instructive.

The archival resource framework: the Legislative History Checklist

The Legislative History Checklist shows the archival material that exists and, 
in turn, that has been drawn upon to construct a bill’s legislative history. 
Figure 4.1 demonstrates the Legislative History Checklist template with all 
items accounted for, which is an infrequent occurrence. In the construction of 
a legislative history, the absence of text at any point is important to note since 
it exposes a consequential element. Written records or textual documents 
necessarily are not produced at every potential opportunity and thus what is 
not present can be as telling as what is present. The degree to which any 
particular type of material is generated for a bill is testament to how knowledge 
was created as the bill navigated the legislative process. The Legislative History 
Checklist supplies a succinct format that orients potential archival information 
to actual archival material, summarising what is where in the legislative 
process and supplying the information upon which the Legislative History 
Chronological Compilation can be constructed.
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The archival resource framework: 
the Legislative History Chronological Compilation

The Legislative History Chronological Compilation assembled from the 
available archival information for any law provides a sequencing framework 
for its legislative history.10 By diachronically documenting the course of bills, 
it shows when Congressional actions affecting each bill occurred and whether 

1. The Congressional Record Index
  List of all Congressional Members – from the House of Representatives and 
the Senate
  Subject Index
  House Bills Index
  Senate Bills Index

2. The Congressional Record
  All relevant pages listed under House and Senate Bills in the Congressional  
Record Index:

  Congressional Record – House
  Congressional Record – Senate

3. The Daily Digest
  Daily Digest pages:

4. Congressional Committee action: House Reports
  House Report: [Report Number]

5. Congressional Committee action: Senate Reports
  Senate Report: [Report Number]

6. Congressional Committee action: published Committee Hearings
  Published Committee Hearing: [Hearing Number]

7. Congressional Committee action: unpublished Committee Hearings
  Unpublished Committee Hearings: [Hearing Number]

8.  Congressional Committee action: unpublished Congressional Committee Material 
(bill fi les; Committee papers, minutes, correspondence, and memoranda; petitions 
and memorials referred to Committee)

  Unpublished material from the House/Senate Committee [Name of 
Committee] includes:

• Bill �  les
• Committee Papers and Record Books 
• Correspondence
• Memoranda
• Petitions 
• Other Various Related Documents

Figure 4.1 The Legislative History Checklist template



 

HILARY A. SODERLAND

66

the action took place in the House or in the Senate. It indicates when and 
where a bill terminates or the process through which it becomes law. In illu-
minating the stages of a bill by tracking its Congressional action (or lack 
thereof), the Legislative History Chronological Compilation is an invaluable 
resource in the historiography of a bill and/or a law.

The archival resource framework: conclusion

By compartmentalising the material amassed from archival research, the Legis-
lative History Checklist and the Legislative History Chronological Compi-
lation mitigate the complex structure of the United States legislative system 
to facilitate the assessment of the convoluted processes bills negotiate to 
become law. Moreover, these templates display the detailed and subtle narrative 
of a fertile primary source. They capture the knowledge produced and recorded 
in the archival texts in legislative histories, in histories of heritage.11 Such 
‘histories’ do not connote static annals entrenched in the past. Quite the 
opposite is the case. While constructed in the historical sphere, these ‘histories’ 
offer a dynamic forum that embraces the capability to foreshadow future legis-
lation. Thus, the history of a law’s heritage refl ects the concept of heritage in 
the United States at the time of codifi cation and provides a platform from 
which the legislative histories of ensuing archaeology laws can be constructed. 
In the next section, these templates as methodological instruments are imple-
mented to construct the legislative history of the 1906 Antiquities Act, which 
elucidates the statute’s historiographical heritage and serves to illuminate its 
continued signifi cance to the fabric of American archaeology.

The legislative history of the 1906 American Antiquities Act

The 1906 Antiquities Act is hailed unequivocally as the foundation stone in 
the legal preservation and protection of America’s archaeological resources. Its 
legacy, still evident over a century later, is routinely attributed to its foresight 
and concise yet broad scope. As the fi rst of many federal laws, regulations and 
standards directing the course of cultural heritage management and historic 
preservation, the Antiquities Act has left an indelible mark on the American 
landscape.12

Still in effect today, the Antiquities Act has three main provisions: Section 1 
imposes penalties for the damage or destruction of ‘any object of antiquity’ on 
federally owned or controlled land. Section 2 grants executive proclamation 
powers to the President to declare national monuments, making a single unilateral 
action all that is necessary to set aside government land for preservation. Section 
3 requires government-issued permits in order to conduct archaeological investi-
gations, excavations or research on federally owned or controlled land, and also 
stipulates that objects removed from such endeavours are to be cared for perma-
nently in a public facility. The full text of the Act appears in Figure 4.2.
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59th Congress

Two bills were introduced in the 59th Congress in 1906 that mandated the 
protection and preservation of antiquities. Although one originated in the House, 
H.R. 11016, and one in the Senate, S. 4698, both were entitled ‘For the Preser-
vation of American Antiquities.’ The extant archival material that has been 

The 1906 Antiquities Act

16 U.S.C. §§ 431-433 • 59TH CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION • JUNE 8, 1906

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

Sec. 1. That any person who shall appropriate, excavate, injure, or destroy any historic 
or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity, situated on lands owned or 
controlled by the Government of the United States, without the permission of the 
Secretary of the Department of the Government having jurisdiction over the lands on 
which said antiquities are situated, shall, upon conviction, be �  ned in a sum of not 
more than �  ve hundred dollars or be imprisoned for a period of not more than ninety 
days, or shall suffer both �  ne and imprisonment, in the discretion of the court.

Sec. 2. That the President of the United States is hereby authorized, in his discretion, to  
declare by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric structures, and  
other objects of historic or scienti�  c interest that are situated upon the lands owned or  
controlled by the Government of the United States to be national monuments, and may  
reserve as a part thereof parcels of land, the limits of which in all cases shall be con�  ned 
to the smallest area compatible with proper care and management of the objects to be  
protected: Provided, That when such objects are situated upon a tract covered by a bona  
�  de unperfected claim or held in private ownership, the tract, or so much thereof as may  
be necessary for the proper care and management of the object, may be relinquished to  
the Government, and the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to accept the  
relinquishment of such tracts in [sic] behalf of the Government of the United States.

Sec. 3. That permits for the examination of ruins, the excavation of archaeological 
sites, and the gathering of objects of antiquity upon the lands under their respective 
jurisdictions may be granted by the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and War to 
institutions which they may deem properly quali�  ed to conduct such examination, 
excavation, or gathering, subject to such rules and regulation as they may prescribe: 
Provided, That the examinations, excavations, and gatherings are undertaken for the 
bene�  t of reputable museums, universities, colleges, or other recognized scienti�  c or 
educational institutions, with a view to increasing the knowledge of such objects, and 
that the gatherings shall be made for permanent preservation in public museums.

Sec. 4. That the Secretaries of the Departments aforesaid shall make and publish from 
time to time uniform rules and regulations for the purpose of carrying out the provisions 
of this Act.

Figure 4.2 The 1906 Antiquities Act
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drawn upon to construct these bills’ legislative histories is shown in Figure 4.3, 
the 59th Congress Legislative History Checklist. The Congressional Record 
Index and the Congressional Record, along with Congressional Committee 
Reports and Unpublished Material are the primary historical sources. As indi-
cated, there are no associated Congressional Hearings in the 59th Congress. From 
the archival information, the chronological compilation in Figure 4.4 assembled 
for H.R. 11016 and S. 4698 provides the sequencing framework for the Act’s 
legislative history. As is the fate of numerous bills, H.R. 11016 never became 
law. In contrast, S. 4698 passed the Senate and then the House before securing 
the Presidential approval that ratifi ed it into law on June 8, 1906.

As illustrated in Figures 4.3 and 4.4, during the 59th Congress there were 
three key places of engagement for H.R. 11016 and S. 4698 in the legislative 
process. The Congressional Record merely makes note of when these bills were 
introduced, referred between Congressional bodies, enrolled and, in the case of 
S. 4698, approved by the President. In contrast, the Congressional Committee 
Reports, House Report 2224 and Senate Report 3797, in addition to the 
House debate and the Unpublished Committee Material, offer insight into the 
issues and attitudes at the crux of the bill.

59th Congress: House Report 2224

H.R. 11016, introduced by Representative John F. Lacey (R-IA)13 on January 9, 
1906 and subsequently referred to the House Committee on Public Lands, was 
reported back to the House with amendment on March 12, 1906, accompanied by 
House Report 2224. Amendments were slight, three inserts in total, and the scope 
and purpose of the bill remained unaltered. The eight pages of House Report 2224 
complement the House Report and House Hearing issued by the same Committee 
during the 58th Congress. Those earlier materials concerned the enactment of a 
bill very similar to H.R. 11016 that did not receive action before the end of the 
58th Congress and thus died in Committee.14 House Report 2224 offers justifi -
cation for the urgent need for legislation. A strong argument to legislate arose 
when the absence of law in the United States was compared to other nations:

Practically every civilized government in the world has enacted laws 
for the preservation of the remains of the historic past, and has 
provided that excavations and explorations shall be conducted in 
some systematic and practical way so as not to needlessly destroy 
buildings and other objects of interest. The United States should 
adopt some method of protecting these remains that are still upon the 
public domain or in Indian reservations.

(House Report 2224, March 12, 1906: 1–2)

House Report 2224 also included a detailed memorandum15 by Professor Edgar 
Lee Hewett,16 former President of the New Mexico Normal University at Las Vegas, 
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1906 ANTIQUITIES ACT
59th Congress 1st Session: December 4, 1905 to June 30, 1906

H.R. 11016  For the Preservation of American Antiquities

S. 4698      For the Preservation of American Antiquities

1. The Congressional Record Index
  List of all Congressional Members – from the House of Representatives and 
the Senate
  Subject Index
  House Bills Index
  Senate Bills Index

2. The Congressional Record
  All relevant pages listed under House and Senate Bills in the Congressional 
Record Index:
  Congressional Record – House
  Congressional Record – Senate

3. The Daily Digest
  Daily Digest (not published until 1947)

4. Congressional Committee action: House Reports
  House Report 2224

5. Congressional Committee action: Senate Reports
  Senate Report 3797

6. Congressional Committee action: published Committee Hearings
  Published Committee Hearings for H.R. 11016 or S. 4698

7. Congressional Committee action: unpublished Committee Hearings
  Unpublished Committee Hearings for H.R. 11016 or S. 4698

8.  Congressional Committee action: unpublished Congressional Committee Material 
(bill fi les; Committee papers, minutes, correspondence, and memoranda; petitions 
and memorials referred to Committee)

  Unpublished Material from the House and the Senate Committee on Public 
Lands includes:

• Bill �  les
• Committee Papers and Record Books 
• Correspondence
• Memoranda
• Petitions 
• Other Various Related Documents

Figure 4.3 The 59th Congress Legislative History Checklist
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1906 ANTIQUITIES ACT
59th Congress 1st Session: December 4, 1905 to June 30, 1906

59(1)  H.R. 11016  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
January 9, 1906 HOUSE  Introduced by Representative John F. Lacey (R-IA) 

Referred to the Committee on Public Lands

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
February 26, 1906 SENATE  Introduced by Senator Thomas Patterson (D-CO) 

Referred to the Committee on Public Lands

59(1)  H.R. 11016  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
March 12, 1906 HOUSE  Reported back (from the Committee on Public 

Lands) with amendment, accompanied by 
House Report 2224

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
May 24, 1906 SENATE  Reported back (from the Committee on Public 

Lands) without amendment, accompanied by 
Senate Report 3797

  Passed Senate

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
May 25, 1906 HOUSE  Referred from the Senate

Referred to the Committee on Public Lands

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
June 5, 1906 HOUSE  Reported back (from the Committee on 

Public Lands)
Debated
Passed House

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
June 7, 1906 HOUSE Enrolled Bill Signed

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
June 8, 1906 SENATE Enrolled Bill Signed

59(1)  S. 4698  For the Preservation of American Antiquities
*June 8, 1906 SENATE  Approved by President Theodore Roosevelt

Codi�  ed into Public Law 59–209

*June 8, 1906 was the date that President Theodore Roosevelt approved the American Antiquities Act; 
Presidential approval was not recorded in the Congressional Record until June 11, 1906.

Figure 4.4 The 59th Congress Chronological Compilation
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New Mexico, regarding the severity of the situation in the Southwest and the 
urgency of enacting protective legislation in conjunction with the establishment of 
National Parks.17 Hewett’s memorandum summarised the past and contempora-
neous condition of archaeology in the Southwest18 and included the map set forth in 
Figure 4.5. Grouping the archaeological ruins regionally, Hewett documented 
prior excavation, instances of vandalism and/or looting, and the current status of 
sites, on both a regional and an individual scale. Hewett deemed the investigation 
of ruins to be paramount in contributing to scientifi c knowledge and condemned 
the increasing vandalism and traffi cking in artefacts and the consequent detrimental 
effects on the interests of science. Refl ecting the attitude widespread among scien-
tists of the time, Hewett stated in his memorandum:

These relics are priceless when secured by proper scientifi c methods, 
and of comparatively little value when scattered about either in 
museums or private collections without accompanying records. No 
scientifi c man is true to the highest ideals of science who does not 
protest against this outrageous traffi c, and it will be a lasting reproach 
upon our Government if it does not use its power to restrain it.

(House Report 2224, March 12, 1906: 3)

Figure 4.5 Professor Edgar Lee Hewett’s 1904 map of the Southwest. Originally published in 
Professor Hewett’s 1904 ‘Memorandum Concerning the Historic and Prehistoric Ruins of 
Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, and Utah, and their Preservation,’ this map was reproduced 
during the 58th Congress for inclusion (as appendices) to House Report 3704 and to the 
January 11, 1905 House Published Hearing.
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This use of a scientifi c-knowledge justifi cation for the legal means necessary to 
preserve remains of the past represents a recurring theme in the early efforts to 
preserve America’s cultural landscape. Hewett further justifi ed the need for 
legislation to protect these regions so that they ‘may be a perpetual source of 
education, and enjoyment for the American people, as well as for travelers 
from foreign lands’ (House Report 2224, March 12, 1906: 2–3).

59th Congress: Senate Report 3797

S. 4698, introduced by Senator Thomas Patterson (D-CO) on 26 February 
1906 and subsequently referred to the Senate Committee on Public Lands, was 
reported back to the Senate without amendment on May 24, 1906, accom-
panied by Senate Report 3797. Only three paragraphs in length, Senate Report 
3797 (which comprises Figure 4.6) is uncharacteristically short. Similar to 
House Report 2224, the Report produced by the Senate Committee on Public 
Lands in the 59th Congress followed a more comprehensive review of the issues 
raised in previous Congresses. Senate Report 3797 proclaimed unanimous 
Committee recommendation for the passage of S. 4698 and named other 
entities that had expressed to the Committee their support for S. 4698, 
including the Archaeological Institute of America, the American Anthropo-
logical Association and the Smithsonian Institution.

59th Congress: House Debate

The only debate during the 59th Congress occurred in the House prior to the 
passage of S. 4698 on June 5, 1906 when the bill was reported back from the 
House Committee on Public Lands. Centred on the issue of land as public 
domain, debate was brief and consensus was swift due to the prior discussion 
of the issues in Congress. At a time when the American people and legislators 
alike were wary of transferring authority away from the people and to the 
executive branch, many were opposed to the withdrawal of land from the 
public for forests or other reserves. This attitude contradicted, and frequently 
prevailed over, the recognition that there was a compelling need to protect the 
natural and cultural resources of the nation. This confl ict was particularly 
salient in the West, where public land rights defi ned livelihood.19 (For excellent 
insight into the tumultuous relationships between the Southwest and the East 
– the people, the institutions, the political agendas – from the 1890s onward 
see Snead 2001.)

Thus the brevity of debate in the 59th Congress (the Congress that enacted 
the Antiquities Act) on such a resounding matter clearly indicates previous 
Congressional focus on the subject. Nevertheless, the debate still symbolised 
the most enduring and poignant competing ideals that Congress had contended 
with prior to endorsement. Much of the opposition to bills that advocated the 
ideals and principles of what became the Antiquities Act was founded on the 
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proclamation power granted to the President to remove vast amounts of land 
from the public domain. This issue, contentious even today, was downplayed 
in the House debate. On 5 June 1906, Representative Stephens (D-TX) 
expressed concern that S. 4698 would function in a similar manner to the 
forest reserve bill ‘by which seventy or eighty million acres of land in the 
United States have been tied up’ (House Congressional Record, June 5, 1906: 
7888), and would consequently restrict public access and the ability to settle. 
Representative Lacey assured him that S. 4698 did not sanction the same 
latitude to restrict land but instead would 

59TH CONGRESS,

1st Session.
REPORT,

NO. 3797

SENATE.

PRESERVATION OF AMERICAN ANTIQUITIES.

REPORT.

MAY 24, 1906.—Ordered to be printed.

[To accompany S. 4698.]

MR. PATTERSON, from the Committee on Public Lands, submitted the

following

  The Committee on Public Lands, to whom was referred the bill (S. 

4698) for the preservation of  American antiquities, having had the same 

under consideration, beg leave to report it back with the recommenda-

tion that the bill do pass.

  This measure has the hearty support of  the Archælogical Institute of  

America, the American Anthropological Association, the Smithsonian 

Institution, and numerous museums throughout the country, and in 

view of  the fact that the historic and prehistoric ruins and monuments 

on the public lands of  the United States are rapidly being destroyed by 

parties who are gathering them as relics and for the use of  museums and 

colleges, etc., your committee are of  the opinion that their preservation 

is of  great importance.

  The bill is carefully drawn, and the committee are unanimously in favor 

of  its passage.

Figure 4.6 Senate Report 3797
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merely make small reservations [of land] where the objects are of 
suffi cient interest to preserve them. The bill provides that it shall be 
the smallest area necesstry [sic] for the care and maintenance of the 
objects to be preserved … It is to preserve these old objects of special 
interest and the Indian remains in the pueblos in the Southwest, 
whilst the other reserves the forests and the water courses.

(House Congressional Record, June 5, 1906: 7888)

After hearing Representative Lacey’s reply, Representative Stephens stated that he 
had no objection to the passage of the bill. There were no objections when asked 
by the Speaker of the House,20 so the bill passed the House of Representatives.

59th Congress: unpublished Congressional material

The unpublished Congressional material from the House and the Senate 
Committees on Public Lands during the 59th Congress relating to H.R. 11016 
or S. 4698 includes drafts of bills and letters, statements, and resolutions sent 
by concerned parties. Since pillaging and destruction of archaeological sites 
were particularly devastating in the Southwest, much of the unpublished 
literature advocating the ideals and values of what became the Antiquities Act 
originated from this region. Constituent groups in Colorado that appealed to 
the House and Senate Committees on Public Lands during the 59th Congress 
included the Colorado Cliff Dwellers Association,21 the Colorado Equal 
Suffrage Association the Pueblo Business Men’s Association, the State Forestry 
Association and the State Horticultural Society. The letter from the Pueblo 
Business Men’s Association (Figure 4.7) was written four months and six days 
before the Antiquities Act was passed. As with many other letters of its kind,22 
it called upon the government to reserve land in order to protect objects of the 
past. The Pueblo Business Men’s Association specifi cally advocated that land 
be set aside in Mesa Verde, Colorado23 to protect 

relics of a long extinct type of civilization … [since] [t]here is 
danger that these wonderful ruins which have attracted the 
attention of scholars from all over the world, through neglect and 
spoliation will suffer in their value to this country and also to the 
scientifi c world.

(unpublished Pueblo Business Men’s Association letter, 
February 2, 1906: 1)

The letters from the Colorado State Forestry Association and the Colorado 
State Horticultural Society called upon Congress to endorse H.R. 1101624 and 
to safeguard Mesa Verde ‘under the custodianship of the Government’ (unpub-
lished Colorado State Forestry Association letter, January 31, 1906: 1). These 
letters illustrate the
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grave apprehension on the part of public-spirited citizens that these 
far-famed ruins, through neglect or spoliation, may be deprived of 
their value, to the shame of the present generation, the guardians of 
our great State and Nation and to the bitter regret of posterity.

(unpublished Colorado State Forestry Association letter, 
January 31, 1906: 1)

Figure 4.7 The Pueblo Business Men’s Association, letter, February 2, 1906
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In addition to this strong element of support in the Southwest, individuals, insti-
tutions and citizen groups all across the United States petitioned and lobbied 
Congress to enact change. The unpublished accounts of these original documents 
offer insight, in nuance and phrase, into the values and attitudes of those who 
advocated the legal protection and preservation of America’s cultural terrain.

59th Congress: analysis and conclusion

The Antiquities Act was and remains a milestone in the American preservation 
movement. Yet the legal culmination of the ideals and values that anchor the 
law was long and arduous in the making. Paralleling the complex, protracted 
process of negotiation undertaken by countless statutes in navigating the United 
States legislature, the realisation of the Antiquities Act did not occur overnight. 
This landmark legislation coalesced from decades of debate as to how, or under 
what circumstances, archaeology warranted legal protection. Varied constituents 
championed divergent interests representing the social, cultural, political and 
economic spectra of the time. The dedication of various scholars, individual 
citizens, members of Congress, advocacy groups and intellectual societies was 
instrumental to the passage of the Antiquities Act. It is an historical exami-
nation of the law’s immediate Congressional context that reveals the background 
of the signifi cant issues critical at the legislative stage.

This methodology draws upon archival material to discuss the legislative 
history of the Antiquities Act. Such archival material – Congressional records, 
proceedings, Reports and Hearings, debate, and published and unpublished 
documents – attests to the societal milieu and temporal contextualisation of the 
law. Examining the legislative material from the 59th Congress not only focuses 
on the critical issues accorded consideration by the Congress that ratifi ed the 
Antiquities Act but also underscores the manner in which such issues inter-
sected to fi gure in the development of law. The enactment of S. 4698 completed 
a long succession of bills introduced in various Congresses over two decades in 
an effort to protect and preserve antiquities.25 As with many bills that become 
law, prior bills that embodied similar ideas and convictions had originated in 
preceding Congresses.26 The fi rst of those bills that dealt with the ideals that 
were actualised in the 1906 Antiquities Act was introduced in 1882, during 
the 47th Congress, by Senator George F. Hoar (R-MA). After the embryonic 
concept was presented to Congress, it was nearly a quarter of a century before it 
came to fruition. From the 47th to the 59th Congress, bills were put forth 
intermittently by Congress members sympathetic to the preservation cause. 
Around the turn of the twentieth century, as the preservation ethic in American 
society deepened, so did the resolve of its advocates in Congress. 

It was by 1906 that the circumstances of the American nation and its repre-
sentatives in Congress were ready to embrace and champion the ideals of 
protection and preservation. Thus, in the 59th Congress, when S. 4698 was 
introduced, it possessed suffi cient support to triumph over its opposition.27 The 
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snapshot of values captured within the legislative history of S. 4698, in tandem 
with that of H.R. 11016, provides signifi cant testament to the ethos of the day 
and to the beginning of heritage preservation in the United States. It is the 
history of the Antiquities Act’s heritage that encapsulates the interplay among 
knowledge, text and value, and thus documents how knowledge was produced 
and codifi ed into law just over 100 years ago. Within this, the specifi c and fi ne-
grained testimony of a rich primary documentation is the key to actual insight 
into how the Antiquities Act came to be created in the way it was, at the time it 
was. This methodological approach therefore explicates the legislative trajectory 
that moulded this fi rst federal statute, which pioneered the legal regulation of 
archaeology and became the platform for subsequent archaeology laws.

Conclusion

Little, if any, debate exists within Heritage Studies that the past is a dynamic 
construct that changes over time. It is quite paradoxical therefore that the 
application of methodologies within the heritage paradigm has afforded negli-
gible notice to the ways in which the historical record that documents, records 
and captures that past is also dynamic. There remains a dearth of methodo-
logical approaches that address the processes through which the history of 
heritage is manifested and encapsulated in the archival resource. The methods 
devised and applied to the historical dimension of heritage in this chapter 
concern the place and effect of law.

Law is a phenomenon of culture and refl ects norms of behavioral 
values … held by the host culture. Law does not exist independently 
of those values. ... [It] is a social construct that refl ects both modal 
values held by a population and the relative ordering of those values. 
Law … tends to be directional and is a product of the disputes and 
problems presented to it historically.

(Price 1991: 3, 116)

Law engages the past and as a constant regulatory apparatus not only provides 
a foundation for change but also serves to link the heritage of the past with that 
of the present. As a mechanism that temporally traces shifting conceptions of 
heritage, law offers a vital axis of articulation within the fi eld of Heritage 
Studies. While ‘[m]anaging the cultural resources of the modern world takes 
place within many arenas, frameworks, or contexts … [t]he cornerstone of 
cultural resource management, however, lies in a complex of government laws, 
policies, and implementing regulations’ (Hardesty and Little 2000: 7). Just as 
understanding the role of law in contemporary society is essential, so too is 
understanding the place of law in the historical realm.28 An examination of the 
history of legislation provides a window into the changing conceptions of what 
tangible and intangible vestiges of the past resources warrant protection and 
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who has the legal standing to participate in that determination. As illustrated 
by the Antiquities Act, this methodological framework enabled the legislative 
history of an archaeology law to unfold by illuminating the contemporaneous 
values and attitudes that affected the context within which a bill successfully 
negotiated the legislative process. In so doing, this legal-historical approach 
based on the principle of ‘archive as artefact’ sheds light on why and how 
particular representations of the past are accorded a place in history.

In tracing the historiography of archaeology law, it is archival material as an 
historical resource that forms the foundation of this research methodology. 
Whereas the utilisation of archives as an historical resource and object of study 
is commonplace in the discipline of history, it is seldom a method employed in 
Heritage Studies or one that permeates the discourse of archaeology. This disci-
plinary demarcation is entrenched in, and perpetuated by, the methodological 
strictures governing each fi eld. As a consequence, there is often an undue 
distance and disconnection between ‘history’ and ‘prehistory’. Yet, in spite of 
this detachment, archival material and archaeological artefacts share many 
similarities as resources. Archives, like artefacts, are direct records of the past 
and as such bear witness to the materialisation of past knowledge. An archae-
ologist analysing an artefact endeavours to extract information about the past 
just as does the historian analysing text. Traditionally, archaeology has situated 
the written record (when available) to complement the information ascertained 
from the material remains recovered in the archaeological process – not as the 
primary archaeological record. Archaeology is the only discipline dedicated to 
the recovery, documentation, analysis and interpretation of the pre-recorded 
human past; the discipline does not depend on a written record. For historical 
times, the textual record routinely has been viewed as a supplement and not as 
the primary archaeological resource: translations of cuneiform, Egyptian hiero-
glyphics and Mayan glyphs and codices have complemented suppositions and 
conclusions made from the examination of physical fi nds and artefacts. In 
contrast, this methodology in the history of heritage contends that material 
remains are not always the primary element composing the archaeological 
record. The archaeological record is also captured in text. Therefore, while 
considering the legislative archive as archaeological artefact is underexplored 
and far from traditional in archaeology, it is precisely this concept of ‘archive as 
artefact’ that situates the written record as primary resource, as object of study 
and as the archaeological record that anchors this mode of enquiry.

This approach does not chart the evolving technical conventions of archaeology 
(its refi nement of techniques of discovery and preservation), but instead considers 
archaeological study as a construct of laws and values that have attempted to 
specify how and by whom the material remains of past cultures are to be used and 
studied. The manner in which such value is ascribed to law, or to a corpus of 
law,29 is captured in the construction of a legislative history (or legislative 
histories). This methodology therefore articulates the process through which the 
concept of heritage is expressed as well as how it is perpetuated in law.
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Situating this legal-historical mode of enquiry within the domain of Heritage 
Studies analyzes the written text as the object of study, in order to extract infor-
mation on the past that offers a new and kinetic perspective to an archival 
resource often viewed as static. If history ‘is [a] constructed … narrative, written 
and rewritten to suit the needs of the day’ (Crawford 2000: 228), then legal texts 
capture a snapshot of a specifi c historical instance when the narrative was recorded 
and of the specifi c people who did or did not participate in that process. Thus the 
law provides a lens through which a historiographical heritage is brought to the 
forefront, and in turn through which the phenomenon of heritage can be histori-
cised. The primary textual resource of the legislative archival material portrays 
the voices that have defi ned and redefi ned conceptions of heritage in the 
lawmaking process over time, as well as the ways in which such conceptions of 
heritage have been framed in legal classifi cation. Chronicling the history of law 
governing archaeological heritage uncovers the historical associations that have 
culminated in the archaeology of today, and deepens understanding of the active 
infl uence infused by such associations in contemporary archaeological heritage.

Notes

1 Whereas archives as research resources and objects of study are elemental to the discipline of 
history and entrenched in the historical narrative, these primary sources are underexplored 
in Heritage Studies.

2 In this context, I recognise the seminal work on archaeology, value and the law introduced 
in the heritage discourse by John Carman in Valuing Ancient Things: Archaeology and Law 
(1996), both as an ideological point of departure and as work that formed the aperture 
necessary for my own. Through an examination of English law, Carman ‘carrie[d] out the 
fi rst detailed contextual study anywhere of the rise of archaeological preservation legislation, 
the ideology represented by that legislation, and the manner in which that legislation affects 
archaeology … His work was the fi rst effective counterblast to those critics of archaeological 
heritage management who seek to dismiss it as trivial or dysfunctional’ (Carman 1996: 
viii–ix). In so doing, Carman’s research on heritage law broke new ground within the disci-
pline of archaeology. By demonstrating how heritage law can be analysed as text in order to 
determine its role in defi ning heritage, Carman identifi ed three key ways in which the law 
defi nes heritage objects: selection, categorisation and ascription of value.

3 Aspects of the Congressional system not found in this overview include special resolutions, 
instances of special privilege, recess authority, motion to discharge a bill, motion to suspend the 
rules, special circumstances arising in matters of national security, the particulars of voting 
methods, and reasons for conferences and the signifi cance of conference reports. Similarly, 
neither the rules and regulations pertaining to the legislative calendars that administer Congres-
sional proceedings (there are fi ve calendars in the House and two in the Senate) nor the role of the 
Government Printing Offi ce and the Congressional Budget Offi ce in determining how revenue 
is distributed and the expenditure level allowed to maintain a balanced budget is covered. A 
detailed account of these procedures, among others, is offered by Charles W. Johnson III in the 
revised and updated 2000 edition of How Our Laws Are Made. See also Brown 1996; Cannon 
1920; Deschler 2002; Deschler and Brown 1982; Dove 1997; Hinds 1907; Schneider 1999.

4 Offi cially adopted on March 4, 1789, the United States Constitution is the oldest written 
constitution in effect, due predominantly to its simple and fl exible framework.

5 In addition to the federal government, there are state and local governments with corresponding 
jurisdictional authority. Native American Tribes also administer sovereign governments.
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6 In addition, Committee Reports can include any relevant executive communications and 
supplemental information or minority viewpoints submitted by any Committee member(s) 
within a specifi ed timeframe. An estimated cost assessment of the bill’s implementation 
prepared by the Committee or by the Congressional Budget Offi ce can also accompany a 
Committee Report. 

7 Within the Congressional Committee, the command of the Chair is signifi cant and deter-
minative in whether or not a bill will be considered, given further attention in the form of a 
Report and/or Hearing, or will be reported out of Committee. These are all decisive steps in 
the continuation (or termination) of a bill. With the support of the Committee Chair, it is 
highly unlikely that a bill will ‘die’ in Committee.

8 Once again, the methodological framework is applied to the United States context. The 
templates are devised in a manner conducive to apply the legal-historical methodology to 
this specifi c system of law. Yet, as previously noted, this does not preclude the ability to 
transfer or apply the spirit of the approach to other modes of governance (with legislative 
systems that also produce a written record/legislative archive).

9 These templates display the precise course of all germane bills introduced during the 
Congress that enacted law, not just the bill that became law. Because only one bill can 
become law, all other kindred bills introduced in the same Congress (or, if applicable, in 
prior Congress(es)) ‘die’ at some point in the legislative process. Hence, an examination of 
the templates explicates exactly where and how each bill terminated and offers a wealth of 
information regarding the bill that became law as well as the bills that ‘died.’

10 Given that there is nothing certain or consistent in the legislative history of a law (besides the 
introduction and subsequent Committee referral), there is no ‘representative’ template as such. 
For an example of a Legislative History Chronological Compilation refer to Figure 4.4, which 
delineates the Legislative History Chronological Compilation for the 1906 Antiquities Act.

11 Whereas the breadth and scope of archival text vary for each piece of proposed legislation, 
there is virtually always exponentially more material produced by those of more recent time 
than for those of an earlier date. For instance, bills that became law in the early twentieth 
century have a modest written record compared to those of the early twenty-fi rst century. 
(The disproportionate amounts of generated material cannot be attributed to preservation/
conservation shortcomings – which would pertain only to the unpublished literature – but to 
the vast degrees of difference in the paper trail resulting from the legislative process.) In terms 
of law governing America’s archaeology, the sheer volume of archival documents produced for 
the 1906 Antiquities Act and the 1916 National Park Organic Act is dwarfed in comparison 
to that produced for the 1979 Archaeological Resource Protection Act and the 1990 Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. Thus, while the selection of text from an 
archival corpus poses a methodological challenge regardless of the extent or type of material, 
it generally is a more elaborate undertaking to synthesise material from more recent statutes.

12 In 1906, the law accorded protection to ‘objects of antiquity’ or relics of the past prized for 
their scientifi c value and potential. Native American human remains were encompassed 
within this terminology and were considered no different from other artefacts. The contents 
of Native American graves legally became federal property to be held in perpetuity in public 
repositories at the discretion of the federal government. This legacy of the Act, seldom 
considered, persisted for many decades. ‘Beginning with the passage of the Antiquities Act 
in 1906, archaeologists (perhaps unintentionally) began to co-opt the American Indian’s 
unwritten history and material culture. The United States government deemed archaeo-
logical and historical sites of past cultures in the United States as worthy of protection for 
the benefi t of the public, but it ultimately developed a permit system that centred protection 
of the past within the scientifi c community rather than in the hands of those whose ancestors 
were responsible for its creation’ (Watkins 2003: 275).

13 The letters within parentheses that follow the name of a member of Congress denote fi rst 
political party affi liation (R stands for Republican and D for Democrat) and then state or 
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possession of representation (the two-letter abbreviation adheres to the standardised format 
used by the United States Post Offi ce). For instance, Representative Lacey was a Republican 
who represented the state of Iowa.

14 In the enactment of the Antiquities Act, there was a great deal of Congressional action 
during the 58th Congress that helped set the stage for the support in the 59th Congress for 
the bill that became the Antiquities Act. Since the Congressional material of the 59th 
Congress makes direct reference to the written records of the immediately preceding 
Congress, these archival documents provide meaningful supplemental information.

15 Professor Edgar Lee Hewett’s ‘Memorandum Concerning the Historic and Prehistoric Ruins 
of Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, and Utah, and their Preservation’ was included in 
multiple places in the legislative process. It was initially published in 1904 by the United 
States Government Printing Offi ce as a Circular Relating to Historic and Prehistoric Ruins 
of the Southwest and their Preservation, which included a preface of two letters: the fi rst 
dated October 1, 1904 written by W. A. Richards, Commissioner of the General Land 
Offi ce to the Secretary of the Interior, and the second dated September 3, 1904 written by 
Edgar Lee Hewett to W. A. Richards. This original publication included an accompanying 
map (Figure 4.5) and illustrative photographs (no trace remains of the latter). Hewett’s 
memorandum, along with his September 3, 1904 introductory letter, were also included as 
appendices in two Congressional Committee documents during the 58th Congress: House 
Report 3704 and the January 11, 1905 House Published Hearing.

16 The advocacy and skilful negotiations of Edgar Lee Hewett, a staunch proponent of anti-
quities legislation, were instrumental in the realisation of the Antiquities Act.

17 In efforts to safeguard archaeological resources, preservation advocates adroitly maximised the 
opportunity for success by pursuing their objectives in more than one direction. The call for 
protective legislation at the federal level was frequently joined by the entreaty to establish 
National Parks to afford protection for particular areas under siege from looting, vandalism, 
mediocre and incomprehensive excavation, and overall disregard. Before the National Park 
Organic Act was codifi ed on August 25, 1916, National Parks and other protected areas, such 
as National Monuments, were created by singular acts of Congress or by executive proclama-
tions – a piecemeal process that resulted in protected isolated ‘islands’ throughout the country 
without uniform administration or funding. (See Carroll 1920 for a discussion of America’s 
earliest National Monuments.) Consequently, prior to the 1916 National Park Organic Act 
and before the Antiquities Act in 1906 accorded protection at the federal level, it was not 
uncommon for those active in the preservation movement to propose protection for archaeo-
logical sites through National Park designation as well as through a protective federal statute. 
The history of Mesa Verde, Colorado exemplifi es this association well. (McClurg 1930).

18 In the September 3, 1904 letter that prefaced his memorandum, Hewett outlined the 
sources from which he gathered information and acknowledged the input received from 
knowledgeable specialists. The contributions of Dr Jesse Walter Fewkes of the Bureau of 
American Ethnology, Dr Walter Hough of the National Museum, Mr A. F. Bandelier of the 
American Museum of Natural History and Mr S. J. Holsinger were specifi cally noted.

19 Arguments of public versus private rights to land and the withdrawal of land from the public 
domain erupted in Congress with vehemence during the early 1900s. Tension and discord, 
deeply embedded in the contentious grazing rights issue, triggered major Congressional debate 
preceding both the 1906 Antiquities Act and the 1916 National Park Service Organic Act.

20 The Speaker of the House is usually the senior member of the majority party and is elected 
by the House members to serve as the Presiding Offi cer of the House of Representatives.

21 Founded by journalist Virginia McClurg (1857–1931), the Colorado Cliff Dwellers Asso-
ciation (CCDA) was one of many women’s clubs established by middle- and upper-class 
women throughout the nation to effect change in society through community involvement. 
Their national platforms, predicated on philanthropic causes and/or the need for legislative 
reform, advocated mainly welfare, education, public health and other similar humanitarian 
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services. In Colorado, although women’s clubs did not emerge until the early 1880s, these 
societies espoused the same ideals set forth in the national agenda in addition to activity on 
the state and local level in ‘the preservation and restoration of prehistoric ruins in south-
western Colorado’ (Beaton 1992: 4).

22 It was common in the 59th Congress for correspondence fi led with the Committee on Public 
Lands to have been copied to all relevant governmental representatives. Letters written by the 
Pueblo Business Men’s Association, the Colorado State Forestry Association and the Colorado 
State Horticultural Society were copied to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the 
Chairs of the Senate and House Committees on Public Lands as well as to all Colorado 
Congressional representatives. During the 59th Congress, 1st Session, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives was Joseph G. Cannon (R-IL), the Chair of the Senate Committee on 
Public Lands was Senator Henry C. Hansbrough (R-ND) and the Chair of the House 
Committee on Public Lands was Representative John F. Lacey (R-IA). The Senators from 
Colorado were Thomas M. Patterson (D-CO) of Denver and Henry M. Teller (D-CO) of 
Central City. The Representatives from Colorado were Robert W. Bonynge (R-CO) of Denver, 
Franklin E. Brooks (R-CO) of Colorado Springs and Herschel M. Hogg (R-CO) of Telluride.

23 Located in the isolated south-west corner of Colorado, the archaeological site of Mesa Verde is 
inextricably linked to the making of the 1906 Antiquities Act. Native Americans occupied the 
region for more than 1,000 years (from approximately AD 100 to AD 1300) and left the largest, 
most comprehensive and well-preserved assemblages of cliff dwellings in North America e.g., 
among many, Arnold 1992; Fewkes 1909, 1911, 1920; Fiero 1988; Nordenskiöld 1893). As 
evident from the legislative archival material, the Mesa Verde cliff dwellings fi gured promi-
nently in the American preservation movement, recognised as being ‘unique in character and 
unsurpassed in many ways by any of their kind in the known world, attracting the attention and 
study of travelers, historians, and ethnologists from every continent’ (unpublished Colorado 
State Forestry Association letter, January 31, 1906: 1). This distinctive quality of Mesa Verde 
not only has permeated its own history but also has proven a decisive factor in the initial 
protection of archaeology (Bauer 1991; McNitt 1966; Nordenskiöld 1893). Preservationists, 
archaeologists, citizen groups and others harnessed the renown of Mesa Verde in conjunction 
with the exponential increase in the looting of the site with resultant destruction of the archaeo-
logical resource as a rationale in the justifi cation for establishing protective legislation. The ideals 
and attitudes embraced by Progressives and preservation campaign constituents who advocated 
for the Antiquities Act were aligned with those who supported legislation to protect Mesa Verde 
itself in the form of a National Park. (See Hays 1999 for a detailed account of the Progressive 
philosophy and its infl uential role in the American conservation movement.) As a result, bills 
were put forth both stipulating the protection of the Mesa Verde environs through National 
Park status and providing for the legal protection of antiquities. Bills that related to the Antiq-
uities Act or to Mesa Verde frequently were linked both in the legislative process and in the 
literature produced by those in favour of protection. In fact, the bills that supported these ideals 
were passed into law within the same month of the 59th Congress. Following the codifi cation of 
the Antiquities Act on June 8, 1906, the 59th Congress established the Mesa Verde National 
Park on June 29, 1906, conferring offi cial protection to Mesa Verde through both statutes.

24 At the time these letters were written (on January 31, 1906 and February 1, 1906 respec-
tively) only H.R. 11016, which was introduced in the House on January 9, 1906 by Repre-
sentative John F. Lacey (R-IA), was under Congressional purview. S. 4698 was not 
introduced in the Senate until February 26, 1906 by Senator Thomas Patterson (D-CO).

25 A thorough account of the legislative activity that preceded the 59th Congress in 1906 is 
covered by Raymond H. Thompson in a 2000 special issue of the Journal of the Southwest that 
updates and supplements the history of the Antiquities Act written by Ronald F. Lee, origi-
nally published in 1970 by the United States National Park Service (Thompson 2000).

26 This chapter discusses the application of the method in the history of heritage in terms of how 
it pertains to the enacting Congress – the most critical and indispensable Congressional setting 
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– for one statute. Alternatively, this methodology can accommodate charting the legislative 
history for all germane bills prior to the one which was enacted. Materials reviewed utilising 
the methodological approach in this manner can provide a very thorough and comprehensive 
representation of how the values underpinning a statute have developed over time.

27 As demonstrated in the legislative history of the Act, by 1906 resistance to the measure 
principally centred on the basis that it granted excessive control to the federal government 
to withdraw vast amounts of land for non-commercial use. By 1906, disagreement focused 
not on the necessity of protective legislation, but rather on the language best defi ning such 
protection: it was the how, not the why, which was the point of contention.

28 Constructing a legislative history offers insights into the purpose for and context from which 
law arose, was crafted and ultimately was codifi ed. This information additionally can assist in 
gauging legislative intent, which can be used by the judiciary in the interpretation of law.

29 By further expanding the frame of analysis from one focused on individual and more tempo-
rally encapsulated pieces of legislation to one premised on a greater timeframe of legislation 
enacted to regulate and protect archaeology, a fuller understanding of the emergence, devel-
opment and complexities of the concept of heritage is possible. A chronological synthesis of 
legislative histories accordingly offers the temporal contextualisation necessary to delve into 
how the relationships among law, archaeology and history engender heritage in historical 
and contemporary contexts, and how heritage in turn rebounds on archaeology, history and 
law. The ‘archive as artefact’ thus considers the socio-legal construction of archaeological 
heritage from both a historical and a contemporary perspective.
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MEANS MAKETH THE END

The context for the development of 
methodologies to assess the state of the 

historic environment in the UK

Ian Baxter

Introduction

The role of management within the heritage sector has changed over the past 
two decades as heritage itself has increasingly been recognised as playing a key 
role in many crosscutting societal, economic and political arenas. The 
management of heritage as a resource, a force and a concept has adapted from a 
traditional administrative paradigm (based on legalistic notions of protection 
and status within society and space) towards a new public management stra-
tegic paradigm, recognising competing stakeholders, product ranges, impacts 
and alternative models of service provision. At the heart of this change is a 
greater appreciation of the kinds of relationships, understandings and 
knowledge we have about heritage, as both a conceptual entity and a set of 
processes. More fundamentally for the realm of heritage knowledge, the 
paradigm shift has brought about a growing appreciation of what management 
of heritage does, rather than what we know per se about heritage. This was 
prompted by the changing ideals of public service (and thus public and govern-
mental management of heritage assets) and has been greatly assisted by the 
development of methodologies for assessing the state of the historic envi-
ronment (or heritage resource, see Baxter 2004 for a review of the changing 
terminology of heritage management). The notion of ‘audit’, as applied to 
heritage in England since 2002 with the launch of the ‘State of the Historic 
Environment Report’, has not only fulfi lled a need for greater public account-
ability for how taxpayers’ money is spent on heritage, but has also begun to 
bridge the ‘old’ and ‘new’ forms of public management of heritage and, more 
widely, cultural resources. Audit as a mechanism has thus begun to measure 



 

IAN BAXTER

86

what has been achieved by management and additionally to understand what 
else may be required. In line with these changes, it has become necessary to 
investigate new facets of the construction of heritage, including the 
management system itself. This calls for the recognition of a new range of 
concerns and questions, and concomitant with that searching for new data and 
developing new methods of analysis. This chapter refl ects on how we may 
analyse these changing circumstances in the management of heritage with 
particular attention to how we use the concept of heritage auditing to analyse 
change and impact. It looks at these issues through the specifi c managerial 
implications that the devolution of the political/cultural power base in the 
United Kingdom had for the development of a heritage auditing programme 
within Scotland. While the data and procedures are specifi c to England and 
Scotland, the importance of managerial paradigms and of understanding the 
roles and methods of audit are of wide general relevance for heritage.

Identifying new concerns: the relationships of heritage and culture in a 
devolved nation

The change in the political colour of the UK central government in the late 
1990s (from Conservative to ‘New’ Labour), and the bringing about of large-
scale devolution of political powers for the UK’s nations (the devolution of 
Wales and Scotland from the United Kingdom), brought the culture of these 
‘nations’, and the management and promotion of their cultures, into the public 
agenda. Culture, and, within its ambit, heritage, while perhaps the most 
readily devolved area of political responsibility in administrative terms, is of 
particular importance to the successful growth and development of devolved 
areas for a myriad of reasons – not least the politics of identity. Devolution and 
articulation of cultural identity are intimately linked, evident by the imme-
diate appointment and creation of ministerial posts with cultural responsi-
bility, and major reviews of cultural policies, being instigated in the devolved 
countries. Scanning cultural policy statements, it can be clearly seen that the 
heritage’s role within the politics of cultural identity and devolution was to 
provide a fi rm cultural context, community and physical manifestation of 
history and a sense of place for the emergent nations within the greater whole 
of the United Kingdom. There is an abundance of data to show how political 
and media rhetoric, aspirant articulation of ideals, assertion of status and 
refl ection on history followed the devolution in Scotland in public and profes-
sional fora, bringing with it unsaid expectations of the new status that heritage 
had attained.

Changing relationships between people and their cultures, and govern-
ments and their cultural responsibilities, form a subset within the wider global 
context of quickening cultural change brought about by the forces of globali-
sation (chapters in Held 2004). These wider competing forces of globalisation 
and localisation have produced an intersection of fundamental importance for 
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the management and administration of culture and heritage, as the ‘experience 
economy’ has developed as the fourth stage of economic change from production 
to service-based industries (Pine 1999). Scotland, in particular, has seen wide-
spread decline in its once-prevalent production industries, affecting areas from 
ship-building and engineering to mining and fi shing. The country, via public 
reinvestment and regeneration, has grown its service-based facilities, with the 
establishment of fi nancial districts in the major cities of Edinburgh and 
Glasgow, and investment in high-tech facilities in areas such as ‘Silicon Glen’. 
However, great investment and return has also been seen in the focused 
construction of Scotland as a product and brand – particularly in the form of a 
tourist location (McCrone et al. 1999) – and its tourist industry has over the 
past two decades been in competition for the most important industry in 
Scotland, in terms of Gross Domestic Product and, indeed, global recognition 
(VisitScotland 2007). Devolution has added to the pace of and desire for this 
development as a key contribution to Scotland’s successful future (Keating 
2005). Culture and heritage are major drivers in the Scottish tourism industry, 
in terms of both motivation to visit the country and actual visitor numbers to 
sites and attractions by international and domestic tourists, and thus are a 
major source of economic input for heritage and the wider historic environment 
of Scotland (VisitScotland/Moffat Centre for Travel and Tourism Business 
Development 2007). The drivers for the industry to produce unique and 
authentic experiences fi t the wider aspirations for the country’s heritage as 
perceived by the political paymasters at the time of devolution, creating a mix 
of motivation for developing heritage and cultural relationships in Scotland. It 
has also resulted in greater public interest and consequentially scrutiny of how 
and why heritage is managed in the way that it is.

Environmental scanning: the heritage-sector business environment

Where commonality in the broad philosophies and practices of heritage 
management can be identifi ed as a ‘sector’, that sector’s wider ‘environment’, 
in terms of its relationships and infl uences, needs to be clearly understood. The 
needs for contextualisation and for establishing the context of managerial 
practice and its relationships to its business environment are captured by the 
standard strategic management tool of environmental scanning. This can be 
used to place heritage in a broadly based ‘business’ context. Part of that 
business context infl uencing the growth in interest in heritage management in 
Scotland has already been outlined above. Such interest, of course, has equally 
applied to the continuing (albeit reconfi gured) management of the sector 
within England, and many other areas, but in order to more fully understand 
the changing business (environmental) context for heritage we need to more 
readily examine business-sector relationships (public as well as private) that it 
is a part of in order to identify and defi ne infl uences and drivers of change in 
our way of doing things in heritage. Since the creation of a dedicated UK 
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government Ministry for Culture (the Department for Culture, Media & Sport/
DCMS), the cultural and creative industries have coalesced into distinct sectors 
identifi ed through a combination of internal and external drivers or pressures, 
strategic direction, their own competitive and collaborative environment, and 
the market and policy forces driving change in their management and offerings 
(DCMS 2006a). As distinct sectors, the cultural industries’ umbrella has 
grown to formulate distinctive identities for sectors such as heritage/historic 
environment, architecture, museums and galleries, tourism, sport and so on. 
This formulation has seen its own devolved versions within the different 
nations, and it is therefore the general principles and effects of this formu-
lation that are important here for how we develop methods for the analysis of 
heritage. In short, there are some generic premises for change within the 
business of heritage which are important to understand as management 
‘process’; but there are also unique business-process characteristics which may 
be defi ned (in our case) on a geopolitical basis giving rise to distinct types and 
philosophies of heritage management. 

Two key principles have affected development of cultural organisations 
across the sector and their corporate management. First, competition, 
meaning that cultural organisations have had to quickly implement or 
demonstrate best value where it is based on public support in the form of 
subsidy, and also recognise that under high-level policy direction any 
particular organisational model should not necessarily be supported as the 
only delivery vehicle for that service. Competitors, collaborators and alter-
native/new forms of service have also had to be built into the management 
strategies for cultural organisations (including heritage). In particular, this 
has required an internal management shift towards a commercially and 
competitively competent organisation with core business available to it all 
the time. Second, a key principle of single-funding streams from govern-
ments to cultural organisations has given way to a requirement for organisa-
tions to diversify their funding base, partly due to a sustained year-on-year 
real-cost reduction in direct grants from the public purse. Accounting models 
that can cope with activities managed and costed on a project basis, and the 
requirement for performance information to support fund-raising from 
multiple sources, have also further pushed the development of management 
information systems within individual organisations (Flynn 2007).

This change in both the internal and external requirements for knowledge 
and data, in actual fact a greater understanding of organisational roles, has been 
charted across the cultural sector. This should not be seen as a surprising 
change in the internal and external operational environment, but should be 
understood as refl ecting different kinds of change and perception, as both the 
policy context and the audience expectation have shifted with great pace. In 
effect, what can be proposed is that in the past decade, particularly, a combi-
nation of economic, social, political and cultural pressures have together 
produced a requirement for a new set of management paradigms wherein 
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cultural organisations have needed to rethink their roles, activities and imple-
mentations faster than ever before (Flynn 2007).

The classic management tool of environmental scanning (mentioned already 
as a strategic management ‘toolkit’ for establishing business relationships, 
infl uences and drivers, including allies and competitors) shows a similar situ-
ation for other comparable cultural sub-sectors and industries, although there 
are different speeds of change evident within each. Depending on circum-
stance, these similar drivers of change produce the opportunity and threat of 
both convergence and competition in aim and approach. This in itself is a 
further reinforcement of the need for effective and effi cient management (the 
generic term for the ‘tools’ used to effect change). Perhaps the largest changes 
have been seen in the fi elds of sustainability and environment, where, allied to 
heritage (in the form of natural heritage), we have seen a move to landscape 
approaches to analysis and management, processes of characterisation, and the 
requirement for the principles of sustainability to be applied in both provision 
and consumption of natural heritage products, places and services. Greater 
linkages have also been made between environment and heritage, both in 
conceptual understanding and in practical management situations. This is 
exemplifi ed in the revitalised work of British Waterways in its stewardship 
and development of the canal and waterways system of Britain (British 
Waterways 2002; Fairclough and Symonds 1999).

Elsewhere, the arts sector has seen debate over the past fi ve years on the role 
and relevance of traditional and non-traditional art forms, changing expecta-
tions and needs for audiences, opportunities for social wellbeing and health, 
and the desire to form greater linkages and deliver wider benefi ts using artistic 
practices and outlooks. Particularly in the last couple of years, high-level state-
ments (Purnell 2007) outlining new policy direction and aspiration have led 
to the national public agency supporting the arts to encourage national debate 
on the arts and its value (Bunting 2007). The debate has attempted to establish 
the role of the arts and perceptions of it as a sector both within the industry 
and externally for its users and non-users. At the same time, peer review has 
been undertaken at national and regional levels to gauge a socio-political 
understanding of arts and public funding (Bunting 2007).

In the museums and galleries sector, a continuing shift in the philosophy of 
collecting and presenting items of material culture has also led to renewed 
debate on the role of the museum and the needs of user groups. Perhaps unsur-
prisingly, the educative rather than the leisure role of museums and galleries 
has come under pressure. Greater expectations have also been placed on insti-
tutions receiving public money based on their performance in widening their 
audiences and activities – often played out through the funding agreements 
and targets negotiated between the funding ministry and the recipient (DCMS 
2006b). As a result, methods for measuring performance are being developed. 
Public engagement with museums and galleries at a local level has, for 
example, been measured through the programme of local performance 
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indicators (a set of published measures, often agreed across common policy 
themes or organisational geographic areas of responsibility to establish whether 
outputs are meeting the aims and objectives: in essence, a results table). 
‘Engagement’ as a policy theme derived from government and aimed at 
increasing participation of targeted sub-sectors of communities in aspects of 
public service provision (such as ethnic minorities’ or disadvantaged socio-
economic groups’ use of cultural services) has also begun to be measured at a 
national level: this has been done via the large-scale socio-cultural ‘Taking 
Part’ survey commissioned by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport 
(DCMS and Offi ce of National Statistics 2007).

Another major comparable sector is that of the built environment, and over 
the past decade we have seen a number of agendas driven by the recognition of 
the importance of place management and understanding the effect of spaces 
and places on communities. Governmental organisations such as the 
Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE, in England) 
and Architecture and Design Scotland have overlapped with the traditional 
realms of heritage in developing the conceptual understanding of townscapes 
and streetscapes, ‘liveable places’, and the form and function of public buildings 
(CABE and HM Government 2006). The spaces between buildings have not 
been forgotten either, through shared developments between architecture, 
planning and heritage bodies in the realms of public park improvements, 
street management strategies, and demystifying and democratising design 
processes. Revisions and renewal of processes within the planning system have 
also been instigated, and review has begun of the system of designation and 
protection of heritage assets and places. The planning system’s aspiration to 
put planning at the heart of community development – simplifying proce-
dures, encouraging greater community and stakeholder input, and the move 
to e-planning applications and monitoring – has further altered the infor-
mation requirements and understandings of places, place-making and the 
processes of change within the built environment. From these broadening 
approaches to place and space, not only is new data being produced, but focus 
is also placed on new ways of interlinking and interpreting data from different 
themes (e.g. attitudes to risk and the use of public space; impacts of archi-
tecture and design on health). 

An overarching context for all of the above sectors is the new economic 
‘industry’, which in the UK has been produced by a decade of National Lottery 
support for culture, heritage, the arts, natural environments and community 
development. This benefactor, fi nancially the largest supporter, has changed the 
face of cultural and heritage aspiration and management (Heritage Lottery Fund 
2006). A wealth of new requirements and expectations for strategic planning and 
project management needed to access lottery funding has accordingly impacted 
on the sector in a signifi cant manner, bringing with it new and wider skills 
requirements, professional processes and competencies, and again broadening 
knowledge requirement and production. This has impacted the fi eld of heritage, 
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as the number and range of projects can be collated in databases, and systematic 
or targeted analyses of the funding and its impact can be conducted, opening up 
new avenues for heritage research (e.g. Paul Drury Partnership 2007).

Evolution of regional approaches: divergence and continuity

Against the background boldly stated above, the new context for the heritage 
sector in both England and Scotland brought drivers with a pace of change that 
the long-established sector had to adapt to in order not to be left behind. As 
already noted, these changes were spurred in part by the heritage sector realising 
that its image was tarnished by class connotations, poor service and experiences 
that were less than engaging, and a lack of transparency in terms of management 
procedures and impacts and use of public resources. The heritage sector was 
articulating continual concern that it was unappreciated and did not register on 
any political radar despite its own perception of importance. The environmental 
sector, in contrast, having embraced the concept of ‘sustainability’, had facts and 
fi gures available as well as effective advocacy. Indeed, closer to home, the 
museums sector had embraced change and through its revitalised education and 
accessibility missions was featuring in policy circles (via both rhetoric and docu-
mentation) (Travers 2006). In Scotland, a clear message that the heritage sector 
needed to get its act together to articulate clearly its own value and its value to 
others had been sent to the sector in the early stages of the post-devolution 
period. England had already gone through a similar process as questions were 
asked about the relationship between politics, funding and an effective sector 
which could produce clear advocacy messages; the government was pushing the 
heritage sector to fulfi l its potential role according to evidence-based policy-
making. Analysing public debates and documents, one can follow the devel-
opment of this concern. English Heritage commissioned a MORI poll in 2000, 
as the government began to review its policies for the historic environment, and 
this was used to demonstrate that heritage mattered to all sections of society, 
making it vital to address the mixture of perceptions and misconceptions about 
the sector. In the document Power of Place (English Heritage 2000) which 
followed the poll, the sector published a review of its future. In 2001 English 
Heritage endorsed the government policy statement in A Force for Our Future 
(Department for Culture, Media and Sport, Architecture and Historic Envi-
ronment Division 2001), calling for the publication of regular ‘State of the 
Historic Environment’ reports by the sector (coordinated by English Heritage) 
in order to address an information defi cit that undermined effective management. 
One may identify this as the introduction of an explicit audit culture – an explicit 
methodological change for the sector allowing transparency and comparison in 
judgement of stated aims and objectives both externally imposed as a public 
duty for funding support, and internally set as part of organisational strategy. 
The implicit comparison may be made between private shareholders in an 
organisation and public stakeholders in a public service-delivery institution.
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The fi rst State of the Historic Environment Report (subsequently renamed 
Heritage Counts) was published in 2002, and has been published annually since 
then (English Heritage and Historic Environment Review Executive Committee 
2007). Its evolution from an earlier tourism-focused analysis of heritage 
management has been considered elsewhere (Baxter 2003), and the rolling 
programme of reporting performance against indicators and thematic reviews of 
issues (such as skills, rural communities, volunteering) as they affect the 
management and protection of heritage in England is now well established.

The establishment of a basis for regularised management information on 
which broader policy linkages across crosscutting government issues can be built 
fi lls a key policy gap for the heritage in terms of articulating its own management 
and philosophies better. This furthermore creates transparency in application of 
public investment, and allows commonalities across geopolitical/economic 
borders to be identifi ed at the same time as it reinforces regionally, demographi-
cally or thematically potential solutions or approaches.

Building value via the evidence base

The debate in policy, political, public and organisational contexts on the role, 
effective protection and provision of heritage services in all their forms has at 
its heart the concept of value. This is a vital consideration to achieve effective 
results for investment (not just economic) on the part of communities, in an 
arena of competing concerns and demands. As an idea, value has been debated 
in recent years across various parts of the cultural sector, and from different 
perspectives. A concept with overtly economic connotations has foreseeable 
application and attractiveness in a business (market-economy) context: for 
example, establishment of the economic value of cultural objects, and the eco-
nomic impact of cultural activities in many circumstances, and attention 
which heritage-specifi c contexts receive are no exception to this (Snowball 
2007; Towse 2003). However, a broader socio-cultural understanding of value 
has drawn on ideas of cultural capital, as discussed originally by Bourdieu 
(1984). A contemporary understanding of value as developed and applied 
within the cultural sphere over the past decade has accordingly, in addition to 
economic value, considered ideas such as community values, psychological 
values, and other intangible and tangible benefi ts that may be gained from 
involvement in activities deemed to be cultural. Within the particular geo-
political context of devolution within Scotland it becomes clear that further 
weight is also attached to the value of the institution of government at a 
devolved level.

The policy-process angle within the values debate lies within the move, 
already noted, from an administrative to a strategic management paradigm in 
public services. In the UK (including Scotland) the integral requirement of 
evidence to develop and test policy has been laid out in The Green Book: 
Appraisal and Evaluation in Central Government (HM Treasury 2003). This 
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document formally sets the framework for testing public value as understood 
by government where it needs to prioritise spending of tax revenues. It is 
supported by The Magenta Book, produced by the government’s Social Research 
Unit, which provides additional guidance for policy evaluation and analysis 
(Cabinet Offi ce 2003). The impact of policy directions and implementation of 
policy processes have an obvious need for constant provision and assessment of 
information and data, and from this the defi nitions and consequences of devel-
oping value chains have begun to be reassessed over time. Economic and social 
impacts data and modelling are now a dynamic process supporting policy 
development, providing new datasets for integration into the policy-assessment 
and review cycle. Cultural economics has begun to feature more widely within 
the heritage sector’s thinking in the past fi ve years, fi tting with a values-based 
approach adopted to strategic funding directions and conservation management 
advice from the Heritage Lottery Fund and English Heritage (Clark and 
English Heritage 2001). This is exemplifi ed by conditions being placed on 
grants, often requiring shared investment or match-funding, application of 
business models, and whole-life costing. Indeed, the Heritage Counts 
programme of research coordinated by English Heritage on behalf of the wider 
heritage sector in England has benefi ted from the employment of an economist 
within the organisation. This kind of post, also established within the Heritage 
Lottery Fund, is a clear example of the development of the shift within profes-
sional heritage practice. Interestingly, the crosscutting nature of the values 
debate has led to linkages being made recently between environmental econo-
mists and the heritage sector, as the wider ‘landscape’ approaches to heritage 
have come into the mainstream. The argument for a values-based approach 
therefore has the notion of defi ned (positive) ‘outcomes’ as its quest.

An understanding of the impact of heritage has begun to draw on interdisci-
plinary skills and approaches, and the concordant information and knowledge 
sets arising from specialisms. Long-established economic impact modelling, 
used most clearly at the intersection of heritage and tourism is, for instance, 
adding considerably to the weight of evidence showing the benefi cial role that 
heritage has in regeneration and property development (Heritage Lottery Fund 
2004). While tourist visitor numbers have provided some of the best datasets for 
the role of heritage in the UK for a number of years (Baxter et al. 2001), as the 
heritage sector has become more sophisticated in its need for understanding its 
role, then anecdotal evidence and partial data on tourist and local views on the 
sense of place (and motivations to visit a given place) have also begun to be more 
readily built into a wider concept of heritage impact research (Baxter 2004).

The sophistication required for the development of the heritage knowledge 
base, in terms of management information and data, has brought about more 
complex research needs and research strategy requirements. The established 
role of the discipline of heritage management has been reinforced using the 
value debate as a starting point to begin to model the practices, outputs and 
outcomes of managing the historic environment and heritage assets in 
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particular ways. Such modelling appended to an increase in analytical material 
and data shows a level of professionalism and purpose that in turn can assist 
the advocacy process for heritage, moving it up the political agenda, where 
data can be marshalled and adapted for a multitude of contexts (Baxter 2004). 
In England, the maturity of the value debate and its relevance for heritage can 
be seen through the dedicated stream of research from the public policy think 
tank Demos, which (via funding from the Heritage Lottery Fund) has produced 
funded-programme-specifi c and strategic organisational research reports, 
culminating in a high-profi le conference and associated publication on The 
Public Value of Heritage in 2006 (Clark 2006). This conference considered 
where the values debate was now having a bearing on heritage management 
decision-making, building on international work such as that previously 
developed at the Getty Foundation and from the complementary disciplines of 
cultural economics, natural and built environment (De la Torre and Getty 
Conservation Institute 2003). Of particular note in the conceptual devel-
opment has been the modelling of heritage outputs and outcomes and their 
intrinsic, institutional and instrumental benefi ts, and the accessible approach 
of adapting economic/econometric modelling for use in heritage (Accenture 
and the National Trust 2006; Clark 2006; National Economic Research Asso-
ciates 2003). The debate over value instigated in England has provided much 
of the groundwork for the opportunity of greater strategic development for the 
heritage sector within the home nations by developing a model for enhancing 
the knowledge base through heritage auditing.

Methodological focus at the core of the heritage business environment

Although the politics of identity were perhaps the noisiest aspects of devo-
lution, the business of running a new country’s economy also pushed heritage 
up the agenda. In a devolved Scotland, the major industries which can con-
tribute to the country’s prosperity and social development have quickly come 
in for review. Apart from the political arena, within the cultural adminis-
tration arena, the politics of Scotland, Scottish culture and heritage have been 
intimately tied to an appreciation of the image and brand of Scotland, tourism 
operational performance, and cultural institutions which have been established 
with a strong Scottish and Celtic identity (McCrone et al. 1999; Ruiz and 
Scotland Development Department Research Programme 2004). A combi-
nation of ‘environmental factors’ can be identifi ed in the period following dev-
olution. This has established a newly differentiated business context for the 
sector, and thus new requirements. In particular, the factors and drivers for 
methodological development have included: a perceived advocacy vacuum, 
with no identifi able ‘organisational champion’ for the heritage sector; a need 
for specifi c policy in the cultural sector (to cover heritage/historic environment 
aspirations); new governmental structures and changed organisational respon-
sibilities and reporting mechanisms; a number of causes célèbres gaining media 
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and political attention, and thus scrutiny in the new political democratic pro-
cesses (especially debates in the Scottish Parliament); and onward development 
and refi nement of policy and philosophy elsewhere (most obviously, the nearby 
counterpart sectors in England and Wales).

A consideration of the required methodological responses to the above came 
out of a number of questions asked of a newly established (following devo-
lution) Historic Environment Advisory Council for Scotland (HEACS). One 
was to establish whether there was a need for a ‘heritage audit’ within Scotland 
and the way in which this could be taken forward. Further consideration was 
to be given to the effectiveness of heritage protection legislation and the infra-
structure of the heritage sector in Scotland (Historic Environment Advisory 
Council for Scotland 2004; Jura Consultants 2006).

Interestingly, while in England the heritage auditing programme had 
established itself by straight away beginning a process of data collection and 
research, the Scottish approach was to ask further questions of the role of the 
heritage information and infrastructure base, and the possible underlying 
methodologies for gathering evidence. Thus methodological development has 
been usefully placed at the heart of the emergent heritage management pro-
cesses in Scotland. While HEACS considered the strategic context for gov-
ernment (as a ministerial advisory body), the non-governmental umbrella 
organisation the Built Environment Forum Scotland (BEFS) undertook its 
own scoping within the NGO sector, with an allied advocacy campaign that 
was launched in 2004 under the banner ‘The Bigger Picture’ (Built Envi-
ronment Forum Scotland 2004). Within both of these allied investigations, a 
number of core ‘knowledge’ issues were evaluated: consideration was given to 
building on experience within England and international heritage auditing 
programmes from Australia and Canada; the poor relationship between the 
sector and the wider cultural sphere perceived in the analysis being under-
taken by the government’s established Cultural Commission (Cultural Com-
mission 2005) was considered; the applicability of indicator frameworks for 
measuring the state of the historic environment, as already used in sustainable 
development and environmental fi elds, was considered; and the life cycle of 
properties and places in the relationship between conservation and devel-
opment was being addressed.

By the end of 2004 HEACS reported to government on the need for a 
heritage audit within Scotland, recognising within the unique devolved 
administrative context that a three-staged methodological approach to 
auditing might be undertaken over a four-to-fi ve-year period to establish a 
base on which annual reporting might eventually take place and yield useful 
results. The tripartite approach suggested undertaking a sector-driven audit, 
an issue-driven audit and a gap-driven audit: each building on the knowledge 
base and available data (HEACS 2004). During 2005, Historic Scotland, the 
executive arm of government charged with delivery of heritage management 
policies, established the internal mechanism within its Policy Directorate to 
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manage the audit process. In 2006 Historic Scotland commissioned the fi rst 
piece of research within the putative Scottish heritage audit, designed to assess 
the state of the knowledge base on which an audit could be undertaken. The 
aim of the research was to identify and catalogue existing historic environment 
datasets and to assess how fi t for purpose these data would be to address key 
questions about the historic environment. The research was conducted between 
March and October 2006 (by the author) and used a mixed approach to gath-
ering information, which involved a survey of around 230 organisations, stake-
holder interviews, literature reviews and information signposting (identifi cation 
of data sources and organisations collecting relevant information/analysis). 
The key issues arising from the study are noted in Table 5.1, which contains 
the executive summary of the research. Methodologies and data sources, and 
the requirement for their development, can be seen to be the fundamental 
requirement on which effective and transparent management can be built.

What has become evident from the research is that despite the positive 
developments theoretically derived from an ‘audit culture’, the notion of 
audit relies on a certain level of available data, and furthermore understanding 
of the data-management systems in place in order to produce meaningful 
management information and transparency of performance by organisations. 
Indeed, in order to perform an effective audit of information, dedicated infor-
mation needs to be gathered for that purpose: in the case of the initial stages 
of heritage auditing, this has not been the case in Scotland. Information has 
been gathered from multiple sources, utilising datasets collected for other 
purposes, and therefore when heritage audit-related questions are asked of 
this data it has not been possible to provide answers. The pre-assessment of 
the heritage management information resource in Scotland, intended as a 
precursor to actual audit, has therefore shown up an interesting divergence in 
philosophy and practice for the sector more widely. This is refl ected on 
further below.

Conclusion: data, information and knowledge are not the same things

What has become clear from the rolling programme of heritage audit in 
England, and the preparations for the Scottish heritage audit, is that the 
understanding of knowledge-management methodologies and the role they 
play in strategic management for the heritage sector is still in its formative 
stages. Despite the existence of published reviews of the interaction of 
management and archaeology from the mid-1990s (Cooper 1995), there has 
been a paucity of further work on knowledge management in the broader sense 
of historic environment management. The evolution of English Heritage (in 
England) as an organisation and its corporate understanding of the heritage 
information resource, particularly the recent publication of its research strategy 
and draft conservation principles, have begun to address this through the 
creation of its so-called ‘virtuous heritage circle’ – though this is largely 
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Table 5.1 Key fi ndings from Historic Scotland data-assessment project (from Baxter 2006)

Existing data and data gaps:

•  The Project has been a successful starting point for identifying and evaluating 
existing information sources for the Audit.

•  More than 100 easily accessible datasets have been identifi ed. These data address, 
in part, key questions about the historic environment.

•  In addition, it is estimated that local authorities may hold around 50 useful 
‘generic’ datasets. However, during the course of the Project it was beginning to 
emerge that not all 32 local authorities hold the same core data.

•  As well as obvious datasets, there are many less accessible sources of information 
which may be useful.

•  There are substantial data gaps – particularly about the condition of the historic 
environment resource and within individual local authorities’ information bases.

Fit for purpose:

•  Without a fuller understanding of individual organisations’ knowledge-
management processes, it has not been possible to fully assess how fi t for purpose 
existing historic environment datasets are.

•  From the survey of organisations, however, it appears that few individual datasets 
are completely fi t for the purpose of the audit in their current form.

Capacity and participation:

•  It has become apparent that there are substantial challenges in the data-gathering 
process, which will require a fl exible approach to working with the sector.

•  There appears to be a capacity issue across the sector. During the course of this and 
other audit-related projects, some organisations found it diffi cult to provide 
information and respond to surveys. Therefore, the Audit will need to consider how 
best to build capacity to fi ll gaps in information.

•  Participation in the written survey was low among some groups, because of 
capacity issues and a lack of awareness of the benefi ts of the Audit.

Comparison with English Heritage

•  An investigation of the approach by English Heritage (which is a number of years 
ahead of Scotland in the auditing process) found that, as well as a national manager, 
they fund a number of local posts to facilitate delivery of the audit at a local level as 
well as at a national level. They have also made the decision to commission a range 
of bespoke work that exactly meets their needs.

Conclusions and recommendations

Many of the fi ndings from this Project come as no major surprise. However, things 
have now moved from the realm of anecdotes to evidence-based facts – which 
provides a robust basis for the next steps.
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Table 5.1 (continued)

The main conclusions and recommendations are:

1:  The Project has made a useful start in identifying what data exists, making an 
initial assessment of how fi t for purpose it is, and preparing a baseline database and 
directory of data resources. However, there are gaps in this knowledge base. There 
is an opportunity to add to and enhance the database by further focused 
information trawls and targeted interviews with local authorities to fi nd out more 
about available data which is known to exist.

Feedback on the usefulness of the directory of data resources and the database should be 
gathered. The sector should then agree whether to maintain these resources and the 
implications of this.

2:  Data has been created within the sector by a range of organisations in different 
locations and for a very wide variety of specifi c purposes. However, for the 
purposes of the Audit, many of the datasets as they stand cannot be considered fi t 
for purpose. It is clear that existing data alone will not address all of the key 
questions posed by the audit – either because data does not exist or it is not fi t 
for purpose.

Therefore, the audit should develop a research and information-gathering strategy to fi ll 
these data gaps. It should also agree whether to adopt a thematic or area-based approach to 
fi lling gaps – either independently or in association with compilers of key datasets.

3:  There are apparent capacity problems within the sector in responding to requests 
for information.

In addressing these, a view needs to be established on whether it is best to build capacity 
locally or to commission bespoke work to make data available and fi t for purpose.

4:  The datasets identifi ed within the scope of this Project have been those easiest to 
access and catalogue. A greater task lies ahead to identify and assess a wider range 
of datasets and information less readily accessible.

The audit should consider how useful these other information sources are and how cost-
effective it would be to make use of them.

5:  There was warm reception to the aspirations of the Audit and widespread 
support among the sector for a directory of data resources. If the Audit is to 
successfully share information and secure buy-in from the sector, two-way 
communication about the aims of the Audit and its usefulness is vital. In 
particular, it is essential to the success of the Audit to have targeted liaison with 
local authorities to raise awareness about the Audit, its fi ndings and the benefi ts 
of participation.

Local authorities should be consulted, as major stakeholders in the Audit process, and also as 
the largest gap in current data provision. This will provide a forum to discuss capacity for 
providing data and the shared benefi ts of the Audit.
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conceptual in nature at this point in time and is more aligned with strategic 
intent than operational effectiveness (English Heritage 2006).

An appreciation of knowledge-management and within it the role and 
function of both data and their concomitant collection and analysis strategies has 
become ever more vital as the business environment for heritage has forced the 
sector’s hand in both accounting for its performance and justifying support for 
it. The changing philosophy within public management towards a strategic 
perspective of evidence-based policy-making has moved the back-offi ce func-
tionality of heritage management operations into the frontline for debate and 
consideration. Effective management information upon which informed choices 
(and thus informed conservation (Clark and English Heritage 2001)) can be 
built cannot rely on second-hand data, or data which have been collected for 
other purposes. The precursor audit research in Scotland has obviously shown 
that data pertaining to the management of the heritage resource exist, but that 
they may not be structured in such a way that they can usefully add to knowledge 
about the effects of managing heritage. Data and resulting information can be 
used to measure specifi c outputs, as has been shown in the fi rst-stage report for 
Scotland’s Historic Environment Audit, but the nucleus of this informs the 
sector of process rather than outcome (Historic Scotland 2007). A values-based 
approach advocates an understanding of outcome, but may be stalled unless the 
methodological philosophy of heritage audit can catch up. The research in 
Scotland has gone some way to identify this methodological knowledge gap by 
asking pertinent questions which cut to the heart of management information 
and the hypotheses about a need to create heritage management knowledge. 
That the data that we currently have about heritage may provide information 
about what it is; but not what it does. The devolved context for heritage audit 
methodologies considered here therefore has wider scope to provide benefi cial 
support for developing philosophies of heritage management through reas-
sessment of the ability to assess our ‘business’ processes and their transparency.

Table 5.1 (continued)

6:  There is a lot of experience within English Heritage, who are undertaking a 
similar type of audit. In the course of this they are commissioning a range of 
bespoke research.

Synergies should be sought with the Heritage Counts process in England for effi ciencies and 
effectiveness in research.

7:  A fuller understanding of individual organisations’ knowledge management 
processes is necessary to allow a full assessment of how fi t for purpose existing 
historic environment datasets are.

The sector (and specifi cally the Audit process) should gain a greater understanding of 
knowledge creation and management processes within organisations which potentially hold 
historic environment-related information.
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6

METHODS USED TO 
INVESTIGATE THE USE OF THE PAST 

IN THE FORMATION 
OF REGIONAL IDENTITIES

Ulrike Sommer

Introduction

This chapter discusses the range of sources and methods that can be used to 
investigate identity formation in a historical perspective. The discussion is 
based on research on the formation and changes of ‘Saxon identity’ in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries.1 Saxony (with its changing borders) was a 
middle-sized state in the eastern part of the Holy Roman Empire, an inde-
pendent kingdom from 1806 to 1918, and a German Federal state from 1918 
to 1952 and again after 1990. While the following discussion is specifi c to this 
case study, I try to identify a broad range of sources that should be available for 
any area, just as the approach and methods outlined would be relevant for the 
study of other kinds of social identity constructions and can be applied to 
different regions.

The verb most commonly used in connection with heritage is probably 
‘preserving’, but heritage is also created, and is constantly changed according 
to present-day needs. Heritage, or in a wider sense the past, is created to justify 
the present, or, more precisely, one specifi c interpretation of the present and 
by implication expectations for the future. This past is created by people, and 
it is created with specifi c goals. This is not to deny that there is a ‘real’ past, 
things that happened before the present moment; but only a tiny portion of 
past events ever makes it into the recorded or materially preserved past, and 
only another very tiny proportion of this is used in the creation and rein-
forcement of group identities.

There are a number of ways of looking at the process of identity formation, 
among which the following may be considered typical:
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1 An essentialist paradigm may be used to argue that the formation of 
identity simply happens or had to happen. Key events can then be objec-
tively identifi ed and narrated. This approach would see the national 
myth as the expression of some inherent fundamental trait of the group 
being formed.

2 A simplifi ed functionalist top-down model, where a group of people with 
clear political aims codify a specifi c history for consumption by the 
general public.

3 The Three-step model. This model recognises three steps in the formation 
of identity. These are the specialists collecting the facts, the intermediate 
organisations that modify the concepts developed by the specialists for 
mass consumption and, fi nally, the consumers. This model can be expanded 
to include different types of specialists, intermediate organisations and 
consumers, each with different interests. Feedback between the different 
levels is to be expected. This Three-step model implies a degree of 
autonomy of the intellectual sphere that is clearly unwarranted. Numerous 
‘outside’ factors impinge on all levels, most prominently the government, 
both by its control of funding and the direct control of appointments and 
jobs (sacking of political opponents or ‘politically unreliable’ people) and 
by the control of publications (censorship, grants for publication). 
Economic factors such as the book market and media, levels of private 
sponsorship, the use of archaeology in tourism, and the perception of 
archaeology as an obstacle to investment and urban expansion also come 
into play. Ideological systems and research paradigms with a wider social 
impact also infl uence the development and use of archaeological research 
and heritage perception: such systems include the Christian Church, 
Darwinism, Marxism, various types of chauvinism and racism, and 
Christian, Jewish and Islamic fundamentalism. In practice, none of the 
ideal-type steps are clearly delineated, and, of course, there tend to be a 
number of different groups at each step, with often radically divergent 
aims and interests. 

4 Latour’s Four Horizons model (1989b) has looked at the connections 
between science and society that are missing from the Three-step model. 
He has identifi ed four ‘horizons’, seen as interlocking circles which can 
guide research into the history of science in a less systemic and less hierar-
chical manner. The horizons are: 
a Mobilisation of data. This includes the instruments, technology and 

procedures needed to make the external world available to scientifi c 
research, the techniques and defi nitions needed for systematic and 
formalised data collection, and the places used for storing and 
displaying these data. In the case of prehistory, the horizon would 
include collections, museums, catalogues, maps, county-inventories 
and excavations, but also systems of classifi cation and a specialised 
and generally accepted terminology.
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b Self-constitution. This concerns the defi nition of the research fi eld 
as a separate subject, the criteria for inclusion in this fi eld as well 
as the creation of university chairs, societies, associations and 
research institutions.

c Alliances. This refers to the acceptance of a discipline by and support 
of outside groups, mobilisation of fi nancial resources to fund the 
research, laboratories and collections. This includes the arguments 
needed to appear relevant to these other groups. Latour names the 
government (bureaucracy and technocracy), the army, industry and 
educational bodies as key elements. 

d Representation or staging. This includes public relations, the many ways 
a discipline presents itself, its aims, results and methods, to the public. 

e Cohesion. This core element refers to the way these factors are connected 
into a coherent whole.

In the following, the Three-step model is used as an organising principle for 
the discussion, without implying any hierarchy, primacy of production or 
directionality between the three levels.

Collecting the facts

The sources used for the study of the formation of Saxon identity, and discussed 
here in detail, were mainly textual. Other sources, in particular pictorial sources 
such as historical paintings, illustrations in scientifi c volumes, popular treatises 
and historical novels, would also be another useful avenue of research into the 
formation of different kinds of identity (see Mitchell 2000 for an English 
example), and could be used to consider questions such as: who and what is 
depicted, in what context, how far does actual archaeological research infl uence 
the illustrations, which key moments are identifi ed in the past, who is acting 
and how does this relate to the written sources? There has not been much 
research into the nineteenth-century tradition of historical paintings in terms 
of identity formation, although there are some recent studies of illustrations 
and their ideological context (e.g. Jud and Kaenel 2002; Molyneaux 1997; 
Moser 1998). Postcards, pictures in popular illustrated magazines and cheap 
calendars give an indication of popular knowledge and appreciation of actual 
monuments, the way they are depicted and the mechanisms for the selection of 
‘relevant’ monuments (e.g. Köhnke 2001). Likewise, actual examples of 
material culture form another much neglected source. Some analyses of statues 
and monuments (Nipperdey 1968; Tacke 1995; Dörner 1995) have appeared, 
but museum buildings, the layout and presentation of museum exhibitions, 
replicas and reproductions, and attempts at restoring/recreating prehistoric and 
early historic monuments (Ahrens 1990) offer a wide scope for further explo-
ration. The methodology is as yet somewhat underdeveloped, though much can 
be learned from architectural studies or the history of art.
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The study of past identity formation is beset by the uneven nature of 
sources. The sphere of the producers/specialist is normally the one best docu-
mented. For the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the period 
considered here, there is a plethora of sources for the scholarly point of view: 
published books and articles, as well as scholarly discussions of individual 
sites and authoritative accounts of the local, regional and national history. 
The actions of governing bodies are also well documented in the form of 
offi cial decrees and laws as well as (more or less) detailed instructions for their 
implementation. Parliamentary discussions of the issues and petitions 
relating to them are conserved in offi cial archives. In addition, after the 
enactment of the law for the protection of ancient monuments and the foun-
dation of the Antiquities Services and the Service for the Protection of Ancient 
Monuments (or similar administrative bodies), one can fi nd lists of monu-
ments, records of excavations and fi nds in the archives of various institutions. 
While under direct governmental control, these bodies also acted as interme-
diate institutions, transmitting the research of specialists to both the general 
public and to government offi cials, and developing an institutional dynamic 
of their own. Their institutional history tends to be very well documented in 
archival material, and numerous institutional histories have been published 
(normally in connection with some anniversary). While these publications 
may contain useful facts, it should be recognised that they constitute the 
offi cial origin myth of the institution in question and analyse neither the 
social, political and ideological context nor the institutional dynamics 
mentioned above. They tend to present a typical ‘ahistorical history’ (Latour 
1989a: 783), anachronistically written from the point of present-day interests 
and ruling paradigms. Moreover, in the context of the radically changing 
political regimes of Central Europe, they tend to gloss over or omit poten-
tially embarrassing time periods. Memoirs of scholars and politicians are 
another contemporary source which has not been extensively looked into, 
although M.-A. Kaeser (2002, 2003) has shown how a detailed analysis of a 
single biographical source can be used to unravel a complex network of scien-
tifi c and political interdependencies.

Intermediate organisations

The role of intermediate organisations is also relatively well documented. 
Intermediate organisations that were infl uential in identity construction are, 
for example, antiquarian and historical societies and the educational system. 
Other ‘multipliers’ may be authors of historical novels, painters and illus-
trators, producers of local histories and organisers of historical pageants, and 
journalists. In the time period in question, the clergy together with local 
teachers often acted as multipliers. With both leisure time and a position of 
local authority they were often used by professionals to obtain data – part of a 
tradition of questionnaires from the antiquarians onwards of collecting data 
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about local customs, dialects, superstitions or antiquities. The work of anti-
quarian societies tends to be well documented, as most of them published 
detailed proceedings, and there are numerous surveys listing these bodies. 
Catalogues of their collections and libraries, as well as extensive archives, often 
survive as well.

The history of museums and collections is also quite well documented. In 
this case study, both the Royal collection in Dresden and the growing number 
of private collections that developed all over the country during this time were 
relevant organisations. The existence, and often the content, of the collections 
can be traced (though it is unclear to what extent short-lived private collec-
tions have been recorded). It is, however, diffi cult to establish any method for 
measuring their impact: data on the nature of the exhibitions or on the number 
of visitors, let alone their reaction, are very sparse indeed. Nonetheless, much 
useful information still slumbers in the archives of individual museums. 
Penny’s (2002) study of German ethnographical museums shows the potential 
for more detailed case studies. Whereas Roth (1990) provides a general outline 
of the development of local museums (Heimatmuseen), individual studies inves-
tigating the local political and social context are still lacking. Detailed pictures 
of collections or exhibitions are quite rare up to c. 1890, and museum displays 
were (and are) seldom adequately documented. Guidebooks are usually the 
only sources available about how museums presented their collections, but not 
only were they only produced for the bigger museums, but they have not often 
been systematically collected. Newspaper accounts of exhibitions are a valuable 
source, but are time-consuming to collect if the relevant newspapers have not 
been digitised.

The general public

Based on the more obvious sources available, we thus tend to know a great deal 
about what people were told to believe about the past, and the strategies used 
to ‘sell’ this interpretation, but often it is impossible to tell who was actually 
reached by these interpretations and how people reacted to the pictures and 
narratives offered to them – whether they believed them, ignored them or 
incorporated them into differing accounts of their own, and if this had any 
infl uence on their actions.

For my case study I was not able to locate any sources that relate directly to 
the popular perception of monuments or refl ections on the distant past in 
general, such as might be found in diaries, letters or essays. They are bound to 
exist, but as they are probably extremely rare they are of dubious use for 
gauging general trends. The production of written documents is moreover 
closely linked to the level of literacy; moreover, mundane factors such as access 
to writing materials, the amount of leisure-time, an environment conducive to 
intellectual activities and the initiative of somebody to preserve these docu-
ments are essential for their existence. In other words, peasants and workers 
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are extremely unlikely to have left any surviving documents. In 1866, about 
half the German population were functionally illiterate (Wittmann 1982: 
200), and in 1875 about a quarter of the population (Schenda 1970).

My study proceeded from the assumption that the production of texts, pictures 
and displays is in some way connected to the consumption of these bids for iden-
tifi cation, the assumption that the products offered are in some way connected to 
what the ‘consumers’ want or at least prefer. At the same time, as the following 
case study shows, the production of accounts of the past is also in a substantial 
manner infl uenced by political and economic conditions, and only by comparing 
a wide range of different sources can a start be made at untangling the infl uence 
of various factors. In the following I shall outline the methods used for the case 
study of the formation of Saxon identity.

Investigating the construction of narratives

In the creation of group identity, the past commonly plays an important role 
(Hobsbawm 1997). This might be linked to the belief that a deep past guar-
antees a long future, proving the strong coherence of the group in question, its 
prowess in defending its territory and its resilient nature in the face of external 
threats. The group is seen as optimally adapted to its environment, which it 
has marked as its own by numerous monuments and other changes wrought 
on the landscape. Often, though, the origin myth is actually the past of a 
group not yet in existence, and the past is describing the future anticipated for 
this group having yet to achieve an uncontested identity (e.g. nationhood) and 
external recognition.

To investigate these constructions I was thus interested in these questions:

Why is a particular episode of history/prehistory selected for inclusion in • 
the narrative about the national past?
How was the selected references to the past made relevant to the present?• 
How has this narrative changed through time?• 
What happens if there are confl icting accounts?• 
How do new master narratives originate and gain validity?• 

To answer these questions, a cross-section of Saxon archaeological publica-
tions, both more ‘scholarly’ and lay literature, and popular and political texts 
were perused. Actually, this distinction does not make much sense during 
most of the nineteenth century, as most antiquarians had to earn their living 
in a different occupation (if they had to earn their living, that is), and most 
archaeological work in the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was 
conducted by laymen who were members of historical and archaeological soci-
eties. The selected texts were analysed according to criteria taken from critical 
discourse analysis (Fairclough 1995; van Dijk 1985; Wodak and Meyer 2001). 
Within the texts, four levels were distinguished:



 

THE FORMATION OF REGIONAL IDENTITIES

109

1 Historical master narrative. A master narrative has been characterised as a 
coherent narrative with a clear perspective on present or hoped-for political 
conditions (most commonly the national state), focusing on collective 
agents (Middell et al. 2000 22). Master narratives provide social cohesion 
and integration between different social/regional groups. According to 
Rüsen (2002), master narratives supply cultural identity via events in the 
past. They not only provide cultural identity, but also create and describe 
difference to other groups (Rüsen 1994). These master narratives change 
according to social and political context, but they tend to do so rather 
slowly. A fully fl edged master narrative is diffi cult to dislodge, as it seems 
to unfold an inherent dynamic of its own, and contravening facts often 
appear useless against the narrative logic of such a story.

  Such narratives can be subdivided into smaller elements. Based on 
Propp’s (1968) study of narrative structures of fairy tales, three further 
text-elements were distinguished:

2 Motifs. A motif is defi ned as a self-contained ‘scene’ that relies on the 
existence of a master narrative already known to the recipients. The 
placement and function of these motifs can change; they can be incorpo-
rated into a number of different master narratives (see, for example, Eidson 
2001; Friedrich et al. 2002). Motifs do not necessarily contain any obvious 
lesson or relate to an important historical event, but they are often narra-
tologically satisfying episodes (‘good stories’) and are sometimes made 
into important historical events.

3 Topoi. Topoi, collective symbols and cultural stereotypes are descriptions 
like ‘the dark primeval forests of prehistory’. As especially the studies of 
Jäger (1993) and Wodak et al. (1998) have shown, these topoi are highly 
signifi cant as bearers of ideologically charged messages. They are part of a 
web of metaphors connected to collective symbols. ‘Percolating Slavonic 
tribes’ is an example of such a highly ideologically laden topos frequently 
found in the texts analysed.

4 Finally, ephiteta refers to the smallest (but no less important) narrative 
units used in the text, such as ‘warlike Germans’ or ‘peaceful Sorabians’. 

Different narrative elements change at different speeds (‘Ungleichzeitigkeit’/non-
synchronism). Motifs and topoi often persist for a very long time, remaining 
long after the master narrative they were a part of has disappeared from the 
published discourse. Motifs normally seem fairly neutral ideologically, although 
they may carry sublimated messages about what history is, who makes history, 
gender and social stereotypes etc. Of course, the collective symbols also change 
through time, although, again, probably on a different timescale than the 
master narratives. The collective symbols used should therefore also be traced 
in other fi elds of discourse. There are also examples where the master narrative 
was retained and only the ephiteta were changed, ‘peaceful Sorabians’ became 
‘cowardly Sorabians’ etc. This marks a conscious ideological change, but it is 
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possibly less effective than a new master narrative; it may even be counterpro-
ductive as different levels of the text deliver different messages.

Examples of master narrative

Through time, distinctly different master narratives about who the original 
Saxons were, their origin and how they reached their present homeland have 
been formulated. These can be identifi ed through analysis of the different 
sources in terms of master narrative, motifs, topoi and ephiteta. The analysis 
shows that several origins have been proposed, including Slavs, Celts, Illyrians, 
a racial mix and Germanic tribes.

The assignment of a Slavic origin serves as an example of such different 
narratives. Arguments for a Slavic origin were already popular in the eight-
eenth century. Saxon histories of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 
normally described the Slavs as peaceful, hospitable, true to their words and 
their spouses, industrious and law-abiding, and of a ‘soft, but deep’ joyous 
mind (Hahn 1851). They enjoyed music, cultivation of fi elds and fl ocks, and 
generally improving the land. These descriptions have been collected by 
Herder and other authors investigating ‘national mentalities’ (e.g. von Anton 
1789; Dobrovský 1784, 1786). This description of the prehistoric/early 
medieval Slav mentality corresponded closely with the eighteenth- and nine-
teenth-century Saxon self-image. The Saxons described themselves as indus-
trious, cosmopolitan and cultured, in contrast to their hated Prussian 
neighbours, whose military successes Saxony could not match. Instead they 
emphasised cultural values, the arts, trade and industry.

In the analysis it became clear that few of the sources contained a fully 
fl edged master narrative, the texts often relying on other, obviously well-
known, texts which are signalled by the use of a number of key topoi. In other 
instances, a master narrative is either ‘not yet’ present or is not actively being 
constructed. The ideological load is then often transported solely by topoi and 
epitheta. As an analysis of schoolbooks and popular history-books showed 
(Sommer 2002; Friedrich et al. 2002), master narratives, and motifs and topoi 
even more so, are tenaciously preserved and often even survive political and 
ideological changes. But whether this refl ects resistance by the authors or a 
rather insidious tenancy of narrative elements is usually impossible to tell.

Methods of ideological appropriation

There are a number of different methods through which a territory can be 
ideologically appropriated, and of how the past and its relics are used to justify 
present or future conditions. In this analysis a number of constructions were 
traced; they were: the dynastic model, the autochthonist model, the argument 
for continuation in mentality, arguments about general progress, the settler 
model, the model of conquest, models of continuity and mixture, and fi nally 
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simple acceptance of the present territory. The dynastic model and the 
argument about mentality can be used to exemplify the narratives constructed 
for such ideological purposes.

In the ‘dynastic mode’ of medieval and early modern times, the unifying 
factor was the dynasty. The ruling dynasties are normally portrayed as invaders. 
Autochthony was a characteristic of the subservient peasantry. In some 
accounts, the Saxons thus traced their descent to stray mariners of Alexander of 
Macedonia who had run aground at the northern coast of Germany and treach-
erously slain the native Thuringians with long knives.

A different type of construction is based on the argument that the mentality 
of the Saxons and the ancient Slavs remained identical even if a direct descent 
from the Slavs could not be argued. Sometimes the achievements of both 
people are directly contrasted. While the modern Saxons are better at things, 
cultivate Borstorf apples instead of woodapples and build houses of stone 
instead of clay, all main modern economic activities were already anticipated 
by the ancient Sorabians, whether agriculture, trade, textile industry or mining 
(Petermann 1881). It is thus a question of related mental predisposition, 
created by a similar environment rather than ancestral descent, that creates 
continuity between past and present.

Quantitative data

As already pointed out, it is diffi cult to decide who, if anybody, believed in 
these diverse origin narratives and how widely they were known. In the second 
part of this chapter, I look at some quantitative data that at least give some 
indication about the importance of the past and the kind and number of people 
who showed interest in the past and its remains. I was not able to fi nd any 
sources amenable to statistical analysis that cover the period 1800–2000, and 
moreover the sources that do exist are often not comparable over longer periods 
of time. Only by combining many different and (necessarily) disparate sources 
is it possible to arrive at an approximate picture. The legal protection of ancient 
monuments is of widely different dates (and extent) in the different German 
states and seems to be due more to political power-games (or sometimes, as in 
the case of Mecklenburg-Schwerin, the interest of the local dynasty in 
protecting their ancestral sites) than to direct popular interest. Mass-repro-
duced pictures such as postcards and pictures in calendars might be an inter-
esting source, but are diffi cult to collect in the absence of databases.

Museums and exhibitions

The interpretation of the development of museums is far from straightforward: 
there are different types of founders and founding bodies, different propor-
tions of the actual collection devoted to different periods, and different presen-
tations and curatorial aims. Museums and school collections were certainly 
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important at the time, but they are diffi cult to reconstruct. Only rarely are 
pictures of the exhibitions preserved, and the arrangement of objects and the 
content of the boards and labels are almost never recorded. 

Antiquarian societies

Antiquarian societies were important in the collection and preservation of the 
past remains which played a signifi cant role in the formation of identity. It is, 
therefore, important to understand more of their history. The number and 
changing names of antiquarian societies can be used to gauge the intellectual 
climate of the time. For Germany the sources used were Klüpfel (1844); 
Heimpel (1963); the library catalogue of the Römisch-Germanische 
Kommission des Deutschen Archäologischen Instituts; Walther (1845), and 
the website http://www.scholarly-societies.org. Unfortunately, most of these 
societies did not have a single purpose. The older societies were often learned 
societies interested in ‘everything’ or dedicated to general improvement in the 
spirit of the late Enlightenment (Nipperdey 1972; Döring and Nowak 2000). 
Most were dominated by the aristocracy, and most did not even survive the 
end of the Old Empire. The societies founded after 1815 commonly mix anti-
quarian and historical research and were dominated by the rising bourgeoisie, 
similar to other societies dedicated to communal reading, singing, education, 
charity and social reform. Nipperdey (1972) sees this new type of societies as 
the training grounds for a modern democracy, and indeed they came under 
heavy offi cial suspicion and supervision after the failed revolutions of 1830 and 
1848. Anthropology (including ethnography and physical anthropology) 
became popular after 1860. After the turn of the century, the preservation of 
the countryside (Heimat) was becoming increasingly important, with societies 
arguing for nature conservation, the preservation of scenic countryside and 
villages, but also for rural festivities and customs (see Schaarschmidt 2004). 
The economic disaster accompanying the loss of the First World War, espe-
cially the hyperinfl ation that lasted until 1923, led to the collapse of many 
societies, loss of publishing opportunities and the disappearance of the tradi-
tional middle classes who had been the main members of antiquarian and 
historical societies. From 1933, with the fascist dictatorship, societies for 
genealogical research and ‘racial hygenics’ (Rassehygiene) became common.

Detailed statistics about the development of membership of societies can often 
be created; but this should not be seen as a good proxy for general interest in 
history or prehistory as societies were routinely joined by members of the local 
elites who did not necessarily take an active part. The number of members present 
at the annual general assemblies or publishing in the society’s journal might be a 
better indication of actual interest. Closer analysis shows that many antiquarian 
or historical societies were dominated by the higher or middle bourgeoisie, with 
peasants and workers almost completely absent. It is only by about 1875 that 
artisans and clerical workers appear among the members in antiquarian societies 
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in Germany. Whether this represents the genuine distribution of interest, or 
rather class-based or fi nancial obstacles, is diffi cult to establish. 

Publications

The number of publications on prehistory can also be used to gauge the 
interest in the subject though, of course, this is not directly related to the 
number of readers. In Germany scholarly studies were commonly published 
in German after 1800, when only 4 per cent of all published books were still 
in Latin, as compared to 58 per cent between 1600 and 1700 and 27.7 per 
cent in 1740 (Martino 1990: 4). There was a substantial increase in the reading 
public in the 1790s, and already by 1800 there were numerous complaints 
about ‘Lesesucht’, an ‘addiction to reading’, taking hold of even such unlikely 
people as common musketeers, traders’ apprentices and milkmaids, keeping 
them from useful work and making them discontent about their natural place 
in society (Martino 1990: 8). Still, the level of literacy stayed low. In Prussia, 
where compulsory primary schools had been introduced in 1717, about 20 
per cent of the male population (recruits) remained illiterate in 1850. Of 
course, reading out loud for others was quite common and was actively 
encouraged by educational societies, but anything save broadsheets, agricul-
tural calendars or religious pamphlets was beyond the means of a peasant or 
artisan until about 1870.

In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries lending libraries were 
the most important source for reading matter for all but the upper echelons of 
society (Martino 1982, 1990). Lending libraries were mainly analysed in 
terms of their literary impact (such as the popularity of individual authors), 
but they can also shed light on the popularity and the number of readers of 
prehistoric publication.

The number of archaeological publications per year can also be informative. 
There is a very reliable bibliography of prehistoric publications in Saxony 
(Bierbaum 1957, 1969), which covers the period from 1518 to 1957. According 
to this there is a more or less even output between 1700 (before that publications 
are too sparse and irregular to merit this kind of analysis) and 1819 and a steep 
general rise after the end of the Napoleonic wars. The following period, 1820–
1918, shows a number of sharp fl uctuations, but a much higher average. The 
period between the end of the First and the end of the Second World War is 
characterised by an uninterrupted rise in the number of publications from 1919 
to 1925, with an absolute peak in 1926 (536 publications) and an average of 176 
publications per year. These data cannot, however, be taken as a direct indication 
of an increased interest in archaeology. An increase in the population (the inhab-
itants of Saxony grew from 1.8 million in 1850 to 2.4 million in 1870 (Wittmann 
1982: 193)), the increased number of literate and educated people, the widening 
social range of the members of antiquarian societies (with their journals as outlets 
for archaeological articles) and the widening range of publication possibilities 
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(especially the increased numbers of daily papers and their weekend glossy maga-
zines) all have infl uenced these data.

There are other limitations with this kind of data. The fi gures cannot be 
interpreted as directly related either to the number of articles and books 
produced or to the number of readers. Data on print runs are notoriously 
diffi cult to obtain, and, again, reveal little about the number of books actually 
sold. As most historical and antiquarian societies had libraries and a lively 
book-exchange, publications tended to circulate quite widely and quickly. In 
addition, summaries of books and important articles would be presented at the 
meetings and sometimes be published in the proceedings, again widening 
their impact in a way that is diffi cult to quantify.

Political events signifi cantly infl uenced the production of printed texts, and 
they are important to identify. For this case study, the Napoleonic wars 
(1813–14) and the Prussian occupation of Saxony after the defeat of Napoleon 
and his allies in the Battle of Nations at Leipzig in 1814 left a visible mark on 
publications in general and on Saxon archaeological publications in particular. 
All historical treaties were censored (Ziegler 1982; Breuer 1982); historians 
and antiquarians were politically suspect as a matter of course. That science 
and philosophy had politically immediate consequences was accepted not only 
by radical journalists and editors like Georg Herwegh (Pepperle 1989), but 
also by the reactionary Prussian king Wilhelm IV, who took steps to eradicate 
this dangerous ‘dragonseed’. Still, political propaganda was expressed as a 
matter of fact in historical and archaeological treatises (Sommer 2007). In the 
aftermath of the German revolution of 1848 we see a steep decrease in both 
archaeological publications (monographs and articles) and historical novels 
(Projekt Historischer Roman, http://www.uibk.ac.ar/germanistik/histrom/) 
and it was not until 1876 that the pre-revolutionary level of publication was 
regained. In the 1850s this was almost certainly due to political repression, 
the ban of academics from universities, the exile or emigration of a number of 
authors, and the above-mentioned censorship and self-censorship. This coin-
cided with a generation change among the antiquarians.

The increase of publications after 1869 can be linked to a new school of 
anthropological archaeology in Germany, linked to the fi gure of Rudolf 
Virchow (1821–1902). He founded the Germany Society of Anthropology, 
Ethnology and Prehistory (DAG) in 1869, strongly infl uenced by the Interna-
tional Conferences on Anthropology and Prehistoric Archaeology (CIAAP) in 
operation since 1865 (Kaeser 2002; Kaeser and Babes (forthcoming)). This 
school was connected to research into the antiquity of man and biological 
evolution, and represented a type of prehistory that was international rather 
than regional or national in scope. The foundation of the DAG led to a spate of 
foundations of local societies and a renewed interest in prehistory that was 
borne by anatomists and other scientists rather than by historians.

The turn of the century saw another generational change, with the concomitant 
death of Virchow in 1902 and the professionalisation of physical anthropology 
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that meant that ethnic ascription by craniometry was gradually given up and the 
links to prehistoric archaeology broken. The general fi n-de-siècle atmosphere of 
doubt and loss of confi dence in nineteenth-century ideas of progress was connected 
in Germany with an increasing nationalist climate, a struggle for a ‘place in the 
sun’, colonial achievements, an arms race against France and England and the 
expectation (or indeed anticipation) of a European great war. The increasing 
industrialisation and urbanisation led to the fi rst nature-conservation movements 
that were often linked to an increasingly reactionary ideology. Archaeology 
became part of the Heimatbewegung, although the number of archaeological articles 
published in journals of walking and mountaineering societies and in journals of 
the Heimatbewegung is low and normally superfi cial.

The loss of territories under the Versailles Treaty and the perceived threat 
by nationalist movements in the new post-war countries led to increasingly 
nationalist publications. Saxony was suddenly projected into the position of a 
‘frontier-state’ against Czechoslovakia and Poland. Archaeology was increas-
ingly used for directly political purposes. The rise in publications after 1933 is 
almost certainly due to the direct patronage of prehistoric research by the new 
rulers. The promotion of prehistory can be traced in other areas as well. For 
example, the number of German chairs in prehistory grew from one in 1927 to 
eighteen in 1943. New institutions were founded (e.g. Ahnenerbe der SS 
(Kater 1974), Reichsbund für Vorgeschichte), and prehistoric research was 
increasingly funded by quangos (Notgemeinschaft für Deutsche Forschung/
DFG). There was certainly direct state control, although it is diffi cult to 
establish how this affected local publications. Paper was rationed in 1943 
(Schulz 1960), but some popular periodicals were produced until 1944, which 
indicates their propaganda value.

Popular publications

Popular accounts of history/prehistory can be taken as an indication of a wider 
interest in the past. Popular accounts of archaeology started in about 1880, 
closely connected to cheaper methods of printing and a wider distribution of 
printed products (Martino 1990). There are two main waves of popularisa-
tions, one starting about 1885 and ending with the First World War, and the 
second starting in 1925 and continuing to 1945. Newspapers often only 
announce a fi nd, while the supplements contain features treating the subject 
in depth, often illustrated and written by the local teacher or amateur archae-
ologist. The stories often seem to have been kept, as they reappear much later 
as part of village chronicles, in tourist leafl ets or on the internet. 

The proportion of archaeological features in non-archaeological periodicals 
such as tourist or mountaineering societies, publications for ‘home and family’ 
and popular science journals is also interesting. In Germany this proportion 
drops sharply after the First World War, as their function was taken over by 
journals for popular archaeology or popular archaeology and folk studies 
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(Volkskunde or Volkheitskunde). The latter were primarily founded after 1933 
and were controlled by Nazi party organisations.

Within this time period historical novels were loathed by antiquarians, who 
denounced ‘the exaggerated perusal of novels, journals and other ill-advised 
pastimes’ (Preusker 1841: 4). Still, they give an indication of public interest in 
the past, and we know that they were also read by the ‘lower orders’. The genre 
enjoyed some popularity from the 1880s onwards, slumped slightly after the 
First World War and had a peak during the Nazi dictatorship, after which it 
never recovered its former popularity.

History on homepages

In order to look at long-term trends in the development of archaeological 
narratives, I looked at the offi cial homepages of Saxon villages and towns: 159 
offi cial homepages were studied; of these only twenty-four homepages had no 
information on history. Most pages quoted the fi rst written source as the 
earliest evidence of the settlement, whereas others mentioned local folktales. 
The data made it possible to investigate these claims further. For instance, the 
claims that a town had a medieval origin could be further divided according to 
whether this referred to German settlers, to local Slavs, or a mixture or a 
succession of Slavs and Germans. More interesting, however, was the master 
narrative and the wording of the more extensive accounts on these homepages. 
Some texts, or rather parts of some texts, could be traced back to the 1880s, 
many had their roots in the late 1920s and 1930s, and others reproduced local 
histories from the German Democratic Republic. As in the schoolbooks 
(Sommer 2002; Friedrich et al. 2002), qualifying verbs were sometimes 
changed or words with an obvious ideological load were dropped, but the core 
of the story remained unchanged.

Archaeology, be it prehistoric fi nds or monuments, does not really play any 
substantial role in any origin story, even if the settlement is traced back to 
prehistory. Any fi nd can demonstrate venerable antiquity: the exact dating is of 
almost no interest, as 1,000 years or 10,000 years both simply denote ‘very old’, 
and glaring misdates are not that rare. These results show that it is important to 
have an ancient past, but what kind of past does not seem to matter so much, at 
least at this local level. To fi x the fi nds in public consciousness a narrative context 
is needed. Once created, these narrations show a considerable, almost fright-
ening, persistence, surviving several changes of the political and social systems. 
Old narratives are rarely discarded, but instead integrated into the new stories, 
even if this does not make for a very convincing story.

Connecting the strands

So how does this all connect? Obviously, numerous facets of the use of the past 
and different spatial, temporal, ideological and social levels are involved. One 
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important, though frequently repeated, point is that the archaeological fi nd or 
monument cannot be viewed in isolation. Archaeological texts, illustrations 
and presentations are part of a network of meanings that is never fully expressed 
in the archaeological sphere alone. Parts of these meanings are probably irrevo-
cably lost, as they were never recorded. At the same time, the representation of 
the past is heavily overdetermined, and parts of this web can probably be 
retrieved from other contexts.

I argue that only a combination of quantitative and qualitative data will 
enable attempts at tracing and unravelling this network of meanings. There 
are, on the one hand, microscopic details to be uncovered, and, on the other 
hand, a very coarse data-structure to be investigated – both are extremely 
time-consuming to collect. Any attempt to reconstruct a grand whole may be 
bound to fail, either by descending into ‘Whig history’ and anachronisms or 
by getting lost in minute details and never producing a narrative of even 
remote interest to others. As other contributions in this volume show, this is a 
problem not only for historical studies in the area of Heritage Studies. The 
integration of micro- and macro-level research will probably always produce a 
bad fi t, an insuffi cient approximation to a complex reality we are still part of. 
In a way, this is part of the conclusion: beware of smooth and satisfying stories 
– they always lie! The gap should not be smoothed over – it points the way to 
the possibilities and necessities of further research.

Methodologically, I would argue for a creative approach to the selection of 
sources, casting the net as wide as possible. Any historical study needs detailed 
knowledge of the period in question, and is probably best done as part of a 
collaborative project – I certainly would never have started this project all on 
my own. As the collection of serial sources is extremely labour-intensive, this 
should be done with an eye on sharing work and making it available for others. 
With increasing digitisation, a whole range of new sources becomes available; 
the work of Stephen Briggs (2007) on the archive of The Times is a good 
example. Both linguistics and sociology make increasing use of specialised 
software for the quantitative analysis of texts, which should be useful for 
Heritage Studies as well. Catalogues and collections of digitised pictorial 
sources have also become increasingly available.

In conclusion, I would argue for setting clear aims and agendas, a distrust of 
smooth narratives, a trenchant source criticism and the creative use of new 
sources. Only a broad range of quantitative data and the cooperation with 
other disciplines will give us the chance to achieve a tentative grasp on past 
processes of heritage appreciation and its political scope.

Note

1 Part of the research was conducted in the Collaborative Research Centre 417 under the title 
‘The construction of identities on a regional scale, the example of Saxony‘, funded by the 
DFG, German Research Foundation.
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REFLECTIONS ON THE PRACTICE OF 
ETHNOGRAPHY WITHIN HERITAGE 

TOURISM

Catherine Palmer

Introduction

In this chapter I refl ect upon the methodological issues involved in research 
designed to explore how meaning is made through tourism. Embedded within 
an anthropological framework, the research taken as a case study here focused 
on the relationship between heritage tourism and English national identity 
through an ethnographic investigation of three heritage sites: Battle Abbey, 
Hever Castle and Chartwell (Palmer 1999). In what follows, I discuss the 
original aims of the research, the research strategy and its implementation in 
order to illustrate the wider methodological issues that arise.

My epistemological focus then and now is understanding how knowledge is 
constructed through experience of the world, whether consciously in terms of 
a purposeful desire to seek out knowledge or unconsciously through the 
mundane, taken-for-granted activities of daily life such as working, shopping 
or going on holiday. In the context of such activities, the form of knowledge 
generation I am concerned with pertains to issues of identity and belonging, 
and specifi cally to the cultural dynamics or processes by which identity is 
constructed, mediated and understood through visiting places of historic 
interest. A focus on heritage is instructive since the heritage is a signifi cant 
resource and structural component of tourism. It is also an important part of 
culture because of its association with the notion of inheritance, of something 
of value handed down for safe keeping from one generation to the next (see 
Lowenthal 1998). Given that my overarching aim is to explore how individuals 
make sense of the world, through their experiences of it, then encounters with 
the heritage can shed light on how sense-making in the present is structured 
in relation to the past.
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The link with anthropology, specifi cally social anthropology, is clear, since 
anthropology is concerned with understanding the world through the social 
and cultural structures that individuals use to organise, guide and give 
meaning to their lives: structures such as work, play and faith (Delaney 2004; 
Hendry 1999; Herzfeld 2001). Tourism, as one aspect of ‘play’, requires indi-
viduals to engage with the world and in so doing frames the way in which 
people think and feel about what being in the world actually means, about 
who they are, about identity and belonging. Social anthropology is, therefore, 
rightly interested in how meaning is made through tourism, an interest that 
has generated a substantial body of knowledge from a variety of different 
perspectives (see Andrews 2004; Cohen 2004; Edensor 1998; Graburn 1983; 
MacCannell 1989; Moore 1980; Nash 1996; Palmer 2005; Selwyn 1996; 
Smith 1989; Tucker 2003). Tourism matters because it is one of the defi ning 
activities of the modern world, shaping the ways in which people relate to and 
make sense of the world, Self and Other. 

The signifi cance of tourism and tourists to social science can be traced back to 
MacCannell’s seminal work The Tourist: A New Theory of the Leisure Class, which 
set out to present a critique of tourism as a feature of modernity. MacCannell 
argues that anthropology’s focus on less technologically advanced societies 
should be redirected towards modern mass leisure generally, and to tourism in 
particular because ‘[o]ur fi rst apprehension of modern civilization, it seems to 
me, emerges in the mind of the tourist’ (1989: 1). To this end MacCannell sets 
out to record and analyse tourist behaviour by following groups of tourists 
sightseeing in Paris. Sometimes he joins in their activities, while at other times 
he observes from afar either by watching what takes place or by reading primary 
and secondary accounts about tourism and tourists. For MacCannell, tourist 
attractions represent a typology of structure capable of giving access to the 
thought processes of modern peoples – and so by following tourists ‘we may be 
able to come to a better understanding of ourselves’ (1989: 5).

In line with MacCannell, my interest in tourist behaviour is not in the direct 
impact of that behaviour on destinations and their inhabitants, but in what 
this behaviour can tell us about ourselves, specifi cally in this instance ourselves 
as a nation, as possessing a national identity. A perspective that sees identity as 
being socially constructed through experience of the world necessitates a focus 
on culture given that culture is key to understanding the mind of the tourist. 
Moreover, accessing and interpreting the cultural dynamics that underpin the 
creation and maintenance of identity requires a methodological framework 
suited to understanding the experience under investigation: tourists visiting 
heritage attractions. In this sense, tourists are a form of ‘society’ within a 
specifi c social context – tourism – albeit a society that is highly mobile and in 
which membership is fl uid, temporally contingent, and determined both by 
location and purpose. Understanding tourism in this way fi ts well with Berger 
and Berger’s claim that: ‘Society is our experience with other people around us 
… It serves as the context for everything else we experience, including our 
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experience of the natural world and of ourselves, because these other experi-
ences are also mediated by and modifi ed for us by other people’ (1976: 13). 
The concept of ‘tourist society’ enables the act of tourism to be visualised as a 
totality capable of investigation and analysis from a variety of different perspec-
tives, including that concerned with the culture of tourist society, namely 
social anthropology.

Context and foundations

Anthropology’s focus on the interpretation, or representation, of culture is 
largely (but not exclusively) addressed through ethnography as both method 
and monograph. As method, ethnography is employed when the aim of the 
research is to understand the ways in which individuals make sense of their 
everyday life: ‘[t]he ethnographer participates, overtly or covertly in people’s 
daily lives, watching what happens, listening to what is said, asking ques-
tions; in fact collecting whatever data are available to throw light on the issues 
with which he or she is concerned’ (Hammersley and Atkinson 1983: 2). 
Ethno graphy thus entails a ‘family of methods’ (Willis and Trondman 2000: 
5) of which participant observation is merely one of the ways in which data are 
gathered. Other complementary methods are frequently employed in order to 
support and ‘fl esh out’ data generated in this way, such as the interviewing of 
key informants, and the analysis of textual and visual sources. However, 
participant observation remains a key part of anthropological fi eldwork, 
serving ‘as distinctive method and professional rite of passage’ (Willis and 
Trondman 2000: 4).

Ethnography concerns itself with understanding lived experience from the 
insider’s perspective (Geertz 1973; Van Maanen 1988), but although it is 
uniquely suited to studies of tourism and tourists it remains largely underem-
ployed in these respects, although there are exceptions in Andrews (2004), 
Cole (2004) and Tucker (2003). The issue of time is certainly a factor here, in 
terms of a traditional view of ethnographic fi eldwork in which one or two years 
spent in the fi eld living with the local inhabitants is almost the minimum 
time required. Wolcott queries this basic assumption, however, by asking: 
‘[m]ust an ethnographer always spend months and months in the fi eld in order 
to claim ethnographic validity?’ (1999: 197, original emphasis). Clearly the 
investigation of culture through lived experience requires a certain amount of 
time, not just because of the complexities involved but also because decisions 
about time spent in the fi eld are rarely straightforward. The research ques-
tions, the nature, purpose and fi eldwork location/s, issues of context and 
history and of intimacy and distance in terms of the social, cultural, economic 
and linguistic differences between the researcher and the researched all 
infl uence ‘time’ in the fi eld.

Time is particularly signifi cant for research into the impacts of tourism, 
since both the effects of tourism and tourist attitudes towards these effects are 
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not fi xed in time (Wilson 1993). The research discussed here adds another 
dimension to the issue of time, since tourists on day trips to heritage attrac-
tions are characterised by fl uidity and fl ow: each day, indeed each morning 
and afternoon, often comprises different individuals and groups. Although 
individuals come and go in all societal groupings, day trips to places of interest 
are marked by the transitory composition of visitors at the given location. 
While there are certainly tourism activities where a core group of recognisable 
individuals can be observed over a period of time – for example cruise-ship 
passengers, package tourists staying at one hotel for the duration of their 
holiday, or guided tours – at heritage sites it is not always possible to observe 
a core group of people day after day, month after month. Tourists visiting 
Battle Abbey, Hever Castle and Chartwell are not a community, at least not 
in the ‘traditional’ sense as illustrated by the contributors to Cohen’s (1982a) 
book on British rural cultures or the work of such as Okely (1983) and 
Scheper-Hughes (1979).

Indeed, each day at a historic site brings a different set of people, so a disci-
plinary dictum of a year spent in the fi eld is not necessarily the most appro-
priate rule for an ethnographic study of tourist behaviour. In addition to the 
factors noted above, the importance of time with regard to ethnographies of 
tourist attractions is largely seen in terms of seasonality, days and times of the 
week, as these factors affect the composition of tourist ‘society’ on an ongoing 
basis. Hence judgements of what is enough time to be spent in the fi eld should 
instead be based on considerations such as data saturation, the number and 
range of fi eldwork locations, and what Wolcott (1999) refers to as a ‘matter-of-
fact’ attitude to time – where too much time in the fi eld is as bad as too little. 
Scholars of tourism should therefore not allow the issue of time to deter them 
from employing ethnography as a method, since it can help to uncover signif-
icant ‘knowledge’ in terms of how meaning is made through tourism.

In refl ecting upon the three sites of heritage tourism discussed here, Marcus’s 
(1995, 2007) call for multi-sited ethnography offers much food for thought. A 
traditional ethnographic lens would focus on one tourist attraction and offer a 
thorough and detailed analysis of embedded practice. However, if I had focused 
my attention on only one site, then no matter how instructive such a lens 
would have been it would have resulted in a singular view of identity, a view 
based upon the historic period depicted at the particular site. Yet the different 
sites offer multiple versions of identity that cut across time and space. For 
example, my three sites are in different locations and represent different 
periods of history – and hence differing perspectives of Englishness. So, 
although not without its own methodological challenges (see Scarangella 
2007), a multi-sited approach enabled me to uncover connections, perspec-
tives and relationships that would have been missed had I focused on only one 
site (see Palmer 2005).

As noted earlier, what anthropologists actually ‘do’ in the fi eld is immerse 
themselves in the life of those individuals or groups with whom they are 
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concerned, as a means of understanding the insider’s world-view. Immersion 
is, however, an intimate act (Herzfeld 2001), and it is not always desirable or 
even possible to separate the researcher from those individuals under investi-
gation, as Kotsi (2007) illustrates in her work on the experiences of tourists 
and pilgrims at Mount Athos in Greece. Greek by birth, she describes her 
ethnographic position as being that of a native anthropologist close to and 
familiar with the culture under investigation. Such a position caused her to 
refl ect upon what it meant to be Greek, a woman and a member of the Orthodox 
Church. So although ethnography requires the researcher to maintain a stance 
that is uncritical of the behaviour and activities observed, while at the same 
time remaining open to elements that cannot be codifi ed at the time of the 
study (see Baszanger and Dodier 1997), there is a balance to be struck between 
intimacy and distance. As Scheper-Hughes acknowledges in response to the 
controversy generated by her ethnography of mental illness in rural Ireland:

the real dilemma and contradiction was this: How can we know what 
we know other than by fi ltering experience through the highly 
subjective categories of thinking and feeling that represent our own 
particular ways of being – such as the American Catholic-school-
trained, rebellious though still ambivalently Catholic, post-Freudian, 
neo-Marxist, feminist woman I was in my initial encounter with the 
villagers of Ballybran.

(Scheper-Hughes 2000: 127)

The issues Scheper-Hughes raises provide the focus for a book entitled How 
Do We Know? Evidence, Ethnography, and the Making of Anthropological 
Knowledge (Chua et al. 2008a). Here the contributors discuss the relationship 
between anthropological evidence and knowledge generation, illustrating 
the role of the anthropologist in creating rather than merely discovering 
knowledge. As the editors argue, anthropological knowledge is ‘the product 
of a historical, social, and personal assemblage which includes not only the 
ethnographer’s person, but also one’s intellectual background, institutional 
demands, conceptual genealogies, and relational quirks within and beyond 
the fi eld’ (Chua et al. 2008b: 17). Ethnographies of tourism are an interesting 
example of the above, since many anthropologists are also tourists, and some 
may even take employment in tourism as a means of gathering data (see 
Bruner 1995). The ethnographer-tourist has a very real dilemma when 
considering Scheper-Hughes’s point about the effect of subjectivity on 
knowledge, since the experience of being a tourist – of experiencing the very 
things that form the focus of investigation – colours the view from above as 
well as that from within (indeed, the reverse is often true as I have sometimes 
found it hard to switch off the ethnographic eye when on holiday). Within 
tourist studies the issue of positionality is increasingly being recognised in 
terms of its infl uence on the collection and analysis of data, particularly in 
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situations when the focus is upon cultural particularities or experiences with 
which the researcher is familiar (see Kotsi 2007; Pritchard and Morgan 2003; 
Morgan and Pritchard 2005). In these cases I was not able to distance myself 
from my own position as a female, WASP, ethnographer-tourist who 
describes herself as both English and British; indeed, I did not even seek this 
distance since ‘[t]he ethnographer is an element within the fi eld as well as its 
“observer”’ (Atkinson 1990: 158). 

The ethnographer’s role in creating rather than merely uncovering 
knowledge is discussed in a variety of ways in Chua et al. (2008a). In the intro-
ductory chapter the editors argue that although it is acknowledged that ‘how 
we know’ is deeply entrenched in ‘who we are’, much still needs to be done as 
anthropologists must acknowledge their role in creating and not merely 
uncovering the evidence upon which anthropological knowledge is based 
(Chua et al. 2008b: 17). As Scheper-Hughes again illustrates:

Like poetry, ethnography is an act of translation and the kind of ‘truth’ 
that it produces is necessarily deeply subjective. … Our task requires 
of us only a highly disciplined subjectivity. There are scientifi c 
methods and models appropriate to other ways of doing anthropo-
logical research, but ethnography, as I understand it, is not a science. 

(Scheper-Hughes 2000: 132)

The cultural translation of people’s lives is not, therefore, a neutral act, since 
acts of translation and interpretation are shot through with issues of power and 
control. A researcher has a duty therefore to be critical and self-questioning 
about what he or she uncovers and to adopt a rigorous approach to the rela-
tionship between theory, data and interpretation (Herzfeld 2001; Moore and 
Sanders 2006). Theory is fundamental to both the collection and interpre-
tation of data, providing a context within and against which data can be 
examined (Herzfeld 2001; Willis and Trondman 2000). Indeed, whatever 
methods are employed, data require a framework within which they can be 
analysed: ‘[o]ne cannot simply observe. A question such as “What is going on 
here?” can only be addressed when fl eshed out with enough detail to answer 
the related question, “In terms of what?”’ (Wolcott 1999: 69). 

In considering the relationship between heritage tourism and Englishness, 
my approach to Wolcott’s fi rst question of ‘what is going on here?’ encom-
passed three broad areas. First was the tourism industry’s use and reliance upon 
culture, upon the material and symbolic resources of the nation’s heritage as a 
means of defi ning and promoting Englishness. Second was the symbolic trans-
mission of identity, how each site communicated identity through aspects of 
the nation’s cultural heritage – in other words, the social mechanisms by which 
identity was conveyed. Third were the ways in which individuals, as tourists 
and employees, experienced and understood a particular site. The theoretical 
framework required to address these areas, and thus Wolcott’s second question, 



 

THE PRACTICE OF ETHNOGRAPHY WITHIN HERITAGE TOURISM

129

is primarily found within those disciplines and fi elds concerned with the study 
of nations, nationalism and national identity (see Anderson 1991; Bhabha 
1990; Connor 1993; Gellner 1983; Kedourie 1960; Smith 1983, 1986, 1991). 
Of particular relevance were studies linking the theory of nations and the 
emergence of national consciousness to the experience of identity in everyday 
life (see Billig 1995; Cohen 1982b; Palmer 1998). Several key issues high-
lighted by the literature proved to be particularly useful while investigating 
the social and cultural dynamics at play in visiting heritage attractions. Issues 
such as the role of the imagination, of feeling and of sentiment, of kinship and 
community, and of power and agency in constructing a particular interpre-
tation of Englishness were important (cf. Palmer 2005).

From theory to method

Given that the primary focus of the study was the cultural representation of 
Englishness, the symbolic display of ‘ourselves’, this involved analysing the 
ways in which individuals experienced the display of culture, the natural and 
physical landscapes, and the material and visual artefacts. Such aspects enable 
the cultural particularities of a people to be communicated and understood (or 
misunderstood). How people respond to such cultural markers, how they 
behave, what they say and what they do when confronted by them is important 
for understanding the cultural transmission of identity, because ‘it is through 
the fl ow of behaviour – or, more precisely, social action – that cultural forms 
fi nd articulation’ (Geertz 1973: 17).

My overall aim, then, was to access the mind of the tourist as a way of 
understanding ‘what is going on here’ in terms of identity. Ethnography 
enabled me to immerse myself in the world of the tourist and to explore issues 
of meaning and interpretation by uncovering the thought processes behind 
visitor reactions to each site. The range of methods furthermore allowed me to 
search for patterns and themes in visitor thinking, and to understand how 
visitors conceptualised ‘Englishness’. Billig has argued that “[i]deology is to 
be discovered in those patterns of common-sense thinking which cut across 
class, age and gender distinctions. This means looking for commonalities in 
what is said. And just as importantly ... in what is not said’ (1992: 19). Hence 
I was seeking an anthropologically derived  ‘common-sense’ response to each 
site, although it is acknowledged that ‘common sense’ as a framework for 
understanding is not common to all cultures, being as it is context-specifi c 
(Herzfeld 2001).

Drawing upon Geertz’s (1973) interpretive approach to culture, a key 
feature of the research methods was the identifi cation and analysis of the struc-
tures of signifi cation within the three sites. Battle Abbey, Hever Castle and 
Chartwell represent specifi c social settings within which individuals interact 
with themselves and with others. It was through the observation and recording 
of such interactions that the visitors’ ‘conceptual world’ was accessed.
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Accessing the tourist mind

Given the above, the methods I employed were: the analysis of the particular 
historic context, in the review and analysis of books, archival sources, docu-
ments, guides and other relevant material (published and unpublished) 
relating to the three sites; tape-recorded interviews with key people associated 
with the sites, such as employees, managers, members of related associations 
and relevant individuals from the organisations that owned the sites; obser-
vation of visitors at different times taking into account seasonal factors, days 
and times of the week, with written notes about visitor behaviour and over-
heard ‘conversations’; and, lastly, tape-recorded interviews with visitors. I 
interviewed site employees ‘on the job’: in their offi ces, during communal tea 
breaks, just prior to opening, or in the ‘gaps’ between tourists coming and 
going. I spoke to some staff only once, though I engaged with others in on-off 
conversations during the research period. I spent around four to fi ve months at 
each site over an eighteen-month period. The range of methods not only 
generated a rich amount of data but also enabled data-source triangulation to 
support the analysis and interpretation of my fi ndings:

data-source triangulation involves the comparison of data relating to 
the same phenomenon but deriving from different phases of the 
fi eldwork ... This is very time consuming but, besides providing a 
validity check, it also gives added depth to the description of the 
social meanings involved in a setting.

(Hammersley and Atkinson 1983: 198)

The characteristics of each site affected where the visitor interviews took place. 
The Battle Abbey heritage site is an outdoor site encompassing the ruins of 
Battle Abbey, hence there was space to interview people as they wandered 
around the site. No interviews were carried out inside Chartwell or Hever 
Castle for two reasons. First, their respective managers did not wish visitors to 
be approached, as this may have detracted from their visit, and second, it 
would have undermined my anonymity and compromised my observations of 
visitor behaviour inside and outside the properties. At Hever Castle, visitor 
interviews were restricted to certain areas, again to minimise any disruption to 
visitors. Interestingly, this was not the only restriction I encountered at Hever: 
I was not permitted to interview employees as the management felt this would 
take them away from their duties around the site. Such access issues highlight 
the fi ne line anthropologists have to tread when searching for insights into the 
thinking of others, a line that requires fl exibility and a willingness to adapt to 
the context of the research setting (see Van Maanen 1988; van Meijl 2005). 
The interviews with tourists were conducted primarily as conversations, my 
intention being to put my informants at their ease and so increase the possi-
bility of obtaining information that may more readily indicate patterns of 
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‘common-sense’ thinking, underlying feelings, assumptions and beliefs. Cohen 
provides a useful illustration of what took place:

The proper ethnographic interview is a conversation in which ethno-
graphers risk the appearance of naivety and ignorance in order contin-
ually to satisfy themselves that they have understood what is being 
said ... the conversations ... are instruments ... for stripping away the 
ballasts of expectation and assumption.

(Cohen 1984: 226)

These visitor interviews highlight a number of issues when taking Cohen’s 
claims alongside Scheper-Hughes’s call for ‘highly disciplined subjectivity’. 
The appearance of naivety and ignorance worked well both as a strategy for 
delving deeper into what people said or did not say, and as a means of enabling 
them to work through their reactions to the site. That said, I was continually 
‘on guard’, watching for interesting snippets of conversation that could be 
developed further, or for issues I had not expected or considered to be covered 
in my conversations with tourists. A conversation is a two-way process, 
however, and although I was mindful of the need for disciplined subjectivity 
this was not something the tourists considered at all, for understandable 
reasons. Hence I was often asked questions in return, questions about my expe-
riences and understanding of a particular site. My dilemma was whether to say 
exactly what I thought and risk infl uencing the visitor’s own reactions, or  
‘hide’ my real views behind bland statements of interest. In the end I found the 
latter response hindered conversation while on many occasions the former 
actually enabled a deeper investigation of what was being discussed.

Moreover, when confronted with questions they have not expected or 
prepared for, people tend to respond more instinctively than if they are given 
advance warning of what is to come. In such situations the responses are 
arguably more ‘honest’, as the visitor does not have time to think of what might 
be considered a ‘suitable’ reply, or of what the researcher may be ‘looking for’. 
In general, my informants were well able to articulate their experiences and 
thoughts within a conversation that allowed for differing views to be explored 
by all parties. Having said that, though, a researcher should not ‘lose’ him or 
herself so completely that self-questioning gives way to complicity; one useful 
tactic is ‘to make the question “lead” in a direction opposite to that in which 
one expects the answer to lie and thus avoid the danger of simply misleadingly 
confi rming one’s expectations’ (Hammersley and Atkinson 1983: 115–16).

I made observations of visitors as they toured each site and notes about their 
behaviour and conversations overheard. This ‘unannounced’ participatory 
stance enabled me to be part of the heritage ‘experience’ while at the same time 
witnessing the social and cultural dynamics of visitor interaction with the site. 
One of the problems with observation is validation: the question of what is 
chosen to be observed versus what is not chosen (or even noticed), due to the 
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observer’s own fallibility or biases of world-view, age, gender, sexual orien-
tation or faith. Adler and Adler (1998) suggest that multiple observers can 
address these concerns, but this is not always possible, particularly with the 
kind of research discussed here. Although I was the only observer in an academic 
sense, I was not the only observer in the fi eld. Site employees and managers are 
also observers by virtue of working at the sites; they too notice what visitors do 
and remain acutely aware of visitor reactions and preoccupations since they 
have to respond to questions about a site. At the two sites where I was allowed 
to talk to employees they proved invaluable in this regard.

Covert observation does raise ethical concerns. Without entering into a 
lengthy discussion of these concerns (see Adler and Adler 1998; Denzin 1970; 
Hammersley and Atkinson 1995; Punch 1998; Scheper-Hughes 2004), one 
interesting illustration of the dilemmas, the implications and the effectiveness 
of covert research is provided by Dan Rose’s research into black American 
street life. Rose (1990: 11) argues that his ‘ethically painful’ decision to 
undertake covert research fundamentally changed his assumptions about the 
practice of ethnography, because the reality of covert fi eldwork did not sit 
easily with the theory learnt from books and from the classroom. His experi-
ences caused him to question the corporate academic culture that governs what 
is acceptable methodological practice. Lugosi makes a similar point when 
discussing his ethnography of a suburban bar by arguing that the covert–overt 
debate is not best served by ‘a culture of denigration that treats all our untruths 
as professional misconduct’ (2006: 555), since the reality of fi eldwork can mean 
that concealment is sometimes both necessary and unavoidable. My approach 
to the issue here is in line with that adopted by Denzin: ‘I take the stance that 
justifi es “unannounced”, disguised research methods. If we are not permitted 
to study things that people wish hidden then sociology will remain a science of 
public conduct based on evidence and data given us by volunteers’ (Denzin 
1970: xiii). Furthermore, Sugden’s (2002) investigative ethnography of the 
deviant subcultures feeding off and into international football illustrates the 
importance and value of covert research into ‘things that people wish hidden’.

For myself, a guiding principle remains that of harm to subjects: would my 
observations, my analysis or presentation of my fi ndings harm the people I had 
been observing? Given the character and purpose of my research I would argue 
no, though I recognize Hammersley and Atkinson’s (1995) point that what 
constitutes harm is a matter of judgement and may well be contentious. Even 
so, I was mindful of protecting my subjects, of maintaining anonymity: while 
I noted generalities such as gender and estimated age, no other personal details 
were sought or recorded. I was not interested in divisions between demo-
graphically ‘identifi able’ people but rather in the many, varied and complex 
ways in which identity is experienced through culture.

That said, I was interested in nationality insofar as it revealed itself through 
what people said when visiting a particular site. As my notes made no mention 
of personal variables other than age and gender, it was and still is impossible for 
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any individual to be identifi ed. Public culture publicly displayed is a legitimate 
concern of anthropology, and the observation of a publicly accessible activity 
such as tourism is essential if we are to understand how knowledge is created 
through tourism. Such a position does not mean that public settings are immune 
from ethical protocols, given that they are populated by private citizens, but 
rather highlights the wider point that there is no ‘one size fi ts all’ ethical position, 
particularly for covert observation. The purpose and context (disciplinary and 
methodological) of any research are key infl uencing factors. Again, the over-
arching issue is the balance between harm to subjects and the advancement of 
knowledge; as Adler and Adler argue, the pursuit of knowledge must ‘be fettered 
by a sensitivity to the rights of unknowing others’ (1998: 102–3).

The practice of ethnography

Although my ethnography included an analysis of the many sources (published 
and unpublished) necessary for locating the sites within an appropriate historic 
context, I do not discuss this aspect of the methodology here. Rather, I focus on 
the methods adopted at the three sites: what has been referred to as the messy 
business of qualitative fi eldwork (Jamal and Hollinshead 2001; Ritchie et al. 
2005). In this respect it is worth bearing in mind Denzin’s (1970) observation 
that the theory of research does not always relate to its practical application, 
since fi eldwork is far from an idealised process where theories fall into place 
once the data have been gathered. Indeed, refl ection may cause a researcher to 
doubt previously published interpretations of their data (see Greenwood 1989; 
Salzinger 2004), while a particular method may lead to unexpected and unin-
tended outcomes for both the researcher and the research participants. For 
example, Weeden’s focus-group research into ethical tourism resulted in a 
revelatory moment for some participants ‘when for the fi rst time they felt a 
personal responsibility for the impact of tourism’ (2005: 188). Practical consid-
erations taken in the fi eld often require the researcher to change tack or to 
modify her or his behaviour in collecting data or interviewing (see Cole 2005; 
Lugosi 2006). Although my research did not involve my living or working 
with a community or group in the traditional sense of ‘living with’, it still 
presented practical diffi culties that at times caused me to suffer from what Rose 
(1990) has described as the maddening frustration of ethnographic fi eldwork.

Like any fi eld site, the characteristics of each site affected the process of 
observation. Chartwell and Hever Castle present the visitor with buildings to 
visit and rooms to wander through, so observations of visitors could be made as 
they toured inside each structure. There are also extensive grounds surrounding 
both properties, where visitors could again be observed. As noted earlier, Battle 
Abbey is an outdoor site consisting of the ruins of Battle Abbey, the surrounding 
fi elds upon which the Battle of Hastings (1066) was fought, and a gatehouse 
exhibition about issues of history and archaeology. Hence, the visitor expe-
rience of Battle Abbey is quite different to that of the other two sites.
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When observing ‘what is going on here’ it was not possible to follow every 
visitor or group of visitors, or to record every overheard conversation. Nor was it 
possible to ask visitors their age, so, as stated above, I had to make an educated 
guess. Age is a particular issue at Chartwell, where the typical visitor profi le 
signals the predominance of older visitors attracted to the house due to its 
connection with Winston Churchill and the Second World War. So I needed to 
ensure that as far as possible I observed visitors of all ages by constantly checking 
my notes and by being careful to observe visitors such as children, adolescents 
and people who appeared to be under the age of forty-fi ve to fi fty. The checking 
and rechecking of what is being recorded is vital for assessing whether something 
is being missed or whether preconceptions are merely being confi rmed. I 
frequently took ‘time out’ to review what I was recording and to read through 
my captured ‘conversations’, so that I could actively search for alternative or 
differing examples. Such periods of refl ection also proved useful during the visitor 
interviews, since they often suggested potentially fruitful lines of questioning. 
As noted earlier, the site employees were extremely helpful, providing me with 
accounts of visitor behaviour and reactions, and frequently asked questions.

The infl uence of gender on understandings of identity is an important 
avenue of research but this was not the purpose of my investigation. So when 
recording my observations, I took note of gender insofar as it enabled me to 
identify groups of men, women or mixed groups, and to distinguish between 
individuals when speaking. While the gender of the speaker could be noted, 
the nationality of the speaker could not always be assured in this way. However, 
as with gender I was not interested in nationality per se, but as identity is infl u-
enced by the view of the ‘Other’ the reactions of non-English people were 
important. Although it is not possible to determine whether someone is 
English through observation alone, common sense can be applied by listening 
to what is being said.

As with any ethnography the notebook is an indispensable part of the ethno-
graphic routine. Mine was no exception, since I used it to record my own 
thoughts as well as the overheard conversations. As people wandered through 
Chartwell and the fortifi ed manor house that comprises Hever Castle such 
conversations manifested in different ways. Some people said little or even 
nothing, while others were so deep in conversation as to appear oblivious to 
their surroundings. Indeed, naturally occurring speech in these settings is not 
usually a sustained monologue but rather a few words here and there, then a 
pause while individuals read from guidebooks, examine information boards or 
simply study a particular room or artefact before resuming their conversation. 
Moreover, people do not always converse logically and their expressions often 
resemble ‘thoughts out loud’ rather than actual conversations. Conversations 
may appear disjointed and can end abruptly or even move to different and 
often seemingly unrelated topics. The challenge for the ethnographer is to 
capture as much of the ‘conversations’ and comments as possible while staying 
alert for what may be happening at the periphery.
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The interviews took place in the grounds of each site. However, visitors to 
Battle Abbey wandered around the site with a greater degree of serendipity than 
at the other sites. The diffi culties of dealing with such a situation are discussed 
by Ireland (1990) in his study of Land’s End in Cornwall. Here Ireland inter-
viewed visitors at specifi c locations derived by dividing the site into four areas, 
so as ‘to replicate as far as possible, the exploratory behaviour of the visitor after 
leaving the car park’ (1990: 35). A similar strategy was adopted both at Battle 
Abbey and for the grounds at Chartwell. As already stated, the locations for the 
interviews at Hever Castle were prescribed by the manager, who chose the main 
thoroughfare for visitors going to or from the castle. Although the above refl ects 
a more structured approach to the interviews, I was acutely aware of this ‘seren-
dipitous’ nature of tourist behaviour. Clearly, visits to heritage attractions are 
structured by elements such as signage, guidebooks, paths and site employees 
(see Garden, chapter 15), but visitors also wander around a site in their own 
fashion, through either naive or purposeful ignorance of such signage. So 
although certain areas provided a focal point for interviews and acted as key 
locations from which to observe visitor behaviour, my own wanderings enabled 
me to access visitors I may not otherwise have encountered.

Data gathered by means of observation and interviews certainly illustrate 
the messiness of qualitative research. However, ‘mess’ should not be viewed 
pejoratively but rather as an apt description of lived experience – both of the 
group or society being investigated and of the ethnographer. Cultural contexts 
are not neatly organised into clearly identifi able categories. They are complex, 
disorganised and disjointed arenas into which a researcher tries, sometimes in 
vain, to bring about a form of ordered meaning no matter how contingent. In 
attempting to make sense of visitor behaviour, our interpretations of what we 
observe and record are necessarily incomplete, since exceptions to the rule can 
always be found. As Geertz puts it, rather like the chips of a kaleidoscope, 
socially constructed knowledge and the meaning made from lived experience 
form and reform in a variety of shapes and patterns:

for, as in a kaleidoscope, one always sees the chips distributed in some  
pattern, however ill-formed or irregular. But, as in a kaleidoscope, 
they are detachable from these structures and arrangeable into 
different ones of a similar sort.

(Geertz 1973: 353, original emphasis)

Conclusion

While the above discussion illustrates some of the methodological and prac-
tical aspects of ethnography, it also highlights the value of ethnography as a 
method for investigating tourist behaviour and the spaces, places and contexts 
in which it is found. Tourism is a complex cultural phenomenon, yet too often 
studies of tourism employ methodologies that lack the subtlety and reach 
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needed to scratch beneath the surface when a question such as ‘what is going 
on here?’ addresses tourist attractions. This chapter’s focus on one particular 
study illustrates that ethnography is well suited to address the complexities 
inherent in this question. Moreover, when focusing on heritage tourism, there 
is much to be gained by adopting a multi-sited ethnographic approach that 
seeks to uncover relationships between aspects of the heritage rather than 
singular interpretations of particular heritage spaces. The complex nature of 
tourism presents an interesting challenge for any researcher given the earlier 
observation that many anthropologists are themselves tourists. The ethno-
grapher-tourist label highlights van Meijl’s (2005) point about the multiple 
identities required of the researcher in the fi eld as a way to reconcile the irrec-
oncilable demands of ethnographic research. My experiences at the sites 
discussed here certainly refl ect a blurring of the lines between the researcher 
and the researched. As already noted, I was participating in the experience of 
touring the sites and was thus aware of my own emotions and thoughts. 
However, Rose (1990) stresses that the author’s voice and emotional reactions 
should not be excluded, as they too require consideration and analysis. As 
Hammersley and Atkinson illustrate, ‘[t]here is, then, a constant interplay 
between the personal and the emotional on the one hand, and the intellectual 
on the other. Private response is thus transformed, by refl exive analysis, into 
potential public knowledge’ (1983: 166–7).

To conclude, while there are unique challenges to be faced when the subject 
of investigation is the researcher’s own cultural milieu, it is at times necessary 
to turn the familiar on its head, to deliberately make it unfamiliar in order to 
rethink preconceived or taken-for-granted assumptions and knowledge. To 
this end, ethnography as a method should be more widely employed to uncover 
and to question the knowledge generated through interpretations of the past.
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HERITAGE ETHNOGRAPHY AS A 
SPECIALISED CRAFT

Grasping maritime heritage in Bermuda

Charlotte Andrews

Heritage as ethnographic object 

Given that the burgeoning fi eld of Heritage Studies does not yet offer a set of 
established methodologies to choose from, researchers are challenged, but also 
free, to employ novel lines of enquiry towards our aim of a more complex and 
satisfying understanding of heritage. I therefore imposed a distinct course 
upon my doctoral study of maritime heritage in Bermuda, and, by way of this 
experience, gleaned insight into the pursuit of heritage as an ethnographic 
object of study. This chapter draws on my research journey in order to explicate 
this method, which I suggest be termed ‘heritage ethnography’. The method-
ological refl ection that follows is intended to be purposive but not prescriptive, 
suggesting approaches and skills distinct to heritage ethnography without 
assigning it a restrictive and counterproductive paradigm. I aim to show that 
heritage ethnography is not a mechanistic or replicable method but a specialised 
research attitude and sensibility – indeed, a kind of craft.

Heritage ethnography consciously targets heritage as a ‘social experience’ 
(Herzfeld 1997), ‘communicative practice’ (Dicks 2000) or ‘cultural process’ 
– in short, something people ‘do’ (Smith 2006). This interpretation of heritage 
is relatively specifi c with respect to both the enormity of today’s heritage 
domain and the associated indiscriminate use of the term ‘heritage’ that makes 
it ‘something of a fl oating signifi er’ (Weiss 2007: 414). The intangible 
heritage-making explored with this method is heavily bound up with the 
production of meaning, identity and social value – all concepts central to wider 
understandings of culture. Yet, heritage ethnography necessarily brackets 
heritage away from other cultural phenomena by maintaining its relationship 
with memory and history, even if in subtle, unexpected or liberating ways that 
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break with the narrow defi nition of heritage as ‘the use of the past in the 
present’. This concentration on heritage refl ects the ever-expanding scope of 
ethnography and its recent disciplinary trend to focus on specifi c, abstract 
objects of study, and, conversely, sits in contrast with traditional ethnographic 
methods that claim comprehensive study of a culture. This qualitative-ethno-
graphic mode of study, entailing fi eldwork to closely observe people in their 
social worlds and employing corresponding modes of analysis and writing 
(Baszanger and Dodier 1997), responds to heritage being culturally situated. 
This approach shifts the gaze from the academic to the actual, from heritage as 
an intellectual concept to heritage as an experience. Yet heritage ethnography 
remains an exploratory endeavour that seeks a deep and sensitive under-
standing of heritage towards generating and refi ning theory.

This question of what constitutes heritage as an experience remains one of 
the most signifi cant tensions within the heritage paradigm, and is central to 
establishing heritage ethnography as an explicit method. The underlying 
premise of the ethnography highlighted here is that heritage is a ‘knowable 
reality’ (Knell 2007: 1), or in other words, concrete, credible data that can be 
detected and interrogated via fi eldwork. As an exercise in assemblage, heritage 
ethnography uses a kind of archaeological sensibility to pick up, contextualise 
and juxtapose fragments of heritage in order to conceptually explore and model 
the phenomena.

Still, the method is highly subjective. The work is not making absolute 
claims about heritage, but, much like post-processual practices of archaeology 
and history, makes inferences about evidence that is often ambiguous or 
piecemeal. Our data may be empirical but it is not simply ‘given’ or ‘taken’. It 
is ‘capta’ in the sense of being actively sought after and determined (Chip-
pindale 2000: 1). Just as my analysis originates from heritage, so too is heritage 
created by and in the research process. This subjectivity is demanded by the 
nature of ethnography as a unique interaction between researcher and context, 
as well as ethnography being a constructed narrative or textual artefact used to 
answer academic questions and explore concepts (Clifford 1988). The subjective 
nature of the work is owed in equal measure to the inherent renewability 
(Holtorf 2005) or ‘active texture’ (Burch 2005: 227) of heritage itself.  
Labelling the method an ethnography stresses the basis of the work in reality 
but does not deny its subjective nature or analytic intention.

The ‘rise in ethnographic approaches that aim to understand the nature of 
heritage and how the past is constituted and utilised in the present’ (Smith 
2006: 5) has occurred over the past decade, and is now manifest in an array of 
work on identity, memory, place, communication, performance, historicity, 
archaeology and material culture. Heritage ethnography is also implicit in 
much heritage practice, given the ‘insistently public nature of archaeological 
sites and museums’ (Meskell and Pels 2005: 23) and that ‘heritage professionals 
use ethnography, interviewing and qualitative research on a daily basis to inform 
their work’ (Kersel 2006: 17). In spite of these predecessors, the development of 
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heritage ethnography remains nascent, having not yet grown from a subcon-
scious or standby method to one that breathes independently and is purpose-
fully chosen. Nor has Heritage Studies reoriented to duly consider heritage 
ethnography as a central philosophy and method. Thus my undertaking of 
heritage ethnography was a matter of synthesising existing approaches.

The following approach borrows from generic qualitative and ethnographic 
methodologies and broader social theory. Particularly in light of the imma-
turity of heritage ethnography, these outlooks are helpful to its customisation. 
Choosing appropriate methods was not, however, a matter of uncritical 
adoption or predetermining my path. Rather, the various methods borrowed 
were themselves shaped by being posited within heritage ethnography. The 
fact that heritage ethnography, or another term with the same idea behind it, 
has not previously been coined attests to the immaturity of the method. My 
coining of this term may appear to be a semantic move for staking out the 
territory of the genre; however, my intention is to suggest a divergence from 
other ethnographies and to foster an explicit and consistent language and 
collective research identity for the area of study.

A narrow conception of heritage as an ethnographic object has been a major 
hindrance to the development of heritage ethnography as a method and to the 
conceptualisation of heritage generally. Identifi cation and critique of an 
‘Authorised Heritage Discourse’ (Smith 2006) – principally as it is produced 
and naturalised through academic interests, heritage management and 
museum praxis – has become sophisticated and refl exive, giving us a platform 
from which we may further expand the conceptualisation of heritage. Yet most 
heritage research remains tethered to sites and initiatives that are relatively 
straightforward, stable and safe, keeping the concept deployed in only narrow 
and familiar ways. Work gravitates to political, intellectual or custodial 
concerns. Heritage that promotes authenticity and sustainability over time 
and space or that which creates or conveys consensus and legitimacy is well 
represented. Studies centred on particular events, confl icts or crises are often 
touted for the way they bring both theoretical and social issues into stark relief 
but nonetheless refl ect only certain – often highly discursive or historicist – 
understandings of heritage. Identifi ed or valorised tourism, museum, archaeo-
logical and historic sites are standard subjects, and established and cohesive 
narratives often ground and delimit heritage research. Appreciation of the 
integration, or even indistinguishability, of tangible and intangible aspects of 
heritage is mounting (Smith 2006) but there is still disproportionate attention 
paid to materially manifest heritage. While these topics and approaches are all 
valid and valuable research interests, they reinforce ‘structural logics’ (Weiss 
2007) that delimit both the academic conceptualisation and the actual use of 
heritage, and convey the false impression that current scholarship is indicative 
of the scope of the phenomena – when it remains, in fact, extremely partial.

A content scan of major heritage research journals1 corroborates this 
propensity and reveals a corresponding lack of heritage topics that are less 
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tethered or stabilised, indicating a research culture with an aversion to risk. 
This orientation is also indicative of a widespread assumption of public defi -
ciency towards heritage that underlies many well-intentioned yet self-serving, 
patronising, and ultimately alienating, outreach and education initiatives. 
Grassroots heritage,2 for lack of a better term, receives relatively scarce 
attention despite its personal, everyday and unmanaged phenomena which are 
arguably more meaningful to its users. A grassroots orientation can expand 
our repertoire of known heritage uses and the theoretical idioms used to under-
stand them, making our heritage conceptualisation and corresponding practice 
more well rounded. Such grassroots heritage is obtained by working

from the ground up and determin[ing] the markers and substances of 
heritage from grassroots priorities and values ... it is quite possible 
that a community will have a much more comprehensive and inte-
grated sense of the connections between past and present.

(Chambers 2004: 204)

from the bottom-up (from direct contact with those who engage with 
it) rather than from the ‘top down’, in terms of evaluating how 
heritage relates to and is controlled by larger, abstract entities like 
‘the state’ and/or the ‘nation’.

(McClanahan 2004: 8–9)

My heritage ethnography had such a grassroots orientation with a concentration 
on the more everyday and personal heritage of individuals and communities. 
The intention is to give grassroots heritage the attention it deserves and to 
promote it as a viable object of study. All the same, I do not mean to perpetuate 
a simplistic grassroots-authorised dichotomy that implies that the former is 
more valid or ‘authentic’ and that the latter is ‘tainted’ or ideologically driven. 
Such heritage uses are highly integrated, especially with the infl uential role of 
the professional and academic sector in defi ning, creating and promoting 
heritage. My ‘bottom-up’ data consistently challenged the desire to isolate and 
preserve a more ‘organic’ state of heritage, in that any search for unadulterated 
heritage irrevocably alters it. Any claim to certify heritage ‘100 per cent organic’ 
is patently untrue, and denies the constructed nature of all heritage, no matter 
its orientation or scale. Therefore this work distinguishes grassroots heritage but 
does not falsely or dangerously separate it from its broader cultural structures.

Although both heritage ethnography in general and my project in particular 
are not instrumentalist per se, the work does have an applied dimension insofar 
as it ought to turn on real-world problems outside academia (Rabinow 2008). 
My concern is the alienation of heritage sectors and museums from their local 
communities. I therefore seek to triangulate and integrate my data and ideas 
with heritage praxis, and within this praxis to museums specifi cally. I am 
interested in how we might sustain a heritage-oriented way of thinking and 
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working within daily curatorial practice, while remaining realistic about the 
inevitable institutional constraints of such an approach. Keeping practice 
intact in the work serves to hone the theory produced and challenge the ethics 
practised, yet, importantly, the methodology and object of study are not over-
determined by practice. Mindful of the heritage practitioner, this work demon-
strates the value of ‘the space to refl ect, and explore in depth … the space to 
rethink and to interrogate their policy and practices, and to see the value of 
engaging with theory and abstraction’ (Young 2002: 207).

To develop heritage ethnography overall, it is necessary to develop ways of 
exploring heritage ‘in the wild’. Those of us exploring such grassroots heritage 
need a better sense of what we are after, how we manage these data and then 
integrate the knowledge gained ‘back’ into more mainstream heritage practice 
and discourse. This support is needed in terms of a philosophy, curiosity or 
attitude rather than a set of fi xed guidelines, thereby enabling researchers to 
continuously build this distinct methodology through personalised research 
experiences. Awareness of the ways we negotiate and produce our ethnography 
is essential to exploring an abstract object like heritage that often feels at once 
too easy and too diffi cult to grasp. In the hope that my experience may provide 
some useful guidance to other researchers, the two sections that follow recall in 
detail the ways I conceptualised maritime Bermuda as my case study, and 
heritage as an ethnographic object within it. 

Framing the heritage fi eld 

Boundedness is crucial to successful ethnographic work. Like most social 
researchers, I used a case study to circumscribe my unit of analysis to a workable 
scale and purposeful data sample (VanWynsberghe and Khan 2007). My fi rst 
step was to focus on my community of interest, Bermuda.3 Though case study 
often implies comparison, I approached the Island4 as a single case, avoiding 
juxtaposition with ostensibly ‘similar’ regions such as Caribbean states that 
would spread the research too thin or invite inappropriate interpretation. I 
sacrifi ced both the transnational range of a multi-local approach  (Marcus 1995, 
1999) and bucked the trend of interpreting heritage through processes of 
globalization (Karp et al. 2006) in order to explore one ‘national-cultural imag-
inary’ (Appadurai 1996) in which heritage is domesticated and experienced.  
Following Daniel, but with a heritage focus, the idea is exemplifi cation, ‘not 
merely to show the manner in which a reality is culturally and historically 
constituted, but how deeply so’ (1996: 14). Just as Bermuda is not a supracul-
tural illustration suggesting a universal meaning set for heritage, neither is it a 
unique example that melts into relativism (Flyvbjerg 2006). Set within this 
problem-oriented ethnography, the Bermuda case has wider implications for 
heritage theory and practice, as well as small-scale community and island 
studies. The Rev. Alexander Ewing’s 1784 assessment of Bermuda is apt: ‘Small 
though this spot is, a great deal of the world can be seen in it’ (Hallett 1993: i).
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My interest in Bermuda is neither arbitrary nor solely academic, but logical 
and also personal. Being Bermudian gives me an intimate relationship with 
my fi eld site, one that is particularly fi tting and revealing for grassroots 
heritage ethnography. I am part of a growing minority of researchers with 
local knowledge and experience (Colic-Peisker 2004), for whom ‘issues of 
refl exivity are particularly salient’ (Davies 1999: 4), with both benefi ts and 
barriers arising from my heightened familiarity, partiality and emotion in this 
home setting. Mine is a ‘differential authority’ (Clifford 1997a) that distin-
guishes the research and counters the unhealthy depreciation of local capacity 
within the heritage fi elds, especially in small-scale societies like Bermuda. 
Still, to infl ate my familiarity or neutrality belies the Island’s pocketed 
make-up and my hybrid positioning, as Clifford advises:

No one can be an insider to all sectors of a community. How the 
shifting locations are managed, how affi liation, discretion, and critical 
perspective are sustained, have been and will remain matters of tactical 
improvisation as much as of formal methodology.

(Clifford 1997a: 86)

The most signifi cant of these ‘shifting locations’ for me are threefold: fi rst, 
being a white Bermudian in the statistical minority,5 moving slowly into 
greater consciousness of my ‘unearned skin privilege’; second, being a local 
heritage practitioner confronting authorised notions of heritage with which I 
was willingly indoctrinated during my tenure at the Bermuda Maritime 
Museum (BMM);6 and third, being a novice researcher arbitrating home 
concerns with a necessary analytical detachment, through what Jeganathan 
calls an ‘epistemological ethic of disciplined affect’ (2005: 151). My ‘tactical 
improvisation’ of these positions subverted any inclination to think of myself 
as objective or non-involved (Colic-Peisker 2004); rather, as a researcher who 
interacts with my subjects and environment to ‘co-construct the world’ (Davies 
1999), I was challenged to acknowledge and negotiate my ‘embedded ethics’ 
(Meskell and Pels 2005). Proportionally, my interactions forced me to step 
outside myself, to engage in a kind of method-acting where I mediated the 
understandings and experiences of my subjects. The refl exivity I employed has 
therefore been carefully measured, so as to allow both my subjectivity and my 
‘evidence’ to determine the heritage emerging through this ethnography. 

Heritage in Bermuda proved to be so rich a topic that I required a second 
case study in addition to my focus on the Island. I assumed this theme would 
be straightforward for me to identify, but my local knowledge and vested 
interest offered many possible paths, urged me to address local issues and 
stressed the import of this choice for research that itself could come to 
constitute heritage. Ironically, my tenure at BMM only minimally suggested 
the maritime theme, and its closeness to museum priorities kept me wary. My 
limited knowledge of maritime history and culture, puzzlement about the 
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obscure nature of maritime museums and a sense that the topic was detached 
from contemporary Bermuda all enhanced my distrust. So it was only after 
considerable debate, false starts and reluctance that maritimity emerged as the 
front-runner.

With the start of fi eldwork, however, my reservations dissolved and the 
appropriateness and effi cacy of the theme became self-evident. Any residual 
ambivalence I retained was due not to an insecurity about maritimity but to an 
enthusiasm for heritage ethnography in other thematic areas. My revelation 
that Bermudian7 associations with the sea could be a viable and compelling 
research platform coalesced around several attributes that were nonetheless 
accompanied by certain challenges. The following characteristics are specifi c 
to my project, yet indicate the kinds of qualities other heritage ethnographers 
might look for in shaping and justifying their case-study choices.

Maritimity resonates with Bermuda’s diverse community, distinctive envi-
ronment and half-millennium of history. There was no lack of people, events 
or material to engage with, nor any contriving of the theme by myself, the 
local heritage sector or maritime museums. Maritime heritage and culture are 
a reality in Bermuda, as they are in island, coastal and other communities 
worldwide. Furthermore, maritimity offers access to a heterogeneous cross-
section of Bermuda’s diverse racial, socio-economic and generational mix of 
people. This addresses the paucity of social research that traverses the Island’s 
conventionally represented demographics. As a local, this was not a path of 
least resistance, but promoted my contact with people, environments and 
spaces with which I am both more and less familiar. A highly ‘uneven gender 
component’ is the maritime theme’s representative caveat, with my fi eldwork 
and fi ndings heavily weighted to male informants and masculinities (M. Jarvis, 
personal communication, 2006). However, the analytic value of this gender 
bias trumped my representative concerns, besides constructively agitating 
some of my feminist assumptions.

Despite its demographic skewing towards masculinity, maritimity is rela-
tively neutral and inclusive compared to more divisive or exploitative local 
themes8 that close down communication of heritage meanings, are subsumed 
by dominant discourses, inhibit dissemination of the project, or overwhelm 
my confi dence as a researcher and local practitioner with heightened account-
ability. This theme invites participation, openness and transparency, and in 
doing so actually provided access to more politically relevant issues. The fact 
that maritimity was a relatively comfortable space for me was conducive to 
practising ‘embedded ethics’ on one level,  but also questionable in terms of 
the degree to which heritage ethnographers, particularly local ones, ought to 
be challenged or uncomfortable. I have at least come to recognise this point.

Maritimity applies to both local and global heritage management and 
museum practice, lending my research an applied dimension. In Bermuda, 
maritime heritage relates to various organisations and public programmes, 
dovetailing with BMM’s mission and interests. Internationally, the theme 
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directly pertains to maritime museums, a fast-growing but traditional museum 
sector attempting to reinvent itself for today’s increasingly non-maritime soci-
eties. Even so, maritimity offers a less obvious, less conscious type of heritage 
than heritage researchers and practitioners usually gravitate to, one relatively 
untouched by popular, authorised or commoditised infl uences. It allows the 
researcher to glean heritage meanings more obliquely and disrupts the more 
established disciplinary perceptions of heritage – including dichotomies of 
natural–cultural, tangible–intangible, landscape–seascape. Maritimity encom-
passes an array of heritage phenomena and forms that require an open mindset 
about its scope. The way the Bermuda and maritime interfaces of the case 
study shift between being independent, interdependent and interchangeable 
also furnished a dynamic fi eld site and a valuable strand of data.

However, maritimity is also a romanticised topic that seemingly abrades my 
call for more risk and autonomy in heritage research. It is a theme that runs the 
risk of not breaking new ground, of treading territory that more contemporary, 
avant-garde fi elds and sectors have already. Yet perhaps the traditional attributes 
of maritimity paradoxically permit a quantum leap for heritage theory and 
practice, particularly for advancing both small-scale local sectors like Bermuda 
and less progressive and ‘cutting-edge’ fi elds like maritime museums. Being 
‘behind the times’ is not always a bad thing, particularly given the meteoric rise 
and saturated nature of heritage and museum enquiry. Maritimity addresses 
theory and practice in specifi c ways that open up space for alternative ideas.

Despite bounding the Bermuda case study with the maritime theme, I was 
nonetheless overcome in the fi eld by my topic’s enormity. This was particu-
larly so in terms of the diversity of maritime sub-themes – what I call loci. 
These loci vary signifi cantly in scale, with many more specifi c sites nesting 
within general sub-themes such as fi shing or sailing. All, however, are magnets 
for meaning, refl ecting the pull maritimity exerts on heritage and identity in 
a more general sense. Conversations spiralled around, meanings became 
attached to and recurrences chimed with these infl uential and ascendant areas 
of local maritimity. While there may not be an infi nite variety of maritime 
loci in Bermuda, there was an incredible variety in constant fl ux. As soon as I 
mapped the fi eld, other loci would arise. The fi eldwork felt messy, sprawling 
and incomplete. I was often frustrated by time constraints or missed opportu-
nities. My decision to pursue one locus over another seemed inconsistent and 
unscientifi c. Despite the ubiquity of maritimity and my local knowledge, I 
was never sure if a particular locus would yield data that could be classifi ed as 
heritage, especially given that I had no preconceived or consistent criteria for 
such a designation. While these uncertainties are characteristic of ethno-
graphic experience in general, especially in terms of the tendency to bring an 
idealised idea of fi eldwork into the fi eld, I suggest this lack of compass is 
particularly endemic to heritage ethnography.

My instinct was to hem in the maritime theme, focusing on just one or two 
loci. I thought if, for instance, I only explore fi shing or sailing, then I might 
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achieve holistic coverage and a sense of totality. As I began fi eldwork, I realised 
few interviewees or events related to such singular loci or provided contained 
data, nor could I predict what maritime associations would arise. This was 
especially so given the inseparable nature of many individual mariners and 
maritime histories, cultures and networks. A fi eld site so sprawling, discordant 
and overlapping is certainly unmanageable for research seeking comprehensive 
coverage. However, the objective of conceptualising heritage actually 
demanded such a scattershot approach to the fi eld, one analogous to Candea’s 
heuristic device of ‘arbitrary location’:

The arbitrary location ... is the actually existing instance, whose 
messiness, contingency, and lack of an overarching coherence or 
meaning serve as a ‘control’ for a broader abstract object of study. It is 
‘arbitrary’ insofar as it bears no necessary relation to the wider object of 
study ... the arbitrary location allows one to rethink conceptual 
entities, to challenge their coherence and their totalizing aspirations 
... the arbitrary location is space which cuts through meaning ... The 
decision to bound off a site for the study of ‘something else’, with all 
the blind spots and limitations which this implies, is a productive 
form of methodological asceticism.

(Candea 2007: 180)

Therefore in order to keep my focus on heritage as an abstract concept and 
phenomenon, I cast a wide net over maritime Bermuda. I travelled ‘unex-
pected trajectories’ and crossed domains following stories, debates, ideas, 
people, objects and even boats. Inside the Bermuda case study I emulated 
Marcus’s multi-sited ethnography (1995, 1999) and Clifford’s ‘routes’ 
(1997a, b). My collage-like approach mirrored the narratives of previous exhi-
bitions, fi lms and programmes on Bermuda maritime heritage, suggesting 
that others have had a similar inclination with this topic. Mirroring the 
‘memoryscape’, a heritage trail based on experimental art concepts of ‘fl uxus’ 
and ‘situationalism’ (Butler 2006), I had to work randomly, as I encountered 
informants and information, frequently scheduling interviews and events 
whose timing was often beyond my control. I came to embrace unexpected 
fi eldwork events and sources, including serendipitous ones such as the theming 
of the national Heritage Month 2007 ‘Bermuda’s Maritime Connections’.9

The idea was not to cover everything nor overwhelm myself with a cacophony 
of maritime elements, but to experience maritime heritage as it is experienced 
individually and collectively by Bermudians: as something fragmentary, 
uncontained and unpredictable. This diverse and unforeseeable world coun-
tered my unhealthy readiness, especially as a museum curator and academic 
researcher, to break up or consolidate heritage into neat, ‘manageable units’ 
(Nakanishi et al. 2003). This multi-sited approach, I contend, in turn stimu-
lates a more penetrating analysis and intriguing narrative.
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These loci were not arbitrary, interchangeable illustrations onto which 
meaning is imprinted or attached. Rather, they were contextualised, carefully 
positioned elements that sustain – in both consensual and contested ways – a 
unique cultural logic. They were anchors in a fl uid and intricate ‘network with 
no centre’ (Young 2002) that shifted me away from a museum-centric outlook. 
Taking a page from recent work that considers the affective power of objects, 
monuments and landscapes, I understood these heritage sites and markers as 
‘sui generis meaning’ themselves (Henare et al. 2007: 3). Each is a free-standing 
entity that does not simply ‘carry’ the meaning invested by heritage users, but 
emits its own energy.

In all its complexity I was paradoxically able to construe my fi eld site as a 
‘coherent and convincing entity’, much like Garden’s recently conceived ‘herit-
agescape’ (2006: 397 and chapter 15 below). As a concept, the ‘heritagescape’ 
is deliberately designed ‘as a means of interpreting and analysing heritage sites 
as unique social spaces that offer an experience of the past’, with a strong orien-
tation to tangible, managed, ‘marked-out’ spaces that are explicitly designated 
as heritage. Without wanting to misrepresent Garden’s original application 
and meaning, or confi ne my thinking to her tight criteria, I borrowed her 
notion of ‘heritagescape’ to conceive of maritime Bermuda as a fi eld site.

Autonomous as they may be, these loci also operate in relation to one other, 
as a web of connections and a set of wider local social meanings that demand 
the multi-sited approach taken to my fi eldwork. Just as a textile’s composite 
texture differs from the individual strands of which it is composed, I experi-
enced a highly integrated fi eld site that is more than the sum of its parts. Much 
like historians and archaeologists look beyond discrete sites and events, this 
heritagescape speaks to broader heritage processes. It also speaks to broader 
race, class and other identity politics that are so familiar yet fi xed in local 
discourse, issues that lie beyond both maritimity and heritage yet are central 
to their combined use and meaning. Although my non-comparative approach 
means I cannot support this with data from elsewhere, I believe this intercon-
nectivity is intensifi ed in small-scale communities like Bermuda, exerting 
greater infl uence on the ways heritage is manifest and underscoring the need 
for multi-sited approaches to heritage ethnography.

My sense of interconnection and coherence conceived as a ‘heritagescape’ 
would seem to contradict my experience of the fi eld site as a partial and frag-
mented ‘arbitrary location’ that is  ‘perpetually deferring closure’ (Candea 2007: 
179). Yet these qualities co-existed and mutually supported each other in my 
fi eldwork. I collected and collated observations, gaining an increasing under-
standing of the site, while generating ever more new questions, topics and 
pathways. Like the metaphorical rhizome (Deleuze and Guattari 1980), the 
territory I travelled was ‘infi nitely variegated, fractal, undergoing continuous 
generation’ and thus had to be ‘perceived kinesthetically’ (Ingold 2008), or 
through movement. Interestingly, this sense of ‘boundedness without closure’ 
strongly parallels, and is intensifi ed by, the experience of studying a small 
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island, where the physical, cultural and spiritual boundaries – such as those 
between land and sea, or inside(r) and outside(r) – are alternately indefi nite and 
distinguished in ways that complement rather than clash. The kind of fi eld site 
we study – and Bermuda occupies many different kinds, of which ‘island’ is 
one – ought to infl uence our practice and production of heritage ethnography.

The maritime loci I encountered were more or less perceptible to me in 
their possible relationship with heritage. This perceptibility seemed to be 
indicated by my corresponding levels of ‘hesitation or non-hesitation’10 in the 
fi eld, levels that were related to my preconceptions of heritage and the extent 
to which I respectively followed or broke with these. Predictably, the most 
obvious loci for me were those overtly identifi ed and valorised as heritage or 
designed to evoke memory or imagination of past mariners and maritime eras. 
While these spaces did not necessarily entail a relationship with ‘history’ per se 
and were often associated with protection and care of present-day mariners, 
there was always an element of use of the past or remembrance in their 
construction. These spaces were also obvious because they tended to be 
bounded in space and time, associated with specifi c individuals, events or 
places. They were highly public and controlled, or manifest in monuments or 
performances. Examples of such commemorated maritime loci include 
tributes to Pilot James ‘Jemmy’ Darrell, an eighteenth-century black 
Bermudian slave self-manumitted due to his extraordinary navigational skill; 
‘Figurehead’, a public art memorial erected in 2005 in honour of Bermudians 
‘lost at sea’; and the bestowing of mystical or heroic status to particular people, 
places and things within the Island that epitomise maritimity and ‘Bermudi-
anness’ such as the late shipwrights Geary Pitcher and Albert ‘Bert’ Darrell, 
the east end community of St David’s, the elusive rockfi sh or the endemic 
cedar wood long used in the construction of local boats.

Loci oriented to everyday maritime experience and culture were consid-
erably more faint, with my uncertainty highest in these spaces where the 
boundary between heritage and culture was blurred. The frequently subtle 
and intangible characteristics of these loci contributed to my uneasiness that is 
partly a natural inclination to seek out the clear and articulate, and partly my 
role as a heritage researcher and practitioner trained to identify more defi ned 
and tangible manifestations of heritage. Yet a sense of relevance and signifi -
cance of these maritime practices to everyday lives pulled my attention in 
these directions and encouraged me to open up to more subtle and embodied 
connections to environment, space, history and self. Aspects of Bermuda’s 
contemporary maritime practices that I encountered include recreational and 
commercial fi shing, piloting (local reef and channel navigation), and the 
design, building, preservation, restoration, sailing and racing of a variety of 
boats (Figure 8.1).

In the fi eld, I was particularly attracted to loci that heralded maritimity as a 
social remedy. A dysfunctional public education system, lasting racial inequity 
and tension, inter-generational disconnect, the breakdown of family structures 
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and drifting communal values all factor into a sense of societal ‘crisis’ in 
Bermuda at this time. Bermudian youth – those ‘at risk’ and ‘disenfranchised 
black males’ in particular – are seen as the greatest casualties of this situation 
and are thus the target benefi ciaries for positive change. In the urgent search for 
remedies to this ‘crisis’, both existing and new maritime youth-development 
initiatives have come to the fore as promising mechanisms for fostering identity, 
self-esteem and social and racial reconciliation. Maritime youth-development 
initiatives such as the Bermuda Sloop Foundation’s sail-training programme 
aboard the Spirit of Bermuda, Waterwise and other youth sailing programmes 
(Figure 8.2) and the Bermuda Sea Cadets Corps, which promotes seamanship 
and naval tradition, are loci loaded with equal parts cautious aspiration, 
optimism and seriousness. 

Although my ethnography was oriented to grassroots heritage, my fi eld site 
also included more authorised maritime loci: in terms of both various professional 
and public maritime heritage institutions and representations, and the individual 
and community engagements with them. Bermudian relationships with these 
authorised maritime loci were less often positive or active than dissonant, commu-
nicating the cleavage between grassroots and authorised maritime heritage – but 
also refl ecting their co-dependence. Among these authorised loci, I gave special 
attention to BMM, not only because of my prior association and the associated 

Figure 8.1 Traditional Bermuda fi tted dinghy racing, one of Bermuda’s many contemporary 
maritime practices (photo by the author)
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ways I brought it into the fi eld with me, but because it was such a prominent and 
contested feature of the Bermuda maritime ‘heritagescape’.

Notwithstanding the inclusion of more authorised maritime loci throughout 
my fi eldwork, I mentally conceptualised the fi eld along the above-mentioned 
three dimensions: memory and commemoration, live culture, and social 
remedy. That this division aligns with a past–present–future nexus frequently 
associated with heritage is, I think, both coincidental and not. The notions of 
continuity and inheritance that are pronounced in the acts of looking back-
wards, living in the moment, and projecting aspirations and fears for the future 
were simply one way of conceptualising the fi eld, but were also an evident 
structure in my fi eld site. Yet as there is no standard index, loci will differ for 
every case study. The complexities I experienced in siting maritimity in 
Bermuda demonstrate that the fi eld site in which we conduct heritage ethno-
graphy is more than a decorative backdrop that simply puts things into 
‘context’. It is a space that actively reveals and constitutes heritage. It is deter-
mined by the ‘routes’ we as heritage ethnographers gravitate towards, often in 
connection with our positioning as individuals, but also affected by the fi eld-
site composition. We must recognise that our conceptualisation of heritage 
begins with the ways we travel and determine our fi eld site, taking responsi-
bility for this in our encounters and writing.

Figure 8.2 Optimist dinghy sailor participating in Waterwise, one of Bermuda’s maritime 
youth-development initiatives (photo by the author)
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Handling heritage data

Whereas the previous section is more of a panoramic vista, this section zooms 
in on the ways I identifi ed and qualifi ed maritime heritage in Bermuda. Once 
I saw my fi eld site as ‘an explicitly “partial” and incomplete window onto 
complexity’ (Candea 2007: 167), I began to recognise the ways I was in fact 
practising ‘bounding, selection and choice’ at each stage of my fi eldwork. 
Throughout my nine months of ‘home-work’, I questioned and qualifi ed what 
data were prudent to collect and analyse. This entailed readjusting my gaze to 
locate heritage as live culture, resisting impulses to confi ne heritage to a rela-
tionship with the past and trusting unexpected sources as heritage-rich. I 
isolated and defi ned the heritage data I was looking for, but also excluded 
what became assigned as irrelevant or superfl uous, as Candea underlines: 

to be explicit about the necessity of leaving certain things ‘out of 
bounds’ ... by turning what feels like an illicit incompleteness into an 
actual methodological decision, one which the ethnographer refl ects 
upon and takes responsibility for.

(Candea 2007: 174)

Some potential data sources simply did not make the cut. Either the maritime 
connection was too weak or obscure, or there was no perceptible relationship 
with heritage. With my grassroots gaze, I remained oriented to less articulate 
forms of heritage but still needed a grip on my data. In my daily choices of 
inclusion and exclusion, I was mirroring the work of the heritage practitioner 
who is employed to make value judgements and consequential rulings. The 
difference was that I was doing this in a space less dictated by institutional 
demands and convention, or in tune with community interviewees and context. 
Plus, I had the space and time to be more refl exive about these choices, a luxu-
rious position compared to the often fi erce daily constraints of professional 
heritage work.

Constructing a heritage ethnography through immersion in a few people’s 
daily lives, in the hopes of catching their uses of maritime heritage, was neither 
practical nor culturally appropriate in Bermuda. Instead, I employed methods 
that gave me a fast-track into Bermudian maritime heritage use: one-on-one 
or small-group interviews, and participant observation at community events. 
These complementary methods allowed me to tap the experiential, perfor-
mative, verbalised, discursive and intuitive aspects of heritage. I accessed what 
people do, say, think and care about – which may or may not be linked.

In total, I conducted 120 formal interviews with 135 people, a fraction of 
the Island’s population,11 especially in terms of the much smaller number of 
identifi able maritime heritage users, but an enormous amount of qualitative 
data. Interview duration was dependent on the energy, speed, coverage and 
saturation of conversation. I met interviewees at sites familiar and meaningful 
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to them, such as their home, family homestead, old neighbourhood, dock or 
boat – locations where they might access signifi cant images or things. Some 
meetings took place at my oceanside cottage, a stimulating venue for maritime 
memory and imagination. As there can be valuable data in both what inter-
viewees say and how they say it, I encouraged them to use their own words, 
style and expressions. And because heritage is often performed non-verbally, I 
encouraged expression in ways other than through words, with body language, 
mapping, drawing, visiting, performing and handling objects of signifi cance.

My participant observation proved far more extensive than anticipated. I 
had attended around fi fty maritime events by the close of fi eldwork. This 
component of my heritage ethnography did not merely supplement my inter-
views, but was a major aspect of data collection that enhanced the overall 
quality of my interpretation. I used a different skill set from my interviews for 
this public fi eld engagement. This included navigating the unspoken rules 
and etiquettes of different social networks, practising quiet observation and 
contemplation, staging strategic interventions and conducting short, informal 
interviews. Events ranged from the obvious to the hidden, some with easy 
access or clear relevance and others rife with hurdles and mystery in terms of 
access to or knowledge about them. Boat races and prize-givings, public 
commemorations, fi lm screenings, religious and secular services, ventures and 
voyages aboard various vessels and random acts of seafaring all fell into my 
observational mix. Participant observation and formal interviews occasionally 
merged, such as when I accompanied Bermudian pilots on the helm of cruise 
ships as they navigated Bermuda’s channels and reefs or joined commercial 
fi shermen on their daily run out to ‘the Banks’, offshore reef formations, and 
the subsequent onshore cleaning and selling of the catch.

I supplemented my interviews and participant observation with the study 
of documentary and media sources, including newspaper and magazine articles, 
private and public documents, fi lms, publications and archives. I asked myself, 
was it appropriate to mix live ethnographic data with dated material origi-
nally produced or intended outside my fi eldwork? Yet I could not isolate my 
observational data from these supplemental sources: they were themselves 
valuable carriers of heritage meaning, in addition to being helpful sources of 
methodological guidance. For instance, materials from the ‘Bermuda Connec-
tions: Maritime Arts’ archive12 and BMM’s exhibit, collections and research 
fi les were especially useful for their conscious maritime-heritage content, as 
well as aiding my efforts to clarify my work against oral-historical and museo-
logical approaches. Though counterintuitive to a sense of grassroots heritage, 
this documentary study was a form of engagement that complemented my 
interviews and participant observation. As heritage has a natural propensity to 
be expressed through a variety of sources, this amalgam of data permits fuller 
understanding of our ethnographic object.

I tracked most interviewees and events by word of mouth, using existing 
local knowledge and networks arising as I travelled the fi eld site. I treated the 
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ways I tracked interviewees and events as data in themselves, while simultane-
ously being mindful of the ways my interventions reinforced or altered those 
networks. In an effort to relinquish some control over my interviewee selection, 
I identifi ed a portion of my interviewees by blind recruitment, via an open call 
for participants in local media. The few respondents I had were still vetted, 
however, as there was a need to be discerning in all my interviewee and event 
selection. Being ‘local’, I had to work especially hard to retain this agency, 
balancing respect for the suggestions I received with resistance to pressures 
and obligation. As my research was often interpreted as an oral-history study, 
it was often suggested (sometimes forcefully) that I interview older or expert 
informants with accumulated knowledge or memory – especially those 
regarded as maritime ‘heroes’ or ‘tradition-bearers’. My appreciation of the 
urgent need in Bermuda for oral-history collection battled with my desire to 
obtain data from younger informants, who are often regarded as defi cient in 
historical knowledge, memory and heritage. That said, I did not deliberately 
avoid older or seasoned informants as they clearly too had a great deal to offer, 
both in themselves and as stimuli for others. The range in ages of my inter-
viewees testifi es the extent to which an inter-generational study was achieved.

Before commencing fi eldwork, I prepared an interview guide: a script of 
questions based on normalised idioms on which our current model of heritage 
is based. The idea was to structure my interviews and analysis, and in so doing 
to promote accuracy and credibility of data, avoiding ‘distortion’. I also 
intended to use it as an aide-mémoire in the intimate and sometimes intimi-
dating interview atmosphere, helping retain my focus and fl ow (Kersel 2006).

However, my early interviews constantly deviated from this script. They were 
messy, non-linear and multi-layered. I had to keep conversations going while 
making some sense of the heritage meanings that arose. A script also confl icted 
with my decision to eschew a hypothetical framework in favour of a person-
centred approach, so early into fi eldwork I abandoned the interview guide. 
Henceforth my interviews were largely improvised, only standardised with 
initial questions as gentle guidance towards core concepts, like Jones’s style:

The interview design was deliberately informal and conversational in 
style, with interviewees encouraged to use their own language and set 
their own agendas. At the same time, prompts were used to ensure 
that certain key themes were always addressed.

(Jones 2004: 8)

This unstructured format does not predetermine so much what will be elicited, 
nor does it rely on a synthesis across interviewees. Rather, it allows one ‘to 
understand the complex behaviour of members of society without imposing 
any a priori categorization that may limit the fi eld of inquiry’ (Fontana and Frey 
1994: 366). My interviews were a shared space of interpretation for both myself 
and my interviewees, with heritage meanings generated in a constructivist 
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manner by the relationship we forged in the interview itself. This allowed for 
interesting moments when interviewees came to ‘reveal themselves to them-
selves and were frequently surprised at the result’ (Tilley 2006: 17). It was also 
a space in which one could suspend assumptions and cynicism and open up to 
the unknown, a treatment suggested for artefact-oriented anthropologies:

Rather than dismiss informants’ accounts as imaginative ‘interpreta-
tions’ – elaborate metaphorical accounts of a ‘reality’ that is already 
given – anthropologists might instead seize on these engagements as 
opportunities from which novel theoretical understandings can 
emerge ... to show how such moments of ethnographic ‘revelation’ – 
in which unanticipated, previously inconceivable things become 
apparent ... Too often the anthropologists’ immediate reaction is to 
explain away their own surprise with recourse to more familiar 
conceptions ... What would happen ... if this wonderment were held 
in a state of suspension so as to resist the urge to explain it away?

(Henare et al. 2007:1)

This improvised approach consistently challenged my interviewing skills, 
heightening my attention and sensitivity. Though each of my interviews was 
unique, this does not mean they lacked boundaries, agenda or intention. I had to 
actively determine my heritage criteria, staying attentive to moments of confi r-
mation and challenge by interviewees. Maritimity provided a helpful conversa-
tional boundary, hemming us in from broader life histories and knowledge. I 
moved the conversation to pursue my local issues of interest, pushing my inter-
viewees to explain things in more depth and asking provocative or stealth ques-
tions in order to penetrate surface-level understandings. I directed informants to 
express everyday heritage use that often goes unarticulated.

My agenda was largely realised at an intuitive level, which possibly suggests 
the level of subconscious heritage that remains at work even in an explicit study 
of heritage. I often felt a strong sense of ‘microcosm’, a sense that a single 
encounter spoke to the full range of heritage meanings that I would eventually 
articulate in my writing. This was not a deluded longing for holistic logic, but 
indicative of the ways even a single interviewee or experience can refl ect the 
larger fi eld site and a range of heritage uses. Again, I believe this interconnec-
tivity and coherence is heightened in small-scale spaces, though not in a way 
that inhibits complexity. Conversely, this sense of microcosm reminded me that 
the minority view can be highly signifi cant, keeping me restless for new angles 
and ensuring against trapping myself in the conventions of my own making. 

Despite the degree of control I had in interviews, the work often felt coun-
terintuitive, especially in terms of preconceptions shaped by my past museum 
work. I tried to resist these leanings but then sometimes I believe I went too far 
in controlling, censoring or ignoring informants’ expressions that aligned with 
such authorised uses. Two areas were particularly challenging in this regard.
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The fi rst was the attraction to ‘history’, linked to the impulse to confi ne 
heritage to a relationship with the past, and to achieving greater validation for 
my ethnographic data. I was often unsure how much historical knowledge to 
seek from interviewees. I did employ oral-historical techniques encouraging 
storytelling and remembering in interviews, but did not demand full, linear 
life histories. While my interviews cannot be considered comprehensive oral 
histories, they go ‘further’ than oral history on both a generative and an analytic 
level. I was careful with how I described my research project, avoiding 
prescriptive terms like ‘heritage’ and ‘history’. Not having much prior 
knowledge of local maritime history kept me curious, and, on refl ection, facili-
tated rapport and comfort with some interviewees. Conversely, at times I was 
embarrassed by my lack of historical knowledge, especially with interviewees 
who placed high value on this or who insisted I demonstrate it. When informants 
offered to prepare for their interview, trying to get their knowledge ‘right’ to 
align with their idea of mainstream history, I ignored these statements in order 
to neither encourage nor discourage this preparation. Sometimes interviewees 
wanted me to research and validate their version of history, a quid pro quo I could 
not offer. My interviews were often supplemented with historical and docu-
mentary sources acquired from the interviewee or unrelated sources; though I 
have been wary not to use them to build a credible history, I recognised how 
and why interviewees offered them to me, as an expression of heritage in itself. 
And in my encounters with people, places, boats and objects it was often unclear 
how much provenance to record, especially when my research intervention 
seemed to be the main reason such micro-histories came to light.

Second, whereas in my role as a museum curator I tended to focus on the 
object, positioning the interviewee in relationship to the potential acquisition, 
I could not allow objects to be the central elements of my heritage ethnography. 
By association, I had to resist a collections-based urge to encourage people to 
share or donate objects to BMM, though at times they did seek this option. Yet, 
I had to allow things to matter in their own right, as they did for my inter-
viewees. Boats – as living, personalised and technological entities – were an 
especially potent material source for generating maritime heritage meaning.

I employed several methods to document my ethnographic record, including 
audio, video and photography. While to some extent intrusive, these recording 
methods formalised interviews, provided an easily retrievable record, and 
documented gestures and other expressions, complementing my non-discursive 
interview techniques. My most valuable means of annotation were handwritten 
fi eldnotes, shorthand accounts of my fi eld and interview impressions (Emerson 
et al. 1995). Although I did not allow my note taking or other recording to 
prevent me from attending to the fi eld moment, I jotted extensive notes during 
or just after every conversation or event. Beyond a recording mechanism, 
writing fi eldnotes played an important analytic role. They constituted the 
real-time in situ processing of data, the way I listened with a ‘third ear’, staying 
alert to arising concepts, areas in need of further clarifi cation, and my tentative 
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ideas and conclusions. Fieldnotes helped me capture heritage meaning as it 
momentarily came into relief.

Still, my analysis in the fi eld was largely preliminary. I did not take a hard 
line to it, such as a strict interpretation of ‘grounded theory’ that urges constant 
comparison of data throughout fi eldwork (Glaser and Strauss 1967). In 
practice, it was diffi cult to think too analytically while I was immersed in live 
culture and ‘drowning in data’. I was constantly moving in and around my 
fi eld site, with little time to refl ect critically. Though I feared a slippage 
between fi eldwork and analysis, I aimed to remain attentive to the raw data, 
allowing a gradual and less forced comprehension of maritime heritage in 
Bermuda. I stayed close to the original reality being investigated, keeping 
things close to face value before refl ecting, translating and abstracting too 
much for my academic purpose. Formal data analysis was thus a distinct stage 
of my project and occurred once I had physically left the fi eld. This was not 
post-rationalisation but a systematic review of my recorded and remembered 
fi eld data and experience. My valuable day-to-day fi eld encounters were not 
wasted or forgotten, but drawn upon in a condensed period of working through 
my fi eldwork archive.

After completing fi eldwork, I reread my books of fi eldnotes. With each pass 
through the material I started to sense salient meanings and categories. I also 
began to realise the enormous amount of analytic material this record 
contained. In spite of my being highly selective in the act of writing fi eld-
notes, each entry covered much ground. Unlike original unedited recordings 
or full transcripts that do not differentiate their content, and therefore tend 
not to be fully considered, the succinct nature of fi eldnotes ensures the vast 
majority of their content is highly purposive. Moreover, my fi eldnotes did not 
forgo the exact context of my recordings because I fl agged and paraphrased 
verbatim quotes for easy retrieval. Transcription of my verbal recordings 
therefore seemed unnecessary, even regressive to me: an approach backed by 
claims that it is permissible to compromise lengthy transcripts (Gelsthorpe 
2007). By working from my original fi eldnotes I return to the complexity of 
the original fi eld encounter, rather than a polished reconstruction that loses 
the richness of the original material.

It became apparent that I needed a tool to effectively organise and manage 
my data, and specifi cally to code, or attach, different ‘hermeneutic units’ or 
tags to my textual data, so I turned to computer-assisted qualitative data-
analysis software (CAQDAS) to help do this. I began in my programme of 
choice with just a few interviews and worked diligently to establish their 
codes, providing an index for further coding that could be followed and impro-
vised upon. Indeed, my approach to coding was not mechanistic, synthesising 
across interviewees or fi nding patterns or ‘regularities’. Rather, it was about 
capturing the salient points linking the case study and heritage theory.

For all the very helpful tools CAQDAS offered, I heeded the warning of ‘the 
pitfall of reifying coding as analysis’ (Bong 2002: 1) and ultimately constructed 



 

GRASPING MARITIME HERITAGE IN BERMUDA

159

my argument outside the software, in the act of writing. Writing supplied a 
creative space for me to abstract, speculate and make analytic leaps. New 
threads of understanding were spun both in the ways my data bridged with 
existing heritage theory and failed to do so. As it is with respect to previous 
fi ndings that my claims are academically contextualised and earn credibility, I 
plugged theory in as an explanatory force for my analysis. From the ethno-
graphic direction, I re-embedded my observational engagements into my 
writing in an effort to remain faithful to the encounters I had with people and 
to unpack heritage meaning, rather than fl attening it out. An important aspect 
of this re-embedding was interpreting heritage as meta-data, as another level 
of meaning emerging in contextualised fi eldwork moments and interviewee 
expressions. Yet the work was also about articulating clear ideas about heritage, 
that which is obvious in context yet often fails to get analysed. So as not to 
sanitise the messy yet revealing process of interacting with raw heritage data, 
my writing weaves my choices of inclusion and exclusion and feelings of hesi-
tation or non-hesitation. I have aimed overall for my ethnographic description 
to be supportive and transparent of my methodology and to enunciate the 
richness of heritage.

Conclusion

Refl ecting these efforts in transparency, in this chapter I have tried to testify to 
the actual engineering and experience of heritage ethnography, one specifi -
cally oriented to more grassroots heritage. At the macro level, I discussed my 
bounding of my case study or fi eld site in less obvious and less comfortable 
ways that kept heritage – as the abstract object of study – in focus. At the 
micro level, I examined how I identifi ed and qualifi ed heritage data in the fi eld 
and the processes by which I transformed my unstructured fi eld data into an 
intelligible account. While I separated these macro- and micro-ethnographic 
levels in this narrative for the sake of clarity, I experienced the two as highly 
enmeshed and simultaneous.

I have emphasised that what constitutes heritage is never clear, but subject 
to the nuances of every ethnographic experience and discovering meaning in 
situ. I have shown that undertaking a heritage ethnography involves a balance 
of holding down an unpredictable and recalcitrant object of study while 
remaining open-minded about its varied uses and unfamiliar workings. I have 
admitted the uncertainty that accompanied me throughout my project and 
suggested this sense is to some extent inbuilt into heritage ethnography. I 
have recalled the way I gradually released my preconceived notions, allowing 
heritage to confound my expectations and to see the phenomenon more on its 
own terms. Like the heritage we study, as heritage ethnographers we are ‘in a 
constant condition of metamorphosis’ (Burch 2005: 227). Implicit in speaking 
to this sense of uncertainty is the argument that it should be accommodated, 
rather than suppressed, so as to allow it to become a ‘productive aspect of 
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fi eldwork experience’ (Candea 2007: 174). This promotion of heritage ethno-
graphy as a distinct method is an attempt to better account for the multi-
faceted nature of heritage as an object of study that makes its conceptualisation 
so diffi cult but valuable.

Having encouraged the development of heritage ethnography, I close with 
an enthusiastic vision for the method’s potential as it comes to fruition as a 
recognised method. First, it must be conceded that heritage ethnography 
cannot be all things to heritage theory and practice: as is apparent, an array of 
topics and concepts lies outside its capacity and boundaries, especially given 
its grassroots orientation. With that in mind, I believe the method has great 
promise to spill over into heritage research, practice and public use on a broad 
level. Use of heritage ethnography is likely to increase as the method is a 
natural extension of the wave of public outreach in heritage and museums that 
is currently suffering criticism and dilution. The resulting movements towards 
individuals and communities will reveal an enormous untapped layer of 
heritage. A refolding of this vast resource into Heritage Studies and related 
fi elds has the potential to provide a stronger theoretical framework for the 
heritage concept and a foundation for more genuinely democratising heritage 
sectors, museums and research programmes. Heritage ethnography could 
furthermore be popularised as a tool for a broader array of individuals and 
communities to use for understanding heritage as their experience. 

Notes

1 Including but not limited to International Journal of Heritage Studies, Cultural Trends, Journal 
of Material Culture, International Journal of Intangible Heritage, History and Anthropology, 
Memory Studies, Heritage Management. 

2 My use of ‘grassroots’ is not meant to imply an activist character, nor to constrain heritage 
ethnography to the small or individual scale of heritage use. 

3 Bermuda is situated over 1,000 miles north-east of the Caribbean in the mid-Atlantic. It is 
the earth’s fi fth smallest country at 21 square miles (55 square kilometres), but the largest 
remaining British dependent territory in terms of population, which is approximately 
66,000 including guest workers but not tourists. 

4 Although commonly referred to in the singular as ‘Island’, Bermuda’s landmass consists of 
approximately 138 limestone islands, the seven largest of which are linked by bridges.

5 The racial composition of Bermuda – approximately 60 per cent ‘black’ and 40 per cent 
‘white and other’ – stands in stark contrast to the white majority of the United States and 
many European countries. Whites in Bermuda nonetheless have a similar sort of ‘invisi-
bility’ and ‘unconsciousness’ because of the legacies of racism and racial privilege.

6 From 1999 to 2004, I was Curator at BMM and engaged in curatorial research, exhibition 
production, collections management, public outreach, fundraising and strategic planning. 

7 I use the term ‘Bermudian’ in an inclusive and liberal manner, versus restricting it only to 
those with citizenship or genealogical claims.

8 For instance, in an early proposal for my PhD project, I explicitly sought to explore the 
heritage of slavery and issues of race but was concerned about pursuing this topic so directly, 
perhaps risking exploitation of informants and forcing the heritage research.

9 Heritage Month (May) is an annual series of events mounted and supported by the Bermuda 
government through its Department of Community and Cultural Affairs.
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10 Prof. Dame Marilyn Strathern used this phrase in a 2008 Writing-up Seminar, Department 
of Anthropology, University of Cambridge that I attended. She was referring to ethno-
graphy generally but it struck a chord with respect to my heritage ethnography.

11 See note 3 above.
12 In 2001 the Smithsonian Folklife Festival, an exposition of living cultural heritage on the 

US National Mall in Washington, DC, featured ‘Bermuda Connections’ as one of its three 
annual themes, with a ‘homecoming’ restaging held in Bermuda in 2002. The archive of 
oral recordings, researcher reports and educational materials is held by the Bermuda 
government Department of Community and Cultural Affairs. ‘Maritime Arts’ was one of 
several cultural areas researched, recorded and represented for the initiative. 
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BETWEEN THE LINES 
AND IN THE MARGINS

Interviewing people about attitudes 
to heritage and identity

Marie Louise Stig Sørensen

Introduction

The analysis of various aspects of people’s attitudes towards the past and how 
these are formed constitute a major area of heritage research, and interviewing 
is one of the most commonly used methods in such studies. It is, therefore, 
important that we explore the use of interviews as a method in heritage research 
and the expectations about the insights that this method raises. In particular, 
the understanding of interviews as a means of gaining information about 
complex and abstract relations, thoughts and feelings should be considered by 
heritage researchers and if necessary the method should be adapted to the 
needs of the specifi c research involved, rather than predetermined by its 
existing applications and formats. Interviewing as a method is often discussed 
separately from its fi eld of application, apparently assigning it a position as 
simply a social science method; in practice, however, it is clear that interviews 
are both formed and affected by the knowledge and insights that are pursued. 
Moreover, it also seems that several features of the interview, such as expec-
tation about what the aims should be and about the proper conduct of the 
interviewer, are affected by the different fi eldwork traditions that can be found 
within the social sciences. For instance, the archaeological use of interviews is 
usually framed in terms of the gathering of factual information, whereas the 
social anthropological approach towards the interview, whether explicitly 
stated or implicitly embedded within how it is performed, often seems infl u-
enced by the long tradition of participant observation within this discipline. 
This causes the anthropological interview to become a matter of listening: 
emphasising the importance of the interviewer actively avoiding infl uencing 



 

INTERVIEWING PEOPLE ABOUT ATTITUDES TO HERITAGE

165

and biasing the conversation, with the role of the interviewer as a listener 
echoing the tradition of the unobtrusive presence of the participant observer. 
In contrast, disciplines such as psychology and psychoanalysis are raised on a 
tradition of ‘digging deeper’ and of exploring the apparent resistance to ques-
tioning. Their approach to interviewing, as discussed further below, often 
takes the form of an exploration in which the interviewer plays an active role 
in asking and pursuing questions and responses. Interviews are therefore not 
just one method shared and approached in the same manner throughout the 
social sciences. Further still, there are more possibilities and more diversity 
than are suggested by the coarse distinction between ‘quantitative’ and ‘quali-
tative’ interviewing methods, and it would signifi cantly enhance the fi eld of 
Heritage Studies if individual researchers were more aware of such differences, 
feeling confi dent in their choice of methods and in their ability to adjust or 
elaborate on existing methods. The methods indicated by the term ‘interview’ 
should be thought about as adjustable tools rather than fi xed recipes, but the 
freedom brought with the rejection of fi xed methods also creates new demands 
about being explicit, rigorous and refl exive when one is working through one’s 
methodological positioning.

So far, it has been common practice for studies of heritage to focus on specifi c 
aspects of the complex issues being investigated (e.g. Jones 2004; Merriman 
1991). Moreover, abstract issues, such as the normative question about atti-
tudes to the past, are often approached in a manner that refers to a range of 
more or less explicit reactions and engagements without critically refl ecting on 
the interdependences and inter-reliances between them. In effect the complex 
questions are rarely answered. Heritage (or ‘the past’) is used as a kind of 
collective reference to an array of subject matters that range from ideas or 
concepts to material objects and monuments fi xed in landscapes or museums. 
This apparent vagueness is, however, not necessarily due to a lack of thought-
fulness; at least two major factors may sit behind the lack of analytical precision. 
The fi rst is that the fi eld of Heritage Studies is still in its formative stage, and 
thus lacks a clear overview both of its remit and of its tools. It is important to 
tread carefully at this early stage and not to limit the visions of what is involved 
though the use of over-determined terminologies and approaches. The second 
factor is the tendency of there being an insuffi cient match between the methods 
explored in these analyses, their aims and the subject area being investigated. 
It is this latter point, the incongruence between the nature of the subject matter 
and the expectations of the methods, which this chapter aims to discuss.

Background to case studies: interviewing as part of the Als project

My interest in interviewing as a method for exploring the position (i.e. value 
and connotations) of the past in the present has arisen out of a project of inter-
viewing local farmers and amateur archaeologists in connection with an 
archaeological fi eld-survey project which I directed on the Danish island of Als 
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between 1989 and 2003. During these interactions a number of methods were 
used: formal and informal interviews; one questionnaire sent to people indi-
vidually; one questionnaire fi lled out at a cultural centre in connection with 
other activities; and a large number of informal interviews conducted in situa-
tions ranging from standing next to a tractor in a ploughed fi eld to meeting 
people after lectures. Videotapes and photographs were also used.

The aims of these interviews, and in particular how they shifted during the 
duration of the project, need to be briefl y introduced in order to characterise 
the knowledge or insights which were pursued. These changes infl uenced how 
the encounters were conducted in various ways: they impacted the set-up of 
the interviews and my perception of my own role as the interviewer. My overall 
aim, however, is to refl ect upon how one evaluates and understands the insights 
that these encounters may provide and how in turn we have to think about the 
interviewing process. In particular, I want to refl ect upon how interviewing as 
a method can be used to engage with complex and abstract ideas, such as 
heritage, in an enlightening and constructive manner rather than one that 
produces closure. And while I support approaches to interviewing that 
emphasise the interview as a conversation, I particularly want to focus on how 
one may learn to listen, or, in other words, ‘the art of hearing data’ (Rubin and 
Rubin 1995). 

My fi rst collection of information from the farmers in my study area took the 
form of a simple questionnaire which, in addition to providing information 
about the archaeological project, asked them (1) whether they would give the 
project permission to walk on their fi elds, and (2) whether they had found any 
prehistoric objects or observed distinct features on the ground (with a list of 
possible observations given). This questionnaire was followed up by a personal 
visit if the fi eld was selected for fi eld-walking. The visits included an informal 
interview about the farmers’ fi nds, the characteristics of the fi eld, their 
knowledge about prehistory and the landscape, and so on. I was taking notes, 
and these were at times followed up by drawings and/or photographs, or walking 
through the fi elds together. While there were some sensitive issues regarding 
ownership (i.e. whether fi nds should belong to the regional museum or to the 
owner of the fi eld), the situations were, it seemed to me, straightforward, and 
took the form of the farmer providing me with information that both of us 
considered interesting and/or valuable. The farmers told me about their fi nds in 
response to simple questions, or, in other words, my questions were phrased in 
a manner that solicited predictable factual information. The straying into other 
areas of conversation, such as admiring the objects, appeared to be incidental to 
the main aim of accumulating a richer dataset about fi nds from the area.

My interest did, however, early on begin to shift towards the farmers them-
selves and various dimensions of their relationship to the physical remains of 
the past in the landscape around them. In response to this shift, I conducted a 
number of more extensive interviews with selected people, who were iden-
tifi ed as probably interested in the past since they had large private collections 
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in their homes. I used open-ended interviews structured around a number of 
themes, such as the physical integration of the objects within the home, and 
issues of ownership, in particular what happens to collections when the next 
generation takes over the farm and the former owner moves into a retirement 
house. Some of the interviews were recorded on video, and others on tapes or 
through extensive note taking. In addition, throughout all my other interac-
tions with the local farmers I now began to guide interviews beyond infor-
mation just about fi nds to questions about their ways of engaging with the 
fi nds. Thus I was asking about how the fi nds were integrated within the archi-
tectural features of the home. I was interested in investigating whether there 
were some correlations between the socio-economic standing of farmers, 
including their ‘cultural capital’, and the manner in which the objects were 
integrated into the domestic setting. I expected that in the larger and socially 
more signifi cant farms the fi nds would be placed more dominantly within the 
home. In these homes the fi nds were frequently located, for example, in 
purpose-built structures in the main rooms, or on windowsills and over the 
chimney piece. In the homes of the farmers from lower social strata the fi nds 
would be located in more random places, including in boxes in the barn or in 
cupboards in the kitchen.

This change in my focus had several effects upon the interview situation. In 
particular, our respective roles were affected in a manner which to me proved 
emotionally diffi cult. I was now turning my informants into the subject of 
investigation, a change with which I was somewhat uncomfortable as I thought 
they might not easily comprehend the reasons for my new questions nor neces-
sarily appreciate or agree to being placed as the subject of investigation. I 
found it diffi cult to directly ask the questions that I thought were of interest, 
as I felt they were contrary to the farmers’ expectations of me and their 
perception of my role. I felt that revealing this interest would mean that I, in 
their eyes, had ceased to perform my assigned role as the archaeologist, as I was 
enquiring about private matters rather than matters of information. Although 
this tension is not the focus of this chapter, it must be acknowledged, and it is 
an issue that is likely to often affect qualitative ‘close-up’ interview work. I do 
feel, however, in view of the arguments I make below, that I was at risk of 
letting this unease distract me rather than using it in a more constructive 
manner. This may have been because I had become too singularly focused upon 
my own part of the interaction and my questions, rather than appreciating 
more fully the important role(s) of the subject.

Towards the end of the project, a further dimension was added to these 
interviews through a detailed and elaborate questionnaire fi lled in by people 
who participated in a sampling of saliva for historical mtDNA analysis. The 
questionnaire had several open-ended questions, and assistants who were expe-
rienced in oral-history work and interviewing were present to advise and help 
with the fi lling in of the schema. This interview-questionnaire set-up was 
entirely stage-set, garnered considerable press coverage and only included 
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individuals who were self-selected on the basis of being interested in fi nding 
out more about their ancestors. The experience did, however, resonate with 
some of my lingering impressions from looking at the videotapes and from 
various conversations, and it furthered my concern about how to evaluate what 
the interviewees were saying and why they chose particular expressions and 
ways of responding.

Approaches to interviewing

All the methods proved useful for collecting data – especially factual infor-
mation and ‘surface’ phenomena. By the latter I mean information which comes 
easily and without much searching on behalf of either the interviewee or the 
interviewer – such as whether the farmers thought there were any barrows on 
their fi eld, or whether in their opinion the objects should remain on the farm 
or be given to the regional museum. The methods, obviously, are not equally 
good at all things, and they may therefore be usefully employed together, 
complementing each other, as most textbooks on social science survey methods 
recommend (e.g. Cresswell 2003). What concerns me most here, however, are 
the ‘cracks’; I am interested in that which seems to fall between the compe-
tence or reach of the methods, and which is only discovered and recognised 
accidentally and informally. I contend that ‘between the lines and in the 
margins’ of the information provided there were additional (and at times more 
pertinent) insights to be gained about how people relate to the past and what 
that relationship is about. I further suggest that these nuances get lost if we too 
slavishly follow the data-collecting procedures commonly presented. This is 
primarily because such strategies are designed around assumptions of a coherent 
relationship between questions and answers, and presume furthermore that the 
questions are unambiguous and simple (i.e. that they will be interpreted and 
understood in the way intended by the interviewer). But neither of these basic 
assumptions is necessarily correct or warranted regarding investigation of 
people and their relationship to the heritage.

It is important to recognise that interviews can have different purposes: 
they can and should aim at different kinds of insights and discoveries, and in 
turn their form, how they are conducted and, even more signifi cantly, how 
they are evaluated must respond to such differences. At their extremes, 
approaches range from empirical or positivist approaches based on the 
assumption that there is a truth that belongs to the subject and it is the 
researcher’s role to fi nd it, to post-modern approaches, which argue that there 
is nothing to be understood or interpreted beyond how the subject constructs 
their particular version of reality (e.g. essays in Gubrium and Holstein 2003). 
Most common, however, are approaches which aim to produce comparable 
data between different interviewees and to seek new knowledge and new 
insights from how different informants respond to similar questions. To be 
meaningful, these interviews are based on the assumption that the comparative 
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outcome is valuable and that the data can be compared against some shared or 
basic parameter. The interviews tend to be structured around questions that 
are shaped around expectations of how the interviewee will respond and what 
they can inform about. This type of interview has a long history in sociology 
and anthropology and is also used in marketing research. It has also been used 
in surveys of public attitudes within heritage studies (Merriman 1991), but 
when used within this sector there has been a tendency to confl ate the aim of 
producing comparative data and the aim of exploring and discovering particular 
aspects of heritage. In order to place the data into comparable categories the 
interviews commonly build assumptions about the results into their design, 
and the responses are subsequently processed in terms of ‘the nearest fi t’ to the 
expected outcomes. Such interview methods can be useful, but they are best 
suited for investigations of phenomena that have predictable relationships to 
well-known datasets or where there is a solid basis for predicting responses; 
they tend to be restrictive for explorative engagements. 

There are also examples, although fewer in number, of the use of open-
ended subject-orientated interviews in heritage studies. Here the responses are 
not scanned in terms of their match to other results nor directed to fi t with a 
hierarchy of questions, but are used as part of a journey of discovery. Jones, for 
example, used in-depth qualitative interviewing in her investigation of the 
meanings and values surrounding early medieval sculpture in a rural setting 
(Hilton of Cadboll) in Scotland (Jones 2004).

Qualitative interview techniques are often characterised by their lack of 
control, by being process-orientated, aiming to understand the actor’s view 
and concerned primarily with discovery (Cook and Reichardt 1979). These, 
however, are all rather vague characteristics. What, for instance, do we mean 
by ‘control’, and what is implied by saying we aim to understand the actor’s 
view? The main difference that I want to emphasise and further explore is 
therefore the question of control. Irrespective of other differences, interviews 
differ substantially in terms of their desire for control over the answers. This, 
moreover, is not merely a matter of power relations or of questions being 
‘open-ended’ but also about an interviewer’s willingness to take a position 
about what kind of information or responses are being sought. It is therefore 
also about the respective status and roles of the interviewee and the inter-
viewer. I argue below that Heritage Studies needs to explore the interviewee-
orientated types of interviewing much more substantially than has hitherto 
been the case. The reason for this is that we still need to explore our potential 
data. But we need to do this in a manner that is unrestrained by large bodies of 
assumptions or by hypotheses since many of the themes we need to investigate 
are still too unknown and uncharted to benefi t from a hypothesis-based 
approach. Hypothesis-based approaches in their specifi cations and agreed 
agendas restrict our fi eld and our ability to learn (Fox Keller 2000). Carol 
Gilligan, a feminist psychoanalyst and writer, whose work is grounded in 
listening (1982: xiii), has long been concerned with ‘people’s voices’ in the 
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sense of ‘something like what people mean when they speak of the core of the 
self’ (1982: xvi). She argues that if we want to discover how another person 
constructs reality then we cannot use testing or observations as these methods 
involve interpretation apart from the subject. Rather, following Gilligan’s 
argument, one must interview out of a deep sense of curiosity about the logic 
or structure that makes the other person think and express themselves in a 
certain way. The interviewer must ask questions in order to discover how the 
other person thinks, not how that person’s thinking fi ts their own thinking. 
Interviewing in that sense can be understood as a method of coming to under-
stand, and it should take the form of a journey of discovery that reaches beyond 
mere conversation.

Here I shall try to argue for the potentials of this understanding of the 
purpose of interviewing by applying the basic arguments to some of the prob-
lematic elements of my own interviews on Als. The various interactions 
provided via the Als project often resulted in immediate, factual and guided 
responses to my questions and probing. I have also, however, received responses 
that I initially thought revealed that the interviewee did not understand my 
question, and I have received responses that took different forms from what I 
expected. It is these latter two observations that I want to try to deconstruct 
here in order to understand how interviews may be used and how they may 
challenge us.

Mistaken responses

Initially, I perceived the apparent mismatch between some of my questions 
and the responses given in terms of incomprehension: they did not understand 
my question. Further refl ection, and guided by discussions of interviewing in 
other disciplines (especially a presentation by Carol Gilligan1) and some of the 
discussions of feminist methodologies, has made me question this. I suggest 
that, mistakenly evaluating their responses in terms of my own expectations, I 
failed to recognise that they had interpreted my question in a manner that did 
not correspond with my expectations. It was that different understanding that 
caused their response. Failing to recognise this, I also missed some of the 
insights into their understanding of heritage which these responses revealed. 
In particular, I did not appreciate that, to my interviewees, it was not a mistake 
but their different construction of reality. With hindsight I suggest that I did 
not pick up enough of the clues about how many of the farmers tended to 
respond to my generalised or abstract questions about the past or heritage by 
translating the question into something more specifi c – such as the stone axe 
which they had found. They made my question about their relationship to or 
their thoughts about the past answerable by converting it into a question 
about tangible objects. I believe a kind of transferral was taking place between 
the past and the object; it is possible that in such situations the object is the 
past at a more existential level than we usually imply when referring to objects 
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representing or symbolising the past. If this is in fact a common phenomenon 
then it may reveal important characteristics both about our cognitive abilities 
to think the past into the present, and about the status that objects can acquire 
in situations where such linkages are made.

As an extension of this argument it is also clear that the mutual expectations 
of what the interview intends to accomplish do not consistently match. For 
example, I had a distinct problem with fi nding a polite, socially acceptable2 (i.e. 
not noisy or intrusive into the private sphere) way of asking people where and in 
what order or system they kept the archaeological objects within their home.3 
Furthermore, despite my attempts to ask about it, they did not really tell me 
where and how they normally kept their archaeological objects. Again, in hind-
sight, the apparent lack of response to my questioning may too easily or too 
swiftly have been misinterpreted and thus rejected as ignorance, lack of compre-
hension or resistance to my intrusion rather than thought about and understood 
as a response to the perceived irrelevance of my questions. Placing this lack of 
response within the structure of the interviewing process, I now think that in 
many cases they did not recognise that my question was indeed a question, and I, 
interpreting this as a brush-off, did not pursue the issue further by fi nding other 
ways of questioning or exploring their way of thinking. In not following up on 
their responses I did not properly explore the interviews as a process of discovery.

Again, I think that I initially missed signifi cant clues. In many of these 
cases, the objects were included within the domestic setting in a manner that 
made them appear similar to fl owerpots and photographs (see Figure 9.1), 
rather than being there in the domestic setting as an explicit, discursive 
statement – but my questions did not place them at that level, and my ques-
tions probably did not have any resonance with the ways the farmers were 
thinking about and engaging with their objects. The archaeological fi nds were 
frequently used as if they were decorative and pretty objects, and they were 
found interspersed with other bric-à-brac on windowsills or shelves, but my 
questions, rather than relating to this, sought answers that were about identity, 
signifi cance and status. I still believe that these themes are enormously signif-
icant, but they will not necessarily be directly verbalised or communicated in 
response to direct questioning during an interview as they do not resonate 
with people’s own language about these objects. Theirs is a language built 
around a taken-for-granted view that a stone axe is pretty, worth displaying, 
and comparable with a fl owerpot or a pretty vase; the point being that the 
value of the objects is deeply embedded within the cultural world-view of the 
people I interviewed. These views, furthermore, neither are nor need to be 
made discursively but are rather part of their lived engagement with their 
world, including its particular history.4 They did not, I propose, appreciate 
my question as a question due to its abstract formulation. Meanwhile, it should 
be appreciated that such a lack of explicit arguments or recognition – rather 
than diminishing the signifi cance of a connection – can at times reveal the 
exact opposite, showing how deeply embedded the accepted signifi cance is.
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The use of poetics

Another observation that has greatly intrigued me is the use of poetic language, 
the telling of stories and the use of metaphors. As an example, when I once 
asked a farmer why he thought he wanted to collect and keep the prehistoric 
artefacts, he replied, ‘If you had a rare tree that bore precious fruit, would you 
not want to keep them?’

Another time, when a farmer was trying to fi ll in a questionnaire about 
notions of heritage and its links to ideas of belonging and identity, he 
approached me. He is a large man, an important farmer, a practical man with 
big hands that show years of wear. He is an articulate man but may not be used 
to writing his thoughts down, certainly not about such matters. His body 
showed his growing frustration with the inability to capture in writing the 
story he wanted to tell. We agreed that he should dictate the story to me, so I 
wrote it down. Here is the gist of the story that he wanted to tell:

You know the big trees growing at the long barrows down in the forest? 
We call them grandfather and grandmother. You see, this is about 
when my grandfather had to leave the farm because of the draft.5 He 
went to live in Canada, and there he collected seeds from the big trees 
in the forests over there to plant when he could come back again. When 
he came back, he went down to our forest and planted them there, next 
to the barrows. When I was a boy, I used to play there, and we called 
the trees for grandfather and grandmother. Now, I always take my 
children down to the forest to have picnic with the grandparents. When 
I sit there, and the roots of the trees that my grandfather brought back 

Figure 9.1 Example of the display of prehistoric objects in the home (photo by the author)
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from Canada go straight into the barrow and into the past and the 
crown is far above me, then it is all connected and it is just right. So we 
always say we go down to the grandparents, and the trees and the 
barrows are the grandparents.

(Interview farmer x)

He was not sure I had understood him, as the feelings he tried to convey were to 
him so powerful and so special that words clearly seemed inadequate. He had, 
however, conveyed a great deal, and in particular he gave me a potent glimpse 
of the poetic link a person may fi nd between the past and him- or herself. 

But initially I interpreted these responses as a kind of ‘short-cut’. I thought 
they were revealing an inability to rationalise the relationship to the past. I 
interpreted the use of poetic language and metaphors as a replacement for a 
more articulated answer – a kind of retreat. Furthermore, having formulated 
the question in expectation of a certain kind of response, I interpreted the 
poetic responses as inferior in terms of their informative value. I saw these 
statements as lacking a certain detachment and ability to be discursive. While 
they were very powerful responses, in my analysis I did not primarily focus 
upon what that told me. These were beautiful images and stories, and that, of 
course, was their primary value and importance – in response to my questions, 
my interviewees were revealing the depth of their emotional attachment to 
their past by returning to me a glimpse of something so special that normal 
use of language could not express it. Rather than limiting their answers by 
referring to treasure or value, they talked directly to my imagination and 
assumed I had the ability to empathise with their own. They allowed me to see 
that for them the most important response to my question was the depth of 
their emotions.

This is similar but not identical to the use of ‘stories’ within interviews, as 
discussed by Rubin and Rubin (1995). They suggest that a story ‘communi-
cates a moral, a broad message, or a set of core beliefs ... it may have a more 
dreamlike quality to it, with a dream’s disjunctive connections and symbolic 
events’ (Rubin and Rubin 1995: 25). They also stress how the stories are 
valuable because they contain points that the interviewee feels strongly about, 
‘but does not feel comfortable enough to say directly’ (26). Symbols and stories 
are, therefore, thought of as elements of the conversation that are indicative of 
important underlying concepts or ideas (58). The difference between their 
discussion of the use of stories and my example is, I suggest, that the poetic 
stories in this case should not be approached as indicative of underlying ideas; 
rather the quality of being poetic is in itself the meaning sought after, and the 
change in style conveys this. The importance of language in terms of the power 
of words themselves has also been pointed out by Fawret-Saada, who, when 
doing fi eldwork on witchcraft in France, had to work through and with 
language in a different way as the words in themselves were power rather than 
knowledge or information (2007: 469). In line with this, I suggest that in my 
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own example the words used were in themselves expressions of wonder and 
emotions rather than primarily revealing information.

The important point emerging from these refl ections is, I believe, that with 
greater openness and awareness about how the use of language itself harbours 
different moods and stylistic infl ections we may greatly improve our under-
standing not just of how the relationship to the past is placed within a layered 
sense of reality, but what roles emotions and empathy play in this process.

‘Talking with the hands’

Non-verbal communication is often emphasised as a signifi cant aspect of inter-
viewing, and is usually presented as a communication of what people know 
but cannot say that they know (e.g. Adler and Adler 1994). The importance of 
paying attention to non-verbal cues that may indicate emphasis and emotional 
tones is also stressed by some interviewers (e.g. Rubin and Rubin 1995: 7), 
who also point to the need ‘to encourage learning to recognize and then explore 
words that have rich connotative or symbolic meanings’ (21). The non-verbal 
may even at times be presented as a way of bringing subconscious or non-
discursive knowledge into view of the conscious discursive discourse. Such 
levels of non-discursive knowledge may matter greatly for the exploration of 
the role of heritage in the present.

One of my recurrent observations when interviewing people (and which was 
helpfully documented by the use of video in some interviews) was the physical 
interaction with objects. The archaeological object was not just referred to as a 
symbol or a presence in the room, nor was it merely looked at. When we were 
standing looking at, for example, some stone axes laid out on a mantelpiece, 
the interviewee would reach out to take the objects one by one and handle 
them, touching, stroking and turning the objects over, feeling them. These 
gestures were also used to show the objects or to point out details on them; but 
the non-verbal communication, which in my mind I called ‘talking with the 
hands’, did in the main seem to be an entirely separate communication going 
on in parallel to our ongoing conversation. At times I would fi nd both the 
interviewee and myself with a stone axe in our hand while we were talking.

Whereas these common situations may reveal subconscious knowledge and 
should be considered part of the overall communication, as discussions of non-
verbal communication suggest, I believe there are also other distinct dimen-
sions to these phenomena. To recognise these we should remember that these 
are not just any objects, but objects that have stories and in particular distinct 
memories attached to them. These memories were often vivid and distinct and 
were being recalled and retold, for example, in accounts of where and when the 
objects were found. I suggest that the touching of the object is part of that 
recall. The tangible qualities of the object re-engage the memory of its 
discovery, in which touching it becomes an act of re-remembering, including 
a sense of awe, surprise and delight.
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In this observation I believe we see yet another aspect of the complex rela-
tionship between the present, the prehistoric object and the past. When the 
interview became engaged with these fi nds it encountered a very specifi c 
dimension (and potentiality) of heritage: the interviewee’s relationship to the 
past became distilled into a very personalised moment of discovery. A corollary 
of this observation is that these ways of relating to the past are not shared by 
everyone, as not everyone has had such an encounter, nor even the possibility 
of it taking place. This has implications for how we should design our investi-
gation of people’s attitudes to the past with a greater awareness of how they 
may encounter it.

Interviews as conversations and discovery

Such in-depth qualitative interviews are diffi cult to obtain, and they are 
demanding. The control over the process appears to be relinquished, and inse-
curity or a lack of clarity about how to proceed can therefore creep in. It is 
important to understand what is asked of the interviewer and expected of the 
interviewee, and to recognise that such in-depth open-ended interviews – while 
powerful and enlightening – are not always either appropriate or possible. It is 
also important to recognise that whereas the interview may aim to be a conver-
sation with the implied assumption of mutuality, it imposes obligations on the 
conversation partners that may not be agreed to: the interview may have to take 
a different form or follow another route if it encounters resistance or is being 
outmanoeuvred. Robben’s discussion (2007) of how seduction, transference and 
resistance affected the interviewing about violence in Argentina is a powerful 
and illustrative example of the potential dynamics of an interview. Another 
aspect has been emphasised by Bourdieu, who points to how the interview may 
help (or push) the interviewee to objectify him- or herself, and argues that the 
interview can be an induced and accompanied self-analysis (Bourdieu et al. 
1999: 615). It is, therefore, important to be wary of relinquishing complete 
control, as it may well cause harm and could undermine the ability to learn. We 
should, however, continue to question what we mean by ‘control’ when inter-
viewing. For this the metaphor of discovery provides a helpful counterpoint to 
the idea of a conversation, as it reminds us of the purposefulness of the encounter 
– we interview to learn. This point is helpful in terms of reassigning control, 
albeit a different kind of control, to the interviewer insofar as it is not neces-
sarily the case that a person can tell their version of reality, or can provide a 
verbal insight into their world-view without guidance or mediation (whether 
this involves a transcription or transference or other ways of helping).

Concluding refl ections

In response to these experiences and the recognition of the need to ‘listen’ 
better, I suggest that sustained discursive refl ection about the aims of the 
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heritage interview is necessary. The importance of observing details of body 
language and other types of non-verbal communication may also be particu-
larly pertinent when interviews venture into such uncharted fi elds as heritage. 
Apparent inarticulateness must also be scrutinised, and we need to give more 
attention towards how comprehensive or open-ended our questions can be if 
they are to remain part of a meaningful conversation and analysis. We also 
need to develop more sensitive ways of incorporating and analysing responses 
that do not match our expectations and to listen for stylistic changes and 
ruptures in the narrations.

Most importantly, however, we must recognise that when little is known 
about a phenomenon it is important we make sure that our methods do not 
dictate what our results will be. For heritage studies to engage meaningfully 
and in depth with some of its central concerns about the roles of the past in the 
present, we need to pay more attention to qualitative methodologies and 
explore them more explicitly. In order to collect rich qualitative data, and to 
improve on how we explore new links and associations, approaches to inter-
views that see them essentially as travels of discovery will be helpful. In such 
approaches, the interviews should aim to become dynamic, for the interaction 
between the interviewer and the interviewee to become collaborative, and for 
objects to become mediators of meanings and important signifi ers in their own 
right. It is important to become aware of this dynamic, and to ensure that the 
interview does not become static. One must continuously try to make sense of, 
reassess and recontextualise both the interview and the responses generated. 
This means that interviews are about engagement, and in conducting them 
one’s questions have to invite a response and, if needed, clarifi cation. Carol 
Gilligan emphasises that interviews should always be based on a willingness to 
hear and to listen for the something that changes one’s way of thinking – and 
this is maybe the most important thing to remember. We interview out of 
both a desire to learn and a curiosity about how people see and understand 
their world.

Notes

1 The infl uence of Carol Gilligan’s work on my thinking is primarily based on a guest lecture 
(‘Conversations about Interviewing’) she gave in Cambridge on 2 March 2004. 

2 I am Danish and grew up in the area investigated. I did not know any of the people prior to 
the interviews, but being a ‘native’, while helpful in many ways, may also have given me an 
exaggerated sensitivity to local social norms and good manners.

3 I could sometimes observe this myself, but people had often moved the objects from where 
they were usually kept in preparation for my visit.

4 The area investigated is part of Slesvig-Holstein, the border region between Germany and 
Denmark, and has a history that has produced a deep sense of nationalism, including explicit 
uses of the past in identity formation and sense of pride and effi cacy (Sørensen 1996). 

5 Due to the German occupation of southern Jutland from 1864 until 1920 thousands of 
young men emigrated to North America to avoid being drafted into the German army.
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WALKING A FINE LINE

Obtaining sensitive information 
using a valid methodology

Morag M. Kersel

Introduction

In the global marketplace for cultural property there are illegal elements at 
every stage. Individuals clandestinely pillage archaeological sites. The 
artefacts then move through a series of both legal and illegal conduits to 
arrive at a salesroom or auction house for sale to private collectors or 
museums that turn a blind eye to the question of provenance (archaeo-
logical fi ndspot). Investigating this movement of artefacts formed the focus 
of my PhD research (Kersel 2006). This research is both multi-sited and 
multi-vocal and the ethnographic enquiry had to refl ect those realities. In 
this chapter the methods of investigation will be illustrated through a 
series of data-collection techniques employed while conducting fi eld 
research in Israel and the Palestinian Authority (hereafter the PA). Through 
trial and error during interviews with looters, dealers, collectors, 
government employees, archaeologists and academics, a methodology was 
employed to explore the effi cacy of legally sanctioned antiquities markets 
in combating the illegal excavation of archaeological sites and the resulting 
illicit trade in antiquities.

Framing the debate

At its most elemental there are two sides to the debate over whether to sell 
antiquities in the marketplace. Those who support the trade in antiquities 
include dealers, collectors, museums and some archaeologists. They believe 
that international trade is inherently desirable and support the notion that 
many, if not most, artefacts are redundant and lack special archaeological 
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signifi cance or even cultural importance for the archaeologically rich nation. 
Advocates of this position support a legal trade in antiquities, asserting that 
by making it illegal, the trade is sent underground, creating a black market 
ensuring both a lack of control and infl ated prices. They see parallels to the 
world of drug and arms traffi cking. From this perspective, a legally sanctioned 
sale of antiquities will put the illegal trade and looters out of business (Marks 
1995; Merryman 1995; Pearlstein 1986; Shanks 2001).

On the other side of the debate are those who oppose a trade in anti-
quities – legal or illegal. Comprised mainly of archaeologists, national 
governments, some museum employees and cultural preservationists, this 
group claims a direct causal relationship between the demand for anti-
quities and the looting of archaeological sites in order to supply that 
demand. For them the true culprits in the illicit trade in antiquities are the 
collectors (Elia 1993; Renfrew 1993), for if there were no demand (or no 
collecting) there would be little or no need for looting. As a result, they 
favour a total ban on all trade in antiquities in order to protect the world’s 
cultural heritage from destruction.

This debate framed my PhD project. The legally sanctioned market in Israel 
(see Text box 10.1) was the primary case study for an examination of the 
market, with a particular focus on understanding the effects its legality or 
illegality appears to have on site destruction and on archaeological practice in 
the region. Israel is unique in the region as one of the only countries with a 
legally sanctioned sale of antiquities (Figure 10.1). An examination of this 
case study in Israel and its effects on the PA outlined the scope and complexity 
of the market, situating the view of archaeologists as one among a multiplicity 
of claims about the use, meaning and value of the antiquities.

In order to understand the trade in antiquities and recognise its effects on 
the archaeological landscape, it was imperative that I explore the issues, 
witness the trade, and speak with those directly involved with the 
production, distribution and consumption of artefacts. Archaeologists, 
collectors (whether tourists, high-end or museums), dealers, government 
employees, museum professionals and a group of miscellaneous stakeholders 
(including architects, conservators, educators and lawyers) – all of whom 
express a degree of entitlement to the disposition of artefacts – were 
consulted throughout the course of my research. The fundamental question 
of whether there was a discernible relationship between the demand for 
archaeological goods (in the legal market) and looting of archaeological sites 
to supply that demand guided the enquiry. After arriving at what I thought 
was a research question that would contribute to the ongoing debate 
surrounding the disposition of the material remains of the past, the next 
tasks were to gather data, assess the market, synthesise the results and arrive 
at some conclusions. Employing a valid methodology was among my biggest 
challenges. This chapter recounts the travails of an archaeologist in the 
world of ethnography.
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Arriving at a methodology

Traditional approaches to fi eldwork interviews are based on the assumptions that:

1 the interviewer is skilled and can gain and provide access to knowledge, and 
2 there is knowledge to be gained.

As a newcomer to ethnography and interviewing techniques, I sought the aid 
of professionals in the UK and in the Middle East1 in order to arrive at a 
standard methodological practice which would provide relevant data to answer 
the basic questions surrounding the effi cacy of a legal trade. The research 

Under current legislation in Israel (Antiquities Law 5738–1978) you can buy 
and subsequently export archaeological artefacts from dealers licensed by the 
Israel Antiquities Authority (IAA) if the artefacts derive from collections that 
predate the 1978 law. Whether the licensed antiquities shop is in the lobby of a 
high-priced hotel or in a small alley of the Old City, one of its main purposes is 
the sale of antiquities. Each licensee has to apply, pay a fee and receive approval 
from the IAA anti-theft unit in order to obtain a licence to deal in antiquities. 
In each case the licensed shop has to display its licence prominently and comply 
with the terms of the 1978 Antiquities Law. Whether or not the dealer supplies 
a ‘certifi cate of authenticity’ is entirely up to the individual, but they are 
required to provide an export licence (issued by the IAA) for any object they sell 
if the purchaser requests one. The licensed dealer sends a digital image or takes 
the object to the IAA offi ces, where the relevant authorities check the ID 
number and description against the dealer inventory and then issue an export 
licence. Both the dealer and the IAA keep track of the inventory via a register. 
The onus is on the purchaser to request an export licence; if no licence is issued 
then there is no record of the transaction on fi le with the IAA. This provides the 
crucial opportunity to ‘launder’ recently looted archaeological material through 
the exchange of register numbers. Theoretically a member of the IAA anti-theft 
unit (those charged with oversight and licensing of the legal market) can walk 
into any licensed shop at any time and ask to see the dealer register, which they 
can then check against the store inventory. In practice this is very unlikely 
because there is only one person assigned to monitor all sixty dealers throughout 
the country, and this is only one of their duties for the IAA. This results in frac-
tured oversight and very few inspections. From interviews with some sixty 
representatives from the IAA and the dealing community it is apparent that 
despite an overt legal façade of artefact registers, licensing systems and regular 
inspections, there are covert aspects to meeting demand for archaeological arte-
facts from the Near East.

Text box 10.1 Legal trade – how it works
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conducted for this PhD is what Marcus refers to as a multi-sited ethnography 
– ‘an ethnography that moves from its conventional single-sited location, to 
multiple sites of observation and participation that cross-cut dichotomies such 
as the local and the global, the life world and the system’ (Marcus 1995: 96). 
Following the global pathway of an artefact through the specifi c economic 
activity of the legal market is fundamentally a multi-sited effort. The trade 
dictates the interview process and participants: looters, middlemen, dealers, 
archaeologists, collectors, tourists, government offi cials, lawyers, museum 
professionals and conservators situated in Israel, Jordan, the PA, the UK and 
the US. This work is both multi-sited and multi-vocal and the ethnographic 
enquiry had to refl ect those realities.

The methods used for this research project included: the active interview2 
process; ethnographic analysis; participant observation; and semi-structured 
interviews. As a social process, fi eldwork necessitates relational events which 
are unique to each situation. From designing the research and establishing 
goals, to collecting and analysing and publishing the data, each aspect of 
fi eldwork is dependent on interaction between the interviewer and the 
various stakeholders. Fieldwork relationships do not just happen, but are 
the outcome of negotiation between the social researcher and the actors in 
the fi eld (Coffey 1999). Following Holstein and Gubrium’s (1995) discussion 
of active interviews the aim of the present methodological practice was to 

Figure 10.1 Licensed antiquities shop sign, Jerusalem (photo by the author)
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develop a relationship with the various stakeholders in order to gain infor-
mation about the legal market for antiquities. Consistently I reminded 
myself that both the interviewer and interviewee are actively constructing a 
narrative, a new entity or product – the ethnography. 

A total of ninety-four interviews were conducted in Israel, Jordan, the PA, 
the UK and the USA between January 2003 and October 2005. Interviews 
were carried out in a conversational style in an attempt to acquire a better 
understanding of the antiquities trade networks. As an active participant in 
the interview process, my own age, my education, my gender and my back-
ground as a Near Eastern archaeologist created possible biases with the 
potential to infl uence how each interview was constructed and negotiated. 

Formal interviews were semi-structured and initiated by developing what 
social scientists refer to as an interview guide (deMarrais 2003; Holstein and 
Gubrium 1995), outlining a series of questions and concerns that I thought 
would best address the issue of the legal market (see Text box 10.2). The 
interview guide provides the interviewer with a set of predetermined ques-
tions clarifying their goals and the best approach to engaging participants in 
conversation. Use of the guide varied from one interview to the next, providing 
the crux of some interviews and remaining virtually ignored during others 
(Holstein and Gubrium 1995). I tested prototype questionnaires on local 
(British) stakeholders and professional colleagues. This testing process was not 
designed to determine the statistical reliability of the questions, but rather to 
assure that the questions were relevant, that the wording was clear and that 
none of the questions was too intrusive or offensive to any of the potential 
participants. For example, early versions of the interview guide used too many 
technical terms, were jargon-laden, and some of the questions posed to dealers 
about income generated from the trade were too personal. As a result, some 
dealers consulted (long-time acquaintances) suggested more appropriate alter-
native wording.

The futility of conducting questionnaire-style interviews became apparent 
early on: these often elicited single words or answers of extreme brevity. A 
much more productive approach was to start with one relevant question – Do 
you think there should be a legal sale of antiquities? Doing so at the outset and 
then allowing the respondent time to answer, digress, tell stories and then 
return to the original question at hand evoked more comprehensive answers, 
additional information and nuance. Questions in the interview guide could be 
revisited if the conversation fl agged or veered away from the subject. The 
active interview process allowed for fl exibility but also kept the researcher on 
track answering questions and providing information relevant to the over-
arching thesis topic.

Armed with a purportedly reliable methodology, the next step was to head 
into the fi eld and to test my hypotheses and the methods. One of the fi rst 
hurdles in the fi eld was to identify the stakeholders involved with the trade 
and then get them to agree to meet with me. 
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Profi le data sheet

Date _______________________________________________________

Interviewer___________________________________________________

Site Visit Yes _______    No_________

Name ______________________________________________________

Address_____________________________________________________

Telephone ___________________________________________________

Email _______________________________________________________

Position _____________________________________________________

THE BIG QUESTION: Should there be a legal sale of antiquities in Israel?

A. Selection Criteria

Collector ____Dealer____Archaeologist____Looter___Other_____

Near Eastern archaeological focus Yes______ No_______

Antiquities Yes______ No_______

Years in the fi eld _______________

B. Dealers/Small Businesses

1. Institutional Profi le

Type of organisation Profi t___________ Non-profi t______________

How long in the business __________ years

Family business Yes______ No_______

Offi cially sanctioned by the IAA Yes______ No_______

Offi cially sanctioned by the Ministry of Tourism Yes______ No_______

How many employees ___________Full time_______ Part time_______

Finance Offi cer Yes_____ No______ Full time_______ Part time_______

Stakeholders________ Board of Directors________ Shareholders_________

Business computerised Yes______ No_______

Text box 10.2 The interview guide
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Use of a registry system Yes______ No_______

Profi t margin Yes______ No_______

2. Consumer Profi le

Are the buyers generally tourists? Yes_______ No_______

Are the buyers generally long time collectors? Yes_______ No_______

What countries are they from (or what citizenship)? ____________________

Do you have repeat customers? Yes_______ No_______

How much do they generally spend? _______________________________

How many items do they purchase (per visit)? _______________________

How often do you sell a “high end” item?  ___________________________

Do you do much business online? Yes______ No_______

If yes, what kinds of items are purchased online, from what countries? ______

How has the recent uprising affected your business? 
Less______ More via the internet______

Do buyers routinely ask about provenance?  Yes ______ No_________  

Is there a recent trend for more consumers to ask about provenance? 
Yes ______ No_________  

Should dealers, shops and/or auction houses be required to provide provenance? 
Yes_____ No ____

Do you think licensing dealer schemes would be an effective means of reducing 
the illicit trade in art? 
Yes_____ No______ Why or Why not? ____________________________

Is the permit/licensing process diffi cult? Yes ______ No________

Are there regular inspections by the IAA or the Ministry of Tourism? 
Yes______ No____ If Yes, How Often_____________________________

Where do you get most of your material from? ________________________

How would you characterise the role of antiquities dealers in the market place? 
____________________________________________________________

Do you fi nd market trends occurring according to “block buster shows” at 
local museums? Yes______ No_______ 
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Into the fi eld

Identifying stakeholders

The various stakeholders involved with the trade were identifi ed as shown in 
Table 10.1.

Each stakeholder in the legal trade in antiquities believes that they have a 
right to possess, or protect, or purvey (or any combination of the three) 
archaeological artefacts from the region. The looters, who may claim an 
inherent right to the land and what lies in the soil, may have no perceived 
cultural affi nity to the artefacts in question, but they recognise that 
middlemen will pay for the material they illegally excavate. Middlemen 
assert that they are both meeting consumer demand and adding to the 
economic stability of the PA (where much of the looting takes place) by 
providing the looters with added income. Dealers in Jerusalem are providing 
a service by meeting consumer demand. The tourist wants to take home a 
memento of his or her visit to the area that will serve as a symbol of a past 
visit to an important, often sacred, place (Dominguez 1986). Museums and 
institutions with educational mandates have a vested interest in purchasing 
artefacts, increasing their collections for the purposes of scholarly study and 
edifi cation of the public. Architects, conservators, educators and lawyers 
may play a role in the trade, through valuing, conserving, researching or 

Table 10.1 Stakeholders in the production–distribution–consumption model in Israel

Dealers

Dealers

Museums

Museums

Miscellaneous

Government
Employees

Government
Employees

Government
Employees

Looters

Archaeologists

Archaeologists

Archaeologists

Collectors

Collectors

Production
Looted artefacts

Consumption
‘Legal artefacts’

Distribution
Laundering of artefacts

Exchange of register numbers
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legislative efforts. The government employees of the Israel Antiquities 
Authority (IAA), the Jordanian Department of Antiquities and the Pales-
tinian Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities are attempting to protect the 
past for the future, for the benefi t of each of their respective publics. Once 
the stakeholders were identifi ed the next hurdle was convincing people to 
meet with me.

Gaining access

The problem of obtaining access to data looms large in ethnography. This 
problem persists throughout the data-collection phase, but is often most acute 
in initial negotiations during the ‘fi rst days in the fi eld’ (Holstein and 
Gubrium 1995). Negotiating access, data collection and analysis are not 
distinct phases of research, but represent signifi cantly overlapping avenues of 
investigation. The interviewer can learn from the problems associated with 
making contact with people as well as from responses to the researcher’s 
approach (Hammersley and Atkinson 1995). Negative responses were often as 
informative as positive responses.

The strategy of initially contacting people for a formal interview had to be 
modifi ed within a week of my arrival in Jerusalem. A much more effective 
approach was to speak with an individual in an informal setting (tea, garden 
party, sports complex), laying the groundwork for a later, more formal, interview. 
Essentially the period of September–December 2003 was a series of informal 
meetings setting the stage for future work with prospective informants.

At times, particularly in the context of participant observation, people 
selected themselves or others for interview. Many interviewees recommended 
other potential participants and even offered to provide introductions when 
necessary. Gatekeepers3 were often encountered prior to interviewing partici-
pants who work in hierarchical sectors (governments, museums). Usually 
these were powerful people (superiors in the organisational structure) who 
attempted to select interviewees for my research. Gatekeepers were either 
genuinely acting in good faith or were attempting to control my access and 
results. This necessitated a heightened sensitivity on my part to the attempts 
by others to manipulate the research agenda. Meeting with participants 
outside their workplace was preferable in order to lessen the infl uence of 
institutional power.

Although the suggestions or control of gatekeepers were not always welcome, 
‘spillage’ sometimes proved useful. Active interviews take advantage of infor-
mational ‘spillage’ from one interview to another, using the background 
knowledge learned from one interviewee to gain further insights from another 
(Holstein and Gubrium 1995). One dealer stated that some of his ‘newly 
acquired material’ came from the Bedouin, who had greater ease of movement 
throughout the PA and Israel. Subsequent dealers were then asked if they 
bought any of their material from the Bedouin. Whereas the standardised 
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interview would try to limit informational ‘spillage’ from one interview to 
another, active interviewing takes advantage of the growing stockpile of back-
ground knowledge that the interviewer collects in prior interviews to pose 
concrete questions and explore facets of respondents’ circumstances that might 
not otherwise be investigated (Holstein and Gubrium 1995). 

After an initial informal meeting or two the individual would usually agree 
to participate in my study, but in some instances subjects declined to take 
part. One response to my request for an interview was a polite but fi rm email: 
‘I am sorry but I am not a specialist in the matter you are working on.’ Another 
reply was not quite so polite: ‘I have nothing else to say on this subject. I can’t 
think why X and Y recommended that you ask me for an interview as far as I 
am concerned this subject is over and boring and dead. I can’t believe that you 
are conducting PhD research on this, stop wasting my time.’ Luckily for my 
research these two instances were anomalies rather than the norm. A third 
potential participant readily agreed to meet and we arranged a time and place. 
I waited for almost two hours, fi nally concluding that the interviewee had 
decided against participating. Further attempts to contact the individual were 
met with silence. In the end I gave up.

Some interest groups were far more reticent to discuss the trade than others. 
Figure 10.2 illustrates the response rate of the ninety-four respondents in my 
research. The breakdown of the interviewee populations refl ects the hesitancy 
on the part of looters. I approached fi fteen alleged looters and none agreed to 
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be interviewed for this research (N=0). Only nine of the twenty-three collectors 
I contacted met with me or allowed me to witness an interaction in an anti-
quities shop (N=9 or 39 per cent). I achieved a 60 per cent response rate in the 
museum sphere as six of the ten museum professionals I communicated with 
agreed to meet to discuss the trade and their museum’s acquisition policies. 
Surprisingly, the dealer community was one of the most willing groups to 
participate in the study. Thirty-fi ve of the forty-six dealers responded posi-
tively to my request for an interview, resulting in a 76 per cent response rate. 
I naively assumed that they would be the least likely to participate, thinking 
that as an interest group they had the most to lose – their very livelihoods – by 
participating. Unsurprisingly the archaeologists, government employees, 
miscellaneous stakeholder groups (including architects, conservators, educators 
and lawyers) were the most sympathetic to my research and their rates of 
participation represent their supportive positions. Twenty-two of twenty-fi ve 
(88 per cent) archaeologists, seventeen of nineteen (89 per cent) government 
employees and all fi ve (100 per cent) of the miscellaneous category responded 
positively to my requests to meet and all graciously provided information on 
the legal market for antiquities in Israel.

In many cases a key determining factor in participants’ positive response 
was the guarantee of anonymity. None wanted their name included in the 
study, nor did they want to be quoted, taped or photographed. Of the ninety-
four people interviewed only two agreed to be ‘on the record’ and only one 
agreed to be taped. One can only sympathise with the reluctance of partici-
pants, who were being asked for potentially incriminating information (e.g. 
where is the archaeological material coming from?). The question then became 
how does the researcher reciprocate? There was, and is, no real quid pro quo in 
such research. What does this type of research offer potential informants?

Quid pro quo

There must be a shared notion of process of research in order for both the inter-
viewer and the interviewee to benefi t from the exchange (Bowler 1997: 66). 
Ethnographers are usually reluctant to enter into direct market exchanges of 
money for knowledge, but instead they usually turn to gift exchange. ‘Despite 
all of our writings on the gift, we still tend to treat it as less problematic’ 
(Elyachar 2005: 31) than the exchange of cash for information. I too, was 
reluctant to pay for information, but in some instances I made purchases of 
tourist trinkets (bracelets or fridge magnets) as a gesture of goodwill. Elyachar 
(2005: 31) states that ‘when we enter into exchanges with informants, we can 
become partially absorbed in the social networks that we want to study’; this 
process of absorption is an important aspect of participant observation necessary 
to understanding the interviewees’ frame of reference. Buying tourist para-
phernalia allowed me greater ‘access’ to the dealer’s realm, one of the targeted 
stakeholders in the trade.
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Constructive outcomes were elicited by enlisting the aid of a professor4 of 
social anthropology at the Hebrew University and a seasoned programme eval-
uator5 who routinely deal with quid pro quo issues in interview settings. After 
many fruitful discussions it was decided that policy change and accountability 
were what this research could offer most participants, especially to those 
directly involved with the sale of antiquities and those monitoring such sales 
(Israeli and Palestinian dealers, collectors and government representatives of 
both states). On many occasions dealers told me that the licensing require-
ments enforced by the IAA were a ‘huge hassle’. The unannounced visits by 
the IAA antiquities inspectors, conducted sporadically due to chronic under-
staffi ng, impede business for dealers. The dissemination of my research results6 
might result in an overhaul of the current fl awed licensing system in Israel, 
encouraging IAA policy and legislative changes.

Although Israel has a system of legally controlled venues for selling anti-
quities, the Palestinian Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities banned the legal 
trade in antiquities in 1996. Given the current situation and the porous 
borders for artefacts, looting and destruction of archaeological sites in the PA 
continue unhindered, with the pillaged material often ending up in the Israeli 
market. The PA Ministry could benefi t from the results of this study as policy 
options are reviewed and instituted in Gaza and the West Bank. All subse-
quent requests for interviews were framed to appeal to the conviction that by 
giving a voice to all those who have an opinion on the trade in antiquities, 
perhaps an equitable protection policy for the cultural heritage of the region 
could eventually be achieved. But this raises the question of why, in the fi rst 
instance, would any of the stakeholders agree to meet with me?

Credibility

Gaining access to the various stakeholders in the legal trade of antiquities was 
not solely determined by a quid pro quo, but was also established based on 
personal credibility. In his research Mackenzie (2005) has stated that he was 
considered more ‘credible’ and gained greater access because he was of similar 
race (Caucasian), gender (male), class (middle) and education level to almost 
all of the interviewees. My own credibility lay in the fact that I had been an 
archaeologist in the region for over fi fteen years and knew many of the archae-
ologists and government employees, and through this association was able to 
gain access to other potential participants.

Cultivating relationships with the dealing and the collecting communities 
was a more protracted process. This was not surprising because collectors and 
dealers had potentially ‘more to lose’ in terms of the possible legal repercus-
sions of information they might provide. I started with some of the most well-
known dealers and worked from there. In the Old City in Jerusalem I routinely 
visited the same shops, drinking countless cups of mint tea and coffee with 
cardamom in order to cultivate relationships. My interview guide was 
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translated into Arabic7 and copies distributed to potential participants so that 
they were able to see the types of questions they would be asked to discuss. A 
year of fi eldwork in the region allowed the investment of time to cultivate 
relationships in order to gain more information, greater insight and a ‘truer 
response’, to borrow a phrase from Chambers.

[W]here research requires accurate portrayals of stakeholder values or 
opinions, qualitative ethnographic data have often proven superior to 
survey data, particularly in cases that involve long-term fi eld exposure 
and in situations where informants might feel at risk or have other reasons 
to provide incorrect [or misleading] responses, or where their truer 
responses might develop over time.

(Chambers 2000: 859, my emphasis)

Most informants were at risk either of criticising the government and losing 
their job, facing criminal charges for dealing in illicit antiquities, or of losing 
their pride in purchasing an unprovenanced artefact and not asking for the 
proper documentation. From the outset this element of risk was understood 
and was incorporated into the research methodology. Once a few interviews 
were completed in the dealing community, word spread and I could rarely 
walk down the street in the Old City without someone asking me if I was 
going to interview them that day.

Attempts to meet with looters during the year were thwarted repeatedly 
either because of the wider political situation or because of distrust. After I 
cultivated a very good relationship with one of the dealers in the Old City, he 
arranged a meeting with a group of organised looters from the PA. After a year 
and a half, the meeting with the looters was established, but as the day of 
encounter neared an article appeared in the Jerusalem Post (Lefkovits 2005) 
stating that four looters had been arrested in a night raid by the anti-theft unit 
of the IAA. The looters I had arranged to meet called off the meeting, perhaps 
apprehensive about the prospect of what I would be doing with the infor-
mation I gathered.

Despite these successful inroads into the legal market for antiquities, I 
continued to worry about the credibility of my research. There is an inherent 
faith that the results are trustworthy and accurate and that the relationship 
between the interviewer and the respondent that evolves during the interview 
process has not unduly biased the account. How could this research be verifi ed 
without someone revisiting all of the people and places and reinterviewing 
each and every participant? DeMarrais (2003) states that rigour in design as 
well as skill in the interview enhance the credibility and trustworthiness of the 
study, but is this enough?

Ken Polk,8 a criminologist who routinely deals with the issue of academic 
truthfulness and accepted methodologies of verifi ability, suggested that 
much research of this type is guided by the ‘protection of rights of human 
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subjects’. Under these provisions researchers are required to (K. Polk, personal 
communication, 2003):

1 notify the subjects – in the form of a plain-language statement – of the 
nature and purpose of this research,9

2 inform them of any risks posed by the research,
3 describe in detail how the informants will be identifi ed, and
4 how and where the data will be stored.

A particular concern for this research was how to preserve the anonymity of 
informants yet maintain validity of the fi nal results. Providing anonymity is a 
standard, widely accepted criminological method. The normal procedure is to 
assure respondents that their data will be treated anonymously and further 
procedures will be taken to ensure that their identity will not be revealed (K. 
Polk, personal communication, 2003).

Another way to obviate challenges to authenticity is to provide a written 
transcript of the interview for participants’ annotations (K. Polk, personal 
communication, 2003). After every interview I provided a transcript and the 
subject was asked for comments and corrections on any remarks made during 
the meeting. This tactic proved to be an effective means of acquiring further 
information on various points. After seeing their words in writing, partici-
pants usually elaborated on questions, adding further insights and anecdotes. 
In only one instance did someone withdraw from the study after reviewing 
their transcript. In that particular case the subject felt that their comments 
about their employer were far too infl ammatory and could jeopardise their job 
if any part of what they communicated was published.

Much of the background reading used to anchor this research indicated that 
ethnographers should always be aware of their ‘research selves’ and inherent 
biases. They should err on the side of refl exivity and self-criticism when 
assessing the results and should always take into account the ethical issues 
associated with their work.

Ethical dilemmas

The Ethical Guidelines for Practitioners of the National Association for the 
Practice of Anthropology (NAPA)10 state:

Our primary responsibility is to respect and consider the welfare and 
human rights of all categories of people affected by decisions, programs 
or research in which we take part. However, we recognize that many 
research and practice settings involve confl icts between benefi ts 
accruing to different parties affected by our research. It is our ethical 
responsibility, to the extent feasible, to bring to bear on decision 
making, our own or that of others, information concerning the actual 
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or potential impacts of such activities on all whom they might affect. 
It is also our responsibility to assure, to the extent possible, that the 
views of groups so affected are made clear and given full and serious 
consideration by decision makers and planners, in order to preserve 
options and choices for affected groups.

(National Association for the Practice of Anthropology, 1988)

While no code of ethics or set of guidelines can anticipate the unique circum-
stances of individual fi eld research, it was on these guiding principles that I 
based my research, following the general caveat of ‘do no harm’. In the early 
stages of my fi eldwork I used research assistants,11 who acted on my behalf, 
asking probing questions of the dealer community and then providing me 
with the results of their fi ndings. Based on earlier antiquities trade exposés by 
Lundén (2004) and Watson (1997) I assumed that the dealers would be more 
forthcoming with ‘tourists’ (my research assistants) than with me. I presented 
the results of my initial fi ndings at the ‘Making the Means Transparent: 
Research Methodologies in Archaeological Heritage Studies’ conference at the 
University of Cambridge (the conference from which this volume emanates). 
During the discussion my presentation elicited much heated response from 
the seasoned researchers in attendance: my ‘undercover’ participant obser-
vation was deemed unethical. By not providing full disclosure I was in breach 
of the second rule of the NAPA Ethical Guideline: ‘To our resource persons or 
research subjects we owe full and timely disclosure of the objectives, methods 
and sponsorship of our activities.’ I subsequently revised my research method-
ology, no longer using ‘research assistants’ and instead providing each inter-
viewee with an overview of my credentials, the objectives of the research 
project and the methodology for data collecting as well as a full transcript of 
the interview.

Another intriguing ethical and moral dilemma encountered as a result of 
this enquiry was whether researchers should be engaged with clients whose 
policies or actions might not conform to professional ethical standards or 
personal standards of morality and law. Does interviewing the various stake-
holders implicitly condone particular behaviours? The idea that involvement 
is better than boycott pervades much of current applied research, but some 
argue that association is the equivalent of complicity and, as a consequence, 
recommend that applied researchers excuse themselves from a wide variety of 
ethically ambiguous situations (see Berreman 1991; Escobar 1991). When 
incriminating information is received, is it our duty to report it to the 
respective authorities, potentially compromising any future potential inter-
views, or even other related studies? How should research proceed under these 
circumstances? In one example used to illustrate this ethical quandary I was 
scheduled to meet with a representative of a government institution charged 
with monitoring the selling of illegal artefacts. This was not a formal interview 
but an information-gathering session for both parties. In the course of the 
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conversation I related a story of how through unrelated research12 I was offered 
genuine material by an unauthorised dealer. Immediately the government 
employee asked for the name and location of the shop owner, which I declined 
to provide, noting that to do so might compromise further interviews (the 
network of antiquities dealers is small and very tightly knit). We were, and 
still are, at an impasse. In the briefi ng paper ‘Consideration of the Potentially 
Negative Impact of the Publication of Factual Data about a Study Population 
on Such Population’, Watkins (2000) states that under the AAA Code of 
Ethics Section III(C)(1), anthropologists are reminded that 

they are not only responsible for the factual content of their state-
ments but also must consider carefully the social and political impli-
cations of the information they disseminate. They must do everything 
in their power to insure that such information is well understood, 
properly contextualized, and responsibly utilized ... At the same time, 
they must be alert to the possible harm their information may cause 
people with whom they work.

(Watkins 2000: 1)

Bound by my membership in the AAA, I am obligated to consider the effects of 
this research on the study population. Additionally, Watkins warns that ‘self-
censorship by the researcher might be harmful both to the discipline and to the 
population under study’ (2000: 1). In my assessment of the situation both the 
discipline vis-à-vis my research13 and the dealer in question would suffer 
negative effects if I reported the name of the dealer to the IAA representative.

After a year of fi eldwork I returned to Cambridge laden with interview 
transcripts, fi eld notes and musings on my meetings with the various stake-
holders. I began my analysis by rereading the primary material, a process that 
reminded me of the various contexts in which the many interviews took place. 
I soon realised that parts of what I recorded and compiled were somewhat 
irrelevant and naive, a realisation that social anthropologists assured me was 
quite normal. After culling my data I reread the relevant material very closely 
in order to recapture some of the emotional fl avour and interpersonal situa-
tions that produced the notes (Bogdan and Taylor 1975). The emphasis in this 
stage of analysis is on thinking about what is being said, the meaning and the 
intent of each response – what Strauss (1987) refers to as open coding. Open 
coding is a constant comparative approach to the data, while axial coding 
defi nes common themes in the data, and selective coding reveals the relation-
ships between the categories (Glaser and Strauss 1967). All three types of 
coding were employed in the analysis of the data. One of the dangers of the 
open-coding stage that social scientists are warned to avoid is the imposition 
of outside (etic) categories into the coding. Instead the responses should ‘speak’ 
for themselves from an insider’s (emic) perspective. Interviewers should 
constantly ask themselves questions of this nature: ‘to what extent is this a 
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participant’s world view or some composite of my representation of his/her 
world view?’ (Agar 1980: 181). As someone new to the fi eld of ethnography, I 
constantly reminded myself of these dangers and often consulted with social 
anthropologists to verify my coding techniques and subsequent analyses.

Once all of the stakeholder responses had been open coded I sought broad 
themes, patterns and categories – a process known as axial coding. During this 
process three recurring themes in stakeholder responses became evident: (1) 
most agreed that there was some sort of relationship between the looting of 
archaeological artefacts and the demand for material; (2) all respondents had 
questions surrounding the effi cacy of the legal market (positive, negative and 
undecided positions); and (3) almost all interviewees had an opinion on the 
recent proposed IAA initiative to sell sherds in addition to acting as the regu-
lators of the trade (for further discussion see Kersel and Kletter 2006). While 
the fi rst two themes were part of my original research design, responses about 
the IAA proposal to sell sherds added an interesting element to my analysis.

Each of the stakeholders approached as part of this research expressed an 
interest in the outcomes, for a variety of reasons. All (even the dealing and 
collecting communities) agreed that the destruction of archaeological sites as 
a result of looting was a devastating loss to our collective knowledge, but the 
root cause of looting was (and still is) a hotly debated point (see Kersel 2007 
for further discussion), as is the relationship between demand and looting. 
The following section outlines the stakeholder responses to the question of 
the effi cacy of the legal market for antiquities as a deterrent to archaeological 
site destruction.

Results

When asked about the relationship between the demand for artefacts and the 
looting of archaeological sites and thefts from museums and private collec-
tions, over 70 per cent (N=66) of the total respondents (N=94) declared that 
there was a causal relationship: the demand for archaeological artefacts in the 
legal marketplace results in the looting of archaeological sites (see Table 10.2). 
The table illustrates the stakeholder positions on the question of whether 
there is a link between demand and looting. Four of the six stakeholder 
(archaeologists, government employees, miscellaneous and dealers) responses 
supported the position that a legal market does not act as a deterrent to 
looting, and some asserted that the market may actually stimulate looting. 
The museum professional group is evenly divided over the issue. The only set 
of stakeholders who supported the hypothesis that a legal trade will diminish 
looting was the collecting community, which is an interesting comment on 
their ability to avoid discussions involving the origins of the artefacts they are 
considering for purchase.

All but one of the archaeologists interviewed (N=21) experienced some 
form of looting at a site with which they were associated, with all holding that 
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the demand for archaeological material is one of the reasons why looting 
occurs. This group felt that demand for archaeological material in the open 
market has a direct impact on the looting of archaeological sites and some of 
those interviewed for this research provided examples which they felt illus-
trated this causal relationship:

We left some pots in situ because it was the end of our work day and 
even though we covered them up and made sure there was no trace of 
them, the next morning they were gone. Some time later these same 
pots (or ones very similar, I’m not sure) were in the shop window of a 
very reputable dealer.

(Archaeologist 8)

All of the governmental employees (100 per cent; N=17) (regardless of the 
government: Israeli, Jordanian or Palestinian) agreed that there was a link 
between demand and looting. Many of them could document specifi c instances 
where material looted from a particular archaeological site then appeared in a 
shop inventory. Both archaeologists and government employees had, on 
occasion, come into contact with middlemen or even looters who confi rmed 
that much of their illegal excavation of sites was demand-driven: ‘Israeli dealers 
tell Palestinians where and what to dig.’ Both of these stakeholder groups 
(archaeologists and government employees) also admitted that there might be 
other possible reasons why looters illegally excavate sites, but that consumer 
demand was the greatest driving force (see Kersel 2007). The closure of the 
borders between Israel and the PA as the result of the 2001 Al-Aqsa Intifada,14 
and the construction of the barrier wall along the border were often cited as 
reasons why looting occurs.

Of the other stakeholder categories, opinions were divided on the relationship 
between demand and the looting of archaeological sites. ‘There must be a 
constant supply to meet demand, therefore a licensed dealer scheme would serve 
to encourage looting rather than working towards its elimination,’ stated one 
respondent (Dealer 5). Some asserted that the current inventory (pre-1978 

Table 10.2 Stakeholder group positions on the link between demand and looting

Stakeholder group Yes % No % Total %

Archaeologists  95  5 100

Collectors  33 67 100

Dealers  54 46 100

Government employees 100  0 100

Miscellaneous  60 40 100

Museum professionals  50 50 100
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material) in the shops and material available through de-accessioning, chance 
fi nds and the selling off of collections were enough to satisfy consumer demand:

There is enough material out there to satisfy everyone – tourist and 
high-end collector alike, there is no need for people to loot archaeo-
logical sites. People loot because it’s an interesting way to spend an 
afternoon, not because someone in New York City wants an oil lamp 
with a menorah on it.

(Dealer 16)

Although 46 per cent (N=16) of the dealers interviewed felt that there was no 
relationship between looting and the sale of archaeological material, 54 per 
cent fully admitted to a connection between the two spheres of the economy:

If a tourist comes into my store and wants a fi gurine from the Iron II 
period and I don’t have one I ask some of my fellow shop owners. If 
they don’t have one I call my ‘middleman’ in Hebron to ask if he has 
any in his storeroom. Within days I have one in my shop. I don’t ask 
too many questions, but I do ask for the location of the fi nd because 
lots of tourists want to know the name of the archaeological site that 
the fi gurine came from.

(Interview, Dealer 19)

I get the catalogues from the major auction houses and I check eBay 
and I monitor what is selling. Right now inscriptions are hot, anything 
with an inscription is a good seller, but I don’t have many pieces. I am 
always on the lookout for inscriptions. I make sure that my contacts 
in the territories know that I can easily move inscriptions.

(Interview, Dealer 27)

In these and other interviews, dealers relate various scenarios that confi rm a tie 
between the demand for a particular object and its appearance in their 
inventory. These responses raise the question, in a truly legal (without illegal 
elements) market lacking an Iron II fi gurine, but with a consumer demanding 
such an item, would looting still occur to meet the demand?

Examples like this and testimony from archaeologists, dealers and 
government employees clearly illustrate the link between consumer demand 
for archaeological material and the looting of archaeological sites. The quali-
tative data presented as a result of this research indicate that the legal market 
for antiquities in Israel does not diminish looting, and may in fact contribute 
to greater mining of archaeological sites for saleable items. Interviewee 
responses indicate that the legal market is fl awed, not entirely legal, and may 
contribute to looting, but still some sentiment remains that a trade in anti-
quities should be permitted.
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Conclusion

Long enshrined as a method, a theoretical orientation and even a philosophical 
paradigm within anthropology, ethnography has recently been extended to 
cultural studies, literary theory, folklore, women’s studies, sociology and 
cultural geography (Tedlock 2000: 455–6). The fi eld of Heritage Studies may 
now be added to this list because heritage professionals use ethnography, inter-
viewing and qualitative research analyses on a daily basis to inform their work. 
This type of research is predicated on the participation and contribution of the 
public. No matter how much care the heritage professional devotes to the 
project, its success depends on more than just individual effort. Outside social 
forces, including local, national and sometimes international relationships, 
make the research possible.

There are myriad social forces affecting the work undertaken in examining 
the research questions surrounding the effi cacy of a legal trade in antiquities. I 
was confronted with ethical problems almost daily, and had to make decisions 
– rightly or wrongly – on how to proceed in the face of dilemmas. The under-
lying element of illegality in some subjects’ actions determined much of how 
the methodology was structured, how questions were asked, and how inter-
views were initiated and carried out. Through trial and error, discussions with 
social anthropologists, heritage practitioners and professional policy evalu-
ators, I constructed and used an acceptable, verifi able methodology to inves-
tigate the many facets of the legal trade in antiquities. It is my hope that this 
study produced reliable results, with supportable data that can be used in 
future cultural property protection policy formation in Israel and Palestine, 
and that my endeavours will be accepted as a meaningful contribution to the 
heritage fi eld.
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Notes

1 Specifi cally Brendan Burchell, social anthropologist, Magdalene College, Cambridge; Efrat 
Ben Ze’ev, Professor, The Truman Institute at the Hebrew University, Ruppin Academic 
Center; Paola Filippucci, social anthropologist, University of Cambridge; and social policy 
analyst Patricia Neu, USAID. More generally, attending the Legal Anthropology module 
taught by various faculty members in the Department of Social Anthropology at the 
University of Cambridge proved an extremely benefi cial experience.

2 Wolcott’s (1988: 194) defi nition of active interview activity is ‘anything that the fi eld-
worker does that intrudes upon the natural setting and is done with the conscious intent of 
obtaining specifi c information directly from one’s subjects’.

3 Literally someone who guards an entrance, and in this instance it is entrance (access) to the 
subjects of the ethnographic enquiry. 

4 Professor Efrat Ben Ze’ev, The Truman Institute at the Hebrew University, Ruppin 
Academic Center.

5 Patricia Neu, USAID contractor.
6 One of the fundamental tenets in the Code of Ethics of the National Association for the 

Practice of Anthropology (NAPA) is that ‘Anthropologists will contribute to the growth of 
their discipline through communicating and publishing scientifi c and practical information 
about the work in which they are engaged, including, as appropriate, theory, processes, 
outcomes and professional techniques and methods’. The NAPA Ethical Guidelines are 
available at http://www.practicinganthropology.org/about/?section=ethical_guidelines.

7 Between my Hebrew and the typical mastery of English by Israeli participants there was no 
need to have the interview guide translated into Hebrew.

8 Kenneth Polk is Professor of Criminology at the University of Melbourne. He has written 
extensively on criminal aspects of the art and antiquities market. 

9 This notion of informed consent is the basic principle of scientifi c research involving human 
populations. This research followed the informed consent guidelines as stated in the 
American Anthropological Association (AAA) Code of Ethics, available at http://www.
aaanet.org/committees/ethics/ethcode.htm.

10 A subsection of the AAA. See n.6 above for the website with the NAPA Ethical Guidelines 
for Practitioners.

11 The research assistants posed as tourists potentially interested in purchasing antiquities. 
They asked in-depth questions regarding provenance, export licences, fi ndspots, illegality 
or legality of their purchase. I used a total of six research assistants. None of their fi ndings 
were used in my data analysis.

12 This event occurred while gathering data for a paper I was preparing on archaeological 
replicas for sale in the tourist shops (see Kersel and Luke 2005).

13 If I had provided the name of the unlicensed dealer it is probable that word of this incident 
would have spread in the dealing community and no one would then have agreed to meet 
me. As a result, my research (and the discipline) would have suffered. 

14 In 2001, antiquities authorities on both sides of the border reported a rise of 300 per cent in 
incidents of tomb robbing (Ephron 2001).
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METHODS FOR INVESTIGATING 
LOCALS’ PERCEPTIONS 

OF A CULTURAL HERITAGE 
PRODUCT FOR TOURISM

Lessons from Botswana

Susan Keitumetse

Background and introduction

While research investigating the public meaning of archaeological/cultural 
heritage has increased in intensity and scope over the past decades both in the 
USA (Little 2005; McManamon 2005; LaRoche 2005) and the UK (Merriman 
2004), limited progress has been made in the African region (Keitumetse 
2005). In particular, specifi c methods for investigating the changing attitudes 
that communities (or hosts, as they are referred to in tourism studies) have 
towards cultural heritage as it becomes a tourism product, that is, a product 
used in tourism transactions, are scarce. This means there is a signifi cant lack 
of well-informed management strategies to guide the implementation of 
cultural heritage tourism projects in developing countries such as Botswana. 
Geographical variations, defi nitions and categories of cultural tourism products 
exist at both the local and the international level. Terms such as cultural 
heritage, archaeological heritage and heritage tourism are becoming global and 
increasingly popular due to the emerging demand for new tourism products. 
Consequently research that provides an understanding of the hosts’ own defi -
nitions of these terms is needed. This chapter discusses how a preliminary 
approach based on case-study methods, combined with ethnographic research 
and visualisation, can be used to develop and supplement existing approaches 
to research on community-based heritage tourism.

Studies of material culture, as emblematic of ‘traditional cultures’, are grad-
ually becoming more and more common as tourism products diversify from 
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wildlife and wilderness to cultural and heritage resources. Earlier studies have 
long revealed that ‘material culture is not simply a passive by-product of other 
areas of life. Rather, material culture is active … produced so as to transform, 
materially, socially, and ideologically’ (Hodder 1998: 114). Indeed in areas 
where cultural heritage resources are utilised in tourism, the social and ideo-
logical transformations of culture (tangible as well as intangible) are contributed 
to by the interactions of tourists with hosts – leading to constant change of atti-
tudes towards heritage. For regions such as the Okavango Delta in Botswana, 
communities’ constant change of social, cultural, traditional, religious and 
economic relationships results in the continuous construction of different 
meanings attached to both the tangible and intangible heritage. As economic 
conditions change, such meanings and defi nitions are ‘packaged’ and shared by 
the gradually emerging fi eld of cultural heritage tourism. It is crucial to develop 
methodologies that can be used to gain an understanding of how such ‘packages’ 
are conceptualised, selected and interpreted prior to their dissemination to 
tourists in the pursuit of sustainable tourism in developing countries. 

The tourism-product research method (McIntosh et al. 1995) is one approach 
to the study of tourism where research focuses on a particular product that is to 
be offered to a tourist by a host. Cultural heritage products are both tangible/
visible (such as cultural landscapes, artefacts in a museum, crafts in a village, 
or in situ excavation pits) and intangible/non-visible (such as song and dance, 
folklore, or indigenous knowledge associated with landscapes). As cultural 
tourism builds momentum in developing countries, product-approach research 
in tourism will become relevant in a bid to provide a platform for the expression 
of hosts’ perceptions and the defi nition of heritage tourism products. Heritage 
management concepts, introduced relatively recently, such as eco-tourism, 
pro-poor tourism and local community participation, that are associated with the 
sustainable development concept (Keitumetse 2005) require that the hosts’ 
perspectives are considered and included in sustainable tourism initiatives. 
Within the fi eld of heritage management in particular, emerging international 
conventions, such as the UNESCO 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of 
the Intangible Cultural Heritage, advocate recognition of intangible aspects of 
cultural heritage; this reinforces the necessity to address the needs of hosts 
with regard to tourism. This chapter therefore diverges from the dominant 
concern of tourism research with ‘visitor satisfaction’ (e.g. Christou 2005) to 
research that focuses on the hosts, or local communities1 as they are commonly 
referred to in Botswana.

In developing countries communities/hosts relate directly to heritage sites, 
and they are often the traditional custodians of the sites, hence ethnographic 
approaches remain crucial in public heritage research. This essay uses research 
conducted in Botswana in 2003 and supplemented in 2007 to discuss methods 
that can be used to discern local perceptions of a heritage tourism product. 
The results illuminate the type of information that can be yielded from the 
application of alternative methodologies in cultural tourism research. 
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General methodological approaches to research 
on ‘local’ perception of a tourism product

The origin of sociological research theory is attributed to nineteenth-century 
scholars such as Karl Marx, Emil Durkheim and Max Weber (Holton 1996; 
Kaspersen 2000), whose approaches centred on the knowing subject (or actor) as 
the key epistemological foundation of philosophy and social theory. In particular, 
Weber argued that individuals should recognise that they cannot rely on strong 
moral communities outside themselves to provide meaning (Holton 1996; 
Kaspersen 2000), an approach adopted in this chapter as it focuses on alternative 
ways of valuing heritage benchmarking of locals’ socio-cultural attributes rather 
than focusing on a prescribed international approach to research methodology. 

A commonly considered aspect of social science research is that of moni-
toring bias in order to achieve value-neutrality (Hammersley 2000). However, 
in this research some of the supposedly ‘biased narratives’ from ethnographic 
research are used to identify meanings, values and perceptions attached to the 
physical/tangible heritage. For instance, where relevant the approach to data 
analysis abandoned the notion of average or majority opinions as the sole or 
necessarily most meaningful axis of data analysis, and instead considered ways 
of paying special attention to what I refer to as ‘knowledge storers’ or those 
community members who guard the ‘cultural capital’ (Bourdieu 1993; Keitu-
metse 2006). In ethnographic research, such members of the community are 
identifi ed from constant referral by other respondents. Most of these ‘knowledge 
storers’ are usually older people or male; their relevance to the present analysis 
is that they not only formulate and guard community values and perception, 
but they also often play central roles in formulating such views and ensure the 
continuous recycling of the views through time. Therefore commentaries 
made by selected individuals are likely to be accepted by a community as a 
representation of their aggregate attitudes to a particular heritage and related 
tourism product due to the socio-cultural status accorded certain individuals 
within their particular community (Keitumetse 2006). In such instances, 
aggregate meanings attached to a heritage are dealt with if and when they 
present themselves, not as an exclusive axis of data analysis.

Language or terminology is a signifi cant factor when conducting ethno-
graphic interviews on heritage tourism because conventional approaches to 
heritage management research tend to bring pre-existing and/or conventional 
terminologies and meanings to the research situation. Terms such as ‘heritage’, 
‘World Heritage’, ‘cultural’ or ‘archaeological heritage’, ‘sustainable devel-
opment’, ‘heritage management’, ‘tourist’ and ‘tourism’, to mention a few, 
have to be contextualised prior to commencement of the research in order to 
aim at what can be referred to as ‘textualising the social’ (Plummer 1996: 
240). The use of the word ‘tourist’ illustrates this point. 

In the two areas of Botswana and Kenya, where part of the research was 
conducted, locals refer to a white person as lekgoa or mzungu respectively. For 
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locals the word tourist signifi es a white person who is simultaneously perceived 
to be a tourist. Hence responses to questions of whether tourists (local or inter-
national) should pay entry fees yielded the response that tourists (lekgoa and 
mzungu) should pay higher amounts because they are not citizens of Botswana 
or Kenya (Keitumetse 2005). This illustrates an ingrained locals’ perception 
of a tourist only as a white person, resulting in a lack of perception of local 
tourists as tourists. A researcher must establish such linguistic divergences 
prior to ethnographic interviews by engaging in observation and informal 
interaction and then modify the terminology used in the interview accord-
ingly in order to achieve the desired insights and results.

Case-study method 

In addition to the above, the case-study method has the potential to bring out 
various angles from which a particular topic can be discussed (Mauffette-
Leenders et al. 1997; Yin 2003; Gillham 2004). Data derived through appli-
cation of this method of research can cover a broad range of issues relating to 
the topic being investigated. The use of the case-study method is usually 
necessitated by the specifi c contexts in which management practices need to 
be implemented. In particular, the method can help to engender better under-
standing of the various factors (geographical, social, economic, political and 
cultural) that affect the contexts within which a particular heritage and its 
hosts exist, and interact. Recognising the relevance of such an approach, two 
different case studies are discussed in this chapter: the Tsodilo Hills World 
Heritage site in north-west Botswana (hereafter referred to as the Tsodilo WH 
site) and research conducted among junior secondary school students in 
Botswana (see Figure 11.1).

General factors to consider

The main aim of the research was to interview people living near to a heritage 
site or who interact with the cultural landscape regularly (hereafter referred to 
as local residents). The general categorisation of interviewees was done 
according to ethnic affi liation because ethnicity as an indicator correlates posi-
tively with cultural affi liation. Ethnicity is also a distinct indicator of cultural 
difference and connection among groups in a community. As observed by 
some scholars ‘the roots of ethnicity lie in the original “fact” of human cultural 
difference’ (Comaroff and Comaroff 1992: 50). In Botswana most individuals 
in an ethnic group share common cultural norms and beliefs, including those 
that are associated with their geo-cultural landscapes. However, in cases where 
the population investigated is relatively large (>1,000), systematic selection 
of interviewees has to take place. For Botswana, it is recommended that 
existing social groups (e.g. ethnic wards) are used in the fi rst instance, followed 
by random sampling based on indicators such as age, gender, proximity to 
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site, or frequency of use of a heritage site/monument/group of artefacts or any 
form of material culture. As already mentioned, in Botswana most villages 
have a kgotla2 (ward) system that can be used for an initial categorisation 
followed by either further random or systematic sampling within the dikgotla 
(wards). An example of this structure is the dikgotla in Kumakwane village 
where the missionary Livingstone’s site is located. In small settlements, such 
as in the Tsodilo WH site or in most remote rural areas of Botswana, it is often 
easier to cover all homesteads in a settlement. For instance, this was the case 
when researching the Maasai settlements in Kenya where the Boma3 system 
can be used as an initial category (Keitumetse 2005).

Further sampling of respondents can be either random or systematic in 
order to consider factors such as age, gender and education level: factors that 
are signifi cant indicators of, and infl uences on, individuals’ outlook on heritage 

Figure 11.1 Map of Africa showing the location of Botswana with an insert showing the 
location of sites mentioned in the text (source: Harry Oppenheimer Okavango Research Centre)
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value or their lack thereof. As an example, older members of a community are 
more likely to place special values on heritage compared to younger members. 
Furthermore, literate members of a community are more likely to possess 
knowledge about conventional approaches to heritage management than non-
literate ones, including potentially being infl uenced in favour of it or against 
it. Sampling interviewees from varying categories will therefore increase the 
possibility of capturing all the divergent perspectives from the different 
cultural groups.

Forms of interviews, observation, heritage knowledge expression

Subsequent to sampling, informal interviews become the dominant method-
ology used, particularly in rural areas such as the Tsodilo settlement in 
Botswana, where effective use of time and access are signifi cant concerns. A 
guide questionnaire on the identifi ed components of research is useful to 
ensure consistency as well as effective time management during interviews. 
The general objectives of the questionnaires and interviews for attitude-based 
research should commonly focus on the following:

Gain insight into hosts’ perceived representations of a cultural heritage • 
product.
Assess hosts’ attitudes towards cultural resource management (identifi -• 
cation, interpretation and representation).
Assess hosts’ level of awareness of conventional conservation approaches as • 
these infl uence local responses to concerns about indigenous interaction 
with heritage components. 

Observation: participant and non-participant observation

In addition to the various forms of interviews, both participant and non-
participant methods are 

useful in discovering whether people do what they say they do or 
behave in the way they claim to behave during the interview. It is 
meant to cross-check information from interviews as well as reveal 
how people perceive what happens and not actually what happens.

(Bell 1993: 109) 

Figure 11.2 illustrates that observation of people’s lives within a socio-cultural 
setting can bring out opportunities for identifying indicators that point to 
locals’ attitudes to heritage that are not discussed explicitly by respondents 
during verbal interviews. The photograph shows one of the domestic dwellings 
at a settlement outside the Tsodilo WH site with a drawing showing one of 
the typical rock art images on the door. This drawing was noted by the 
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researcher while walking through a settlement in proximity of the Tsodilo 
WH site (whose main heritage feature is rock art paintings), but the use of 
such images on domestic structures had not been mentioned in any of the 
interviews and was only identifi ed through observation of the surrounding 
environment. In itself the drawing uses the residence as a lieu de mémoire (site of 
memory), as the actual heritage site is now a fenced-in, protected area under an 
international convention. At the same time, the drawing of rock art images on 
a residential structure indicates a form of mental interaction with the actual 
site that transcends the confi nement of a protected, fenced-off World Heritage 
site. It also extends the now confi ned cultural heritage (rock art) to a broader 
cultural landscape, in the process translating the intellectual (intangible) into 
the visual (tangible).

Visualising perception: drawings as representations 
of locals’ perception of a heritage product

Visualisation through drawing is one way of exploring new approaches to 
research in cultural heritage studies. The experiences gained from imple-
menting this methodology show that it can be effective particularly in non-
literate communities where interviews may be an alienating and unrewarding 
experience if people are not used to the language through which heritage is 
considered – for instance, that of UNESCO.

Figure 11.2 Dwelling in the settlement at the Tsodilo Hills World Heritage site (photo by the 
author)
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A simple methodological approach was adopted to assess people’s perception. 
Individuals were asked to draw an image that sprung to their mind when concepts 
such as archaeological heritage, cultural heritage or cultural tourism were articulated by 
the researcher. Although individuals could respond verbally, drawing was empha-
sised to allow for comparison of conventional and traditional or local images 
depicting heritage components. It was felt that drawing, as opposed to the verbal 
articulation of features, indicated a certain level of connection and ‘commitment’ to 
a heritage component because it involves and hopefully captures intellectual capacity 
that incorporates ‘logical deduction and deterministic anticipation of future events’ 
associated with a particular heritage component (Dieterich 2004: 25).

The existing literature on visual perception is, however, dominated by 
discussions concerned with the dimensionality of an object (Kennedy 1974; 
Henderson 2005) rather than its signifi cance as a visual symbol. This has made 
visual studies appear of little relevance and enticement for social science 
research, let alone new fi elds such as cultural heritage management that draw 
on most aspects of social science research. The drawing method has been used 
before by human geographers while mapping spatial information and 
geographical location of natural resources (Mukherjee 1993) but must be 
modifi ed in order to be compatible for use wthin the fi eld of cultural heritage 
management. In this chapter the objects and images drawn by the hosts are 
viewed and discussed as representative of defi nitions of certain concepts, or as 
visual representations of individuals’ perception of a heritage product (see 
Figure 11.2). The emphasis is not on the physical characteristics or anatomy of 
an image, but rather on its cultural meaning as presented by the drawer.

Case study I: the Tsodilo Hills World Heritage site

Within the research conducted at the Tsodilo WH site, the drawing method 
was initially adopted as an alternative form of communication for individuals 
who could not read or write (Figure 11.3). However, after the analysis of several 
drawings, it became evident that the method could be applied as a stand-alone 
methodology in cultural heritage tourism research due to the characteristics 
outlined in the preceding sections as well as the later section. Respondents 
were requested to draw features that appeared in their minds when certain 
words, concepts or phrases, such as cultural heritage and cultural tourism, were 
articulated, the basic premise being that drawing enables respondents to 
communicate and express their responses and thoughts with less interference 
from the researcher but also with less pressure as compared to writing.

The sampling strategy entailed focusing on ethnic-group affi liation, 
followed by sampling further using indicators such as gender, age or literacy. 
However, due to the relatively small size of the population at the Tsodilo WH 
site, a 100 per cent household coverage was achieved, with at least one member 
from each household interviewed. The practical experience revealed that the 
method could be more effi cient if the following steps are taken:
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Figure 11.3 ‘Technologies of the intellect’ (Goody 2000): visualising perception at Tsodilo 
Hills World Heritage site, Botswana (photo by the author)
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1 Selecting in advance individuals who will participate in the activity. 
This is diffi cult, but much time can be wasted trying to locate indi-
viduals willing to participate. Introductions, advice and use of indirect 
access (popularly known as snowballing in social science research) through 
elders, relatives, traditional authorities, friends (in that order) to facil-
itate the location and the access to interviewees prior to the visit should 
be actively pursued. 

2 Spending time experimenting with the equipment to be used (such as a 
pencil) helps to establish confi dence in its use (both the researcher’s 
equipment and the participants’). Also be prepared to replace materials or 
methods if the equipment fails. For instance, burnt wood or charcoal and 
fi re ash mixed with water can be used in lieu of pencils by elder rural 
members of a community in Botswana due to their traditional use for 
writing and/or drawing purposes.

3 Staggering the interaction. In this case, it was useful to fi rst commence 
drawing after a week of induction in order to establish some confi dence 
and ease between the interviewer and the interviewee. 

General challenges

The following became evident during the implementation of the method.

1 It became apparent that holding a pencil was a daunting task for several 
respondents because some had never had the experience and some had 
simply not engaged in the activity for a long time. 

2 Most people do not possess drawing skills no matter how literate they are 
or are not. Therefore, some respondents were reluctant to engage in the 
activity. In addition, several individuals were initially suspicious as to 
why they were expected to draw when instead they could list items for the 
interviewer to write down.

3 The images are very diffi cult to manage and/or analyse once they have been 
acquired.

In conclusion, the method proves useful particularly where multiple stake-
holders from varying cultural backgrounds participate, as their perception 
can be consolidated through pictures. It can bring out more results where a 
researcher has enough time to train participants, then implement and repeat 
the process. In applied tourism research, the output from the method can be 
used by community members to communicate the visual version of ‘heritage’ 
components which can later be showcased in an exhibition, or presented in 
postcard format for tourists’ consumption. In this way, individual 
community members and hosts can be engaged directly in both research 
and defi nition of what they prefer or agree to be marketed as representative 
of their heritage in tourism.
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Case study II: secondary school students

In addition to the ‘fi eld’ approach to drawing, the drawing method was also 
applied in a classroom setting. In order to come up with an interview guide 
that encompassed components of research, a structured questionnaire that 
included the task of drawing was formulated and administered to a group of 
thirty secondary school students in Gaborone, the capital city of Botswana. 
This section therefore provides a brief addition to the discussion surrounding 
drawing as a method of research in heritage. The students’ kinship affi liation 
is spread throughout Botswana. The structured questionnaire was adminis-
tered in order to assess responses to various questions on heritage management 
(such as defi nition, description, categorisation, presentation and represen-
tation). Only those that required drawing/visualisation are addressed in this 
chapter. The participating students originated from various villages in 
Botswana, therefore their responses provide an invaluable source of infor-
mation about the perception of a cultural heritage product from city residents 
who are affi liated with certain ‘heritages’ in various other parts of the country. 
The students’ geographical origin is a signifi cant analytical feature as it 
denoted students’ ethnic affi liation as well as their socialised perception of 
what constitutes a cultural heritage product, and consequently a cultural 
heritage tourism product. However, achieving a focused research project 
would be better served by focusing on students from one village/settlement (as 
evident from case study I), from a common cultural affi liation or from one 
community so as to maximise opportunities of analysing responses on related 
aspects of heritage that are shared by certain groups. As indicated earlier, in 
Botswana it is common for a village to comprise various groups of people 
(communities) that share a common heritage. These communities are consti-
tuted in the wards or dikgotla mentioned above. For the purpose of this essay, 
however, the highlighted approach and results provide an example of 
approaching heritage tourism research in the future. 

The method proved to be useful in bridging the gap between verbal and 
visual descriptions of heritage components. It also provided a visual defi nition 
of heritage components (Figure 11.4). The main challenge of the methodology 
is that a substantial amount of data is yielded, data which are diffi cult to 
manage and whose analysis is time-consuming. Computer software that can be 
used to analyse the images effi ciently could benefi t the use of the images in 
tourism as well as in future research.

Conclusions

Representing a different mode of communication than words, drawings 
become an additional aspect of visual expression, and drawing adds a medium 
through which respondents can defi ne and represent their perception of a 
heritage product for use in tourism. The lessons derived from the two case 
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studies indicate that combining elements of both the verbal (interview) and 
visual (drawing) approaches to research enhances the knowledge and under-
standing of how hosts interpret their cultural heritage and how they prefer it 
to be presented to visitors or tourists. The dynamic interplay between the 
verbal and visual representation of varying components of heritage comple-
ments existing methods on cultural heritage management research. Results 
emanating from these new approaches are relevant to international heritage 
eco-tourists (Spennemann et al. 2001) who prefer a connection with hosts’ 

Figure 11.4 Defi ning cultural tourism: examples of drawings by students
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socio-cultural contexts and world-views. International conventions such as 
UNESCO 2003 also advocate a focus at the local or community level, which 
can be achieved through adoption of research approaches that incorporate 
characteristics outlined in this chapter. On the other hand, heritage eco-
tourism advocates social and cultural sensitivity during tourism consumption 
as well as engagement in tourism activities that directly benefi t local commu-
nities. The images produced by locals through drawing are useful for a well-
informed tourism interpretation. Therefore, in addition to ethnographic 
interviews that solicit as well as measure people’s attitudes, it is relevant to 
consider drawing as an applied research method in heritage tourism research. 
Goody rightly points out that 

verbal forms reduced to the written take on not only a visual aspect 
but a stationery character that enables people readily to distinguish 
differences and to assert similarities – or rather, to do with the new 
levels of accuracy because of the use of an additional instrument of 
measuring those differences and similarities by comparing linguistic 
statements visually as well as orally.

(Goody 2000: 56)

Drawing as a sub-component substantiates this research approach by adding 
a layer of value to the visual output, resulting in a tangible tourism product 
that can be presented as emanating directly from the cultural custodians, 
hence sustainable. Sustainable approaches to developments are advocated 
through programme areas contained in Agenda 21 of UNCED’s Sustainable 
Development manual that encourages governments to ‘improve the 
collection of information on target groups and target areas in order to facil-
itate the design of focused programmes and activities, consistent with the 
target group needs and aspirations’ in a bid to achieve sustainable devel-
opment ideals (Robinson 1993: 35). The research approaches suggested for 
analysis of hosts’ perception and attitudes do provide ideas for the devel-
opment of tools that enable researchers to generate insights that are consistent 
with the target group’s needs and aspirations. These tools should be used 
and implemented in a manner that involves the hosts or resident commu-
nities as collaborators because it is their perceptions and potential roles that 
are at stake. 
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Notes

1 In this chapter the term ‘local communities’ is used to refer to individuals who live in prox-
imity to a heritage site and have a signifi cant cultural affi liation to the site as well as being 
involved in utilising it for heritage-related purposes.

2 The kgotla (singular; dikgotla, plural), is made up of a group of individuals in a village who 
conform to the same cultural traits, beliefs, norms and practices. Traditionally, members of 
the same kgotla resided in the same space within a village. However, as land-allocation 
powers were devolved from the Chiefs in the 1960s, members of the same kgotla can now 
reside anywhere in a village. 

3 A Boma refers to a household made up of individuals who are related by birth or marriage.
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THE PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY OF 
AFRICAN AMERICA

Refl ections on pragmatic methods and their results

Carol McDavid

Over the past fi fteen years I have worked as a public archaeologist on two 
projects dealing with the historical archaeology of African America: the Levi 
Jordan Plantation Project in Brazoria, Texas and, recently, the Yates 
Community Archaeology Project, in Houston. My public archaeology work 
also includes ongoing consultation with other history organisations as they 
develop their relationships with their publics. Over this period, I have used 
various theoretical, philosophical and disciplinary tools to develop particular 
methods for specifi c situations, and to deal with the issues that arise from the 
ethical mandate to involve descendant voices in these projects – especially the 
multiple ways that people understand the objects and places that are under 
archaeological examination. My approaches have ranged from critical theory, 
to American pragmatism, to (more recently) Critical Race Theory and ideas 
drawn from the community organising/activist literature. In this chapter I 
discuss each approach, using examples from various projects to illustrate 
specifi c methods and strategies, some of which are drawn from my training in 
the parent discipline within which most American archaeology operates – 
anthropology. Throughout, I will attempt to evaluate each approach through 
a lens suggested by pragmatist philosopher William James a century ago: that 
theories provide instruments, not answers, and that our work must be eval-
uated less as a solution than as a programme for more work.

Critical theory and the Levi Jordan Plantation Project

The approach I used fi rst, when the public outreach work at the Jordan Plan-
tation was getting started in 1992, was critical theory – the insights from 
which had already found a fi rm place in public archaeology so they need little 



 

CAROL MCDAVID

218

explanation here (Wylie 1985; Handsman 1981; Handsman and Leone 1989; 
Leone et al. 1987; Potter 1994). In this project, I was recruited by Kenneth L. 
Brown, the Principal Investigator, to try to involve descendant communities 
in the public interpretation of the site, the archaeology of which focused on 
the slave and tenant quarters. Critical theory helped me to better understand 
how the production of knowledge is historically situated, and to see more 
clearly how archaeological fi ndings were relevant to particular social and 
political interests – in this case, local political interests as well as more broad-
based disciplinary ones. Expanding the focus of both analysis and public pres-
entation to include the lives of all the people who lived on a plantation, and 
doing so in a both/and, not either/or way,1 helped us (the archaeologists) and 
our publics to reconsider our often stereotypic views of plantation life. Even 
more important, as we worked together to plan public interpretations, we 
discussed the issues that arose from this approach in explicit terms, which in 
turn helped all participants to internalise and act upon the idea that our under-
standing of the past is, in part, a function of how it is presented (Tilley 1989: 
114). This was a new idea to my collaborators in Brazoria, Texas, as it was new 
to public archaeology when we fi rst started in the early 1990s.

A critical approach also demanded self-refl ection by each social actor (Held 
1980: 191), as well as a great deal of transparency. Therefore, my methods 
included asking project participants to become familiar with my academic 
and philosophical biases and methods – even with my terms – as I attempted 
to become familiar with their points of view, through interviews, conversa-
tions and participant observation. The goal was to create truly participatory 
collaborations, with members of the public involved in every stage of the 
work. We did not always succeed in this, even though the effort continues (I 
will say more about the diffi culty of creating fully participatory projects later 
in this chapter).

Several specifi c research and outreach methods were employed during this 
early Jordan Plantation study: fact-fi nding trips to other plantation sites; 
formal but unstructured interviews with community residents; participation 
in community meetings; presentations to community organisations; informal 
encounters with respondents; and active participation in professional associa-
tions concerned with the presentation of historical materials. The fact-fi nding 
trips took place in the summers of 1992 and 1993, and will not be addressed 
here except to say that they affi rmed my initial impression that most public 
interpretations of the history of the plantation south (despite a few well-known 
exceptions) tend to focus almost exclusively on the owners’ homes, furniture 
and wealth. Formal taped interviews with descendants and community resi-
dents began in October 1993 and continued into the autumn of 1994. Many 
informal conversations and meetings took place during this period and are, 
even at the time of writing, part of an ongoing research process.

I attempted to interview representatives from various publics: descendants 
of Levi Jordan, descendants of the African Americans who lived on the 
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plantation, members of communities surrounding the plantation, persons 
interested in Texas history and tourism, and community leaders. The selection 
criteria for these interviews were based on my perception of family and 
community infl uence (that is, family elders, community leaders and people 
actively involved in historical interpretation) and on the respondent’s will-
ingness to participate.

As mentioned previously, part of my method was to state my personal and 
professional agendas very clearly. Interview transcripts reveal that I sometimes 
did almost as much talking as my respondents: explaining what I meant by a 
both/and approach, talking about work being done at other sites, explaining 
our goals in terms of community empowerment and so on. I usually revealed 
something of my own ‘baggage’ during these interactions – there were many 
animated discussions about what it was like to grow up as southerners in a 
racially polarised culture, our feelings about the Civil Rights movement, how 
the legacies of slavery affect people in the present and similar topics. The 
insights gleaned from these conversations later found their way into my more 
recent work on racism, as I will describe later.

These transcripts revealed extremely interactive conversations, not one-
sided objective question/answer sessions. I wanted my respondents to trust 
me, but neither they nor I could ignore that I was a white, urban, university-
affi liated outsider. If I had attempted to position myself as an insider, or to 
hide behind a mask of objectivity, I would have been seen as less trustworthy, 
not more. One African American businessman commented:

Well, I don’t want to interview you, but I think this has changed you 
… your attitude about things. And I really don’t know what they 
were before, but I sense that since you’ve been doing this thing you 
see things differently, you know, as you really search and fi nd out the 
truth about things … and, then, I do sense that you are sensitive, 
maybe more sensitive, to people since you’ve done this.

(McDavid 1996: 53)

In short, my willingness to own my otherness – to talk about it openly and to 
reveal personal reasons for doing this research – led to more frank, open 
communication than would have been possible otherwise. It was sometimes 
essential in getting people to talk to me at all.

During this research, I always made it clear that ‘we’, meaning the core 
group of people initially involved in this project, wished to see if it would be 
feasible to create an inclusive, both/and public interpretation of this archae-
ology at this site. I made it clear that community members, especially 
descendants, would be the ones to decide whether to support such a public 
interpretation. If they chose not to support it, then the public interpretation, 
if any, would take place elsewhere (or not at all). This was the fi rst phase of my 
long-term interest in community empowerment and archaeology.
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Pragmatism and the Levi Jordan Plantation website Project

In the late 1990s I began my doctoral studies at the University of Cambridge 
and decided to study the new communication technologies, which were 
starting to be a subject of scholarly examination in archaeology during that 
period. Collaborating with the Jordan participants described above, we created 
an internet website about the Jordan project. My doctoral research then 
examined the way the website operated, and attempted to learn whether the 
internet could be a way to create conversations about archaeology which were 
open, democratic, relevant and multi-vocal (McDavid 1999, 2000, 2002a, 
2002b, 2003, 2004a, 2004b).

This conversational framework was taken directly from American prag-
matist philosophy, so I will fi rst describe why I adopted that approach. After 
the fi rst few years of working with the Jordan project, the critical theory 
approach had begun to feel a bit too top-down and pretentious, especially as 
my collaborators began to read my academic writing and to evaluate whether 
I was writing accurate accounts of our work together. Critical theorists tend to 
talk a lot about ‘making’ social agents aware of hidden coercion, ‘thereby 
freeing them from that coercion and putting them in a position to determine 
where their true interests lie’ (Geuss 1981: 55). The idea is that social agents 
can be ‘deluded’ and ‘falsely conscious’ (Geuss 1981: 60), thus requiring 
‘emancipation’ and ‘enlightenment’. The overall tone of the writing is that the 
theorists are the ones doing the enlightening, although this was likely not the 
intent of people like Habermas, Luka’cs and others. As I attempted to share 
critical theory ideas with my collaborators, and to do so in a transparent, open 
way, it felt wrong to imply that my collaborators were deluded and falsely 
conscious (even though I did not use the term). It struck me that we were all 
falsely conscious, and to some extent always would be. I found myself looking 
for a philosophical framework, a language and an approach that not only 
demanded self-refl ection and transparency, but was also more respectful of all 
social agents, as well as more pluralist, open and democratic. I needed a 
framework in which the sort of enlightenment that critical theory called for 
could emerge from mutually empowered social interactions – in this case, during 
interactions which frequently took place while sitting around someone’s 
dining-room table, with people whose ancestors enslaved, or were enslaved by, 
each other. Critical theory also demands that a ‘fi nal state’ of emancipation and 
enlightenment must happen if the work is to be seen as successful (Geuss 
1981: 84), and I needed a framework which could allow for more incremental 
change, as well as for the optimism I continued to experience as we dealt with 
the hurtful histories that we shared.

That is, I came to see that the process of creating the Jordan website was as 
important as the website itself, and at the suggestion of a colleague2 I began to 
explore American pragmatism. Pragmatist philosophy – not to be confused 
with the colloquial defi nition of pragmatism as practicality – is a philosophy 
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which began in the late nineteenth century with the writing of John Dewey, 
William James, Jane Addams and Charles Sanders Peirce and continues today 
with the late Richard Rorty, Cornel West, Nancy Fraser and others.3 In 
contrast to critical theory, it acknowledges the contingency and fl uidity of any 
negotiation, and is willing to suspend the goal of a fi nal state in favour of a 
situated awareness of what each individual actor’s beliefs are. Simply put, in 
pragmatism the main goal is to keep the conversation going. It is an optimistic, 
pluralistic, but not nihilistically relativist approach. In pragmatism, the small 
emancipations from everyday interactions can be celebrated, and small defeats 
are seen as a normal part of the process.

Certain themes emerge in the writings of all pragmatists, namely, all prag-
matists share an anti-essentialist, anti-foundationalist and pluralist point of 
view towards truth and reason. All are keenly aware of the contingency of 
historically and socially constructed categories and practices (the ‘stories we 
tell’, to borrow Rorty’s term), and share an interest in the possibility of social 
change. Some key ideas are that truth is made rather than found, that there are 
no unmediated facts and that all interpretation is value-laden. Even though 
these ideas are also present in the work of other philosophers, within prag-
matism they take on a more active, social fl avour. Pragmatists do not neces-
sarily agree on the proper limits one should use when making truth claims, 
but all put a primary emphasis on the action aspects of the making of those 
claims. It is not so much that pragmatists believe that there is no objective 
reality, or no ‘bottom of things’ that can be discovered (though some do believe 
this), but rather that we will be better off fi nding our answers within the process 
of looking for them. Further, pragmatism insists that whatever answers we 
fi nd are temporary, historically situated and contingent on whatever changes 
‘we’ may agree on. It also acknowledges that the ‘we’ itself is contingent and 
fl uid – as people join or leave the conversation. It does not say that critical 
theory’s fi nal state is a bad thing, but nor does it bemoan things when it is not 
attained – when a Habermasian ideal speech situation is a distant dream. It 
says, simply, that it is important to keep talking.

To a pragmatist, continuing the conversation is more important than 
continually trying to describe ourselves more accurately (to create archaeo-
logical interpretations that are more ‘true’), or to get to the bottom of things. 
Some of the so-called neopragmatists, Cornel West and Nancy Fraser in 
particular (Fraser 1989; West 1989), take the pragmatist project further by 
insisting that we take account of this creative process (the capacity for action 
and cooperation) by actually doing and acting. They insist that we take the 
pragmatist philosophical endeavour out of the academy and into mainstream 
cultural critique: to use academic work to inspire social action (West 1989: 
234). This view situates contemporary action within its historical antecedents. 
It takes a long view of history and applies it to an action plan for the future – a 
future which can create alternative stories about who and what we are. Common 
to all pragmatist writing is the idea that the value of any work, philosophical 
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or otherwise, is best evaluated by looking at its results. What are the practical 
consequences of our work?

To examine this question, I will describe some of the methods we used in 
the Jordan website project to create and evaluate the website and its operation. 
The Jordan excavations took place in Brazoria, Texas, a small rural Texas town. 
Many of the people I worked with in this community are descendants of the 
people whose material lives were being studied. They included the community-
defi ned elders – the gatekeepers – and their voices were (and are) an important 
part of both past and present in these communities. However, many of these 
same people had little or no interest in purchasing or using computers. To 
many, the internet was something that one heard about on occasional tele-
vision programmes, not something which one had personally experienced. 
Despite this, I needed to create a website (a conversation) which would include 
these important community voices.

To do this, I fi rst met with some of these key individuals and conducted 
oral-history interviews with them. These interviews were transcribed and 
portions of the transcripts were included on the website, and linked to other 
parts of the website that came up during these offl ine conversations. Usually 
another family member and I conducted the interviews together, and frequently 
I found that family members asked most of the questions. These jointly led 
interviews led to inter-family discussions about history, genealogy, etc. that 
would not have occurred if the interviews had not taken place. Transcripts of 
the interviews were given to the family members involved and subsequent 
meetings were held to clarify information, approve the interview segments 
used for the website, obtain pictures and the like.

Second, we adopted a policy of using some interviews to ask permission – 
even when we did not legally have to – to put certain kinds of information on 
the website. Much of the material we wanted to use was from public records, 
but we did not do so without explicit permission from at least some of the 
family’s descendants. Doing this had two positive results. First, it assured 
descendants that we respected their own and their families’ privacy, and it 
reinforced our position as collaborators, not authorities with some right to use 
their families’ histories for our own purposes. Second, it opened avenues for 
additional information – this new information has not only enhanced our 
understanding of the past, but it has also helped contemporary people to see 
their ancestors in ways they had not before (McDavid 1999, 2002a).

These two strategies helped us to develop interactive content from the 
ground up, and to include people who did not own computers in that process, 
but we also needed to fi nd ways for people without computers to actually see 
and use the website. So we held a series of online internet workshops for students 
and members of the public in the computer labs of local schools and libraries. I 
was present to help people who had not used computers before, and to gather 
information about how people interacted with the website, with me and with 
each other while the workshop was going on. During these workshops I 



 

THE PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY OF AFRICAN AMERICA

223

encouraged them to use the online interactive elements, such as the discussion 
forums, feedback forms and questionnaire (McDavid 2002a, 2004b). In 
addition, we also arranged for several computers to be donated to the local 
community library. These provided another public access point, and, in return, 
the library promoted the website and mentioned it in signage located near the 
public access computers.

We also developed a participants’ section of the website, which included 
short biographies of descendants, academics, students and other participants, as 
well as links to information they wished to put on the site under their own 
names. Whenever possible, the biographies were written by the individual 
participants, and sometimes they used their own pages to publicise information 
about various community causes. On these participant pages, archaeological 
and local agendas merged in mutually empowering, reciprocal ways and the 
website project became more fi rmly situated within the social context of the 
local community, even though it was accessible to people all over the world.

The Jordan archaeological site is now owned by a large state bureaucracy 
instead of local descendants (McDavid 2004a, 2004b, 2007a). The original 
Jordan website is archived at www.webarchaeology.com, and is now an artefact 
of the past, although still accessible in the present. I still work with the local 
group, though not as actively as before. Time, funding and energy permitting, 
we will work together to update the site, and when that happens a different 
sort of conversation will no doubt emerge.

Pragmatism and the Yates Community Archaeology Project

More recently, I have discovered the limits of this pragmatic conversational 
approach when dealing with my current project, the Yates Community 
Archaeology Project. This project is located in Freedmen’s Town, an urban 
African American neighbourhood in Houston, Texas. In the Jordan context, 
even though there were different understandings of history among the different 
players, the archaeological project was seen by most people in Brazoria as an 
opportunity for community enrichment. There were obviously ‘hurtful 
histories’, especially given that the archaeology had to do with the archaeology 
of slavery and the post-Civil War Reconstruction period, but in Brazoria we 
were able to locate individual collaborators who approached the idea of a new 
public archaeology project with open hearts and minds. For the most part, 
they wanted to undertake the often diffi cult conversations that the work 
initiated, and their individual contributions to the success of the project 
cannot be underestimated.

The Freedmen’s Town project is very different. Stakeholders hold diverse, 
entrenched and often hostile political positions, and there is a decades-long 
history of hurt and betrayal between different groups. These groups include 
grassroots community members, historic preservationists, people in city 
government (including a succession of mayors), bureaucrats in various agencies, 
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opportunistic property developers and, more recently, new residents who have 
no interest in embracing the history of the community in which their new, 
gated, expensive homes are being built. The historical landscape itself is highly 
endangered – to the point that many say that the battle to save Freedmen’s 
Town has already been lost (Franks 2007). The neighbourhood was built by 
previously enslaved people right after the Civil War, and has been a major hub 
of black life in Houston since then. When it was listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places in 1986, it included over 530 historical structures, many of 
which were occupied at that point by the poor and elderly (although most had 
been built by professional-class black Houstonians in the late nineteenth to 
early twentieth century). According to recent survey data, fewer than thirty of 
those original structures remain (Rutherford B. H. Yates Museum, 2005). 
What has happened in Freedmen’s Town embodies the abuses of insensitive 
gentrifi cation at its worst.

Trying to enact pluralist, democratic and open conversations in this fraught 
setting has been very diffi cult. We have had to learn to see these diffi culties as 
data, and we attempt to approach situations philosophically, not personally. 
One set of problems has revolved around the fact that some of our archaeo-
logical goals (which spring not only from pragmatism and critical theory but 
also from the larger discourse about inclusive public archaeology around which 
African American archaeology in the United States has developed (McDavid 
and Babson 1997; Leone et al. 2005)) are to support community agendas. We 
believe that indigenous grassroots people have the right to decide for them-
selves which strategies and programmes should take place in their community, 
and if this means that they also have a degree of control over our archaeological 
programme, all the better. However, the historic house museum which makes 
our work possible (through funding, provision of lab space and support of our 
time-consuming contextual methods) has historic preservation as its main 
mission. It is diffi cult to argue with this agenda, given the rate at which 
historic structures are being demolished, and while we do support it, some-
times its ‘preservation fi rst’ agendas are at odds with community goals. The 
museum group is diverse with regard to ethnicity, age, gender, class and skill, 
and it shares a strong commitment to the ancestors of Freedmen’s Town and 
the need to preserve and celebrate the neighbourhood’s history. The group is, 
however, composed largely of people who live outside the community.

One example will illustrate how this affects our ability to have a community 
archaeology project. Early on in our association with it, the museum insisted 
that the best way to preserve the area’s historic brick streets – which could be 
quite signifi cant archaeologically – was to pedestrianise them. Most local 
community members wanted to preserve the streets too, and had been trying 
to persuade the city government to do so for some time. However, to them 
certain infrastructure improvements needed under the streets were just as 
important, and they were willing to accept a city plan that would renovate 
(but not fully restore) the streets and repair the infrastructure at the same 



 

THE PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY OF AFRICAN AMERICA

225

time. Because of its mission, the museum campaigned for an ambitious plan 
which would close the streets to all vehicle traffi c. This plan included a number 
of features, such as parks, which it argued would benefi t the community. 
While a few members of the community agreed with the museum’s plan, 
several major leaders did not. More to the point, they were insulted that the 
museum was campaigning for pedestrianisation without their agreement. They 
maintained that pedestrianisation would affect their day-to-day lives in a 
signifi cant way. Some saw the museum’s proposal as an elitist, even racist 
notion, one that outsiders had no right to pursue. My co-director and I found 
ourselves at odds with our museum sponsors, because we felt that the 
community should make the decisions about how, or whether, to pedestrianise 
the streets. We felt that community choice and empowerment should trump 
preservation, but for the museum, it was the other way around.

Underlying this situation is the sad reality that both the community and the 
museum have met systematic and ongoing opposition to their efforts to save 
the historic landscape of Freedmen’s Town.4 Despite the museum’s position as 
a major property owner in the neighbourhood (and its status as a legitimate 
not-for-profi t institution under US tax laws), its representatives have been 
excluded from both local planning committees and state-mandated consulting 
procedures. They have been denied restoration permits of various sorts (requiring 
constant, costly appeals) and have been denied tax exemptions on their prop-
erties (also requiring costly litigation). In short, both offi cial and unoffi cial 
attempts to block the museum’s efforts have been deliberate and continuous. 
Likewise, attempts to displace the grassroots (mostly African American) 
community have been ongoing. Elderly tenants are displaced by outsider land-
lords with no regard for their long-term tenure in the community. Low-income 
homeowners have been evicted because of tax delinquencies, which are driven 
by increased land values, driven in turn by gentrifi cation. Local activists have 
characterised these attempts as ‘cultural genocide’ (Johnson 2003; House 
2006). Whereas in Brazoria I was able to successfully advocate a stance of 
openness, pluralism and transparency as a productive way to begin to deal with 
‘hurtful histories’, in Freedmen’s Town I have been told that this approach is 
‘too honest’ and ‘naive’. When I have attempted to bring insights about outreach 
and community work learned from other projects – insights informed by 
philosophy, training and ethics – these efforts are frequently rejected. This is 
not surprising, given the challenges that both the museum and the community 
have had to deal with, but it does make public archaeology diffi cult.

A pragmatic approach requires that different parties bracket their distrust 
and long-term agendas in favour of attempting to fi nd solutions to short-term 
problems, and unfortunately the absolutist thinking which drives much of the 
discourse in Freedmen’s Town does not lend itself well to this. Frequently 
people have misunderstood my willingness to be open and transparent as a 
willingness to compromise on important issues. Pragmatists may well have 
lines in the sand beyond which we will not cross, but we actively seek other 
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ways around these lines. We do not believe that one truth is as good as another, 
but we avoid slipping into a nihilistic relativism by seeking conversations with 
those with whom we disagree, still expressing our own voices and opinions. 
Pragmatism does not offer easy answers, but it does provide a mechanism for 
keeping communication lines open. However, as is clear from the examples 
above, power, discrimination and unequal access to resources are part of the 
problem in Freedmen’s Town, and some scholars have noted that pragmatism 
does not account for power as well as it might (Fraser 1998: 157).

In methodological terms, in addition to looking at the above situation as 
data (not simply as a source of personal frustration) I have come to realise that 
in Freedmen’s Town we are not running a community-based programme, 
which had been our original intent. Instead, we are running a community-
placed programme (Ervin 2000). We have had to realise that we exist in the 
community, but we were not of it. And because of our association with the 
museum, our idealistic public archaeology agendas about shared community 
power and open conversation have sometimes been compromised. We have 
had to fi nd ways to acknowledge and deal with this.

First, we have had to separate ourselves from some of the larger policy objec-
tives of our sponsors, while being loyal to their overall historic preservation effort 
(to their credit, once we began to discuss the situation, museum leaders under-
stood the diffi culty of our dilemma). With the museum’s knowledge, we began 
to communicate more directly with some of the more vocal community members 
that insofar as our archaeology programme was concerned, we ‘worked for’ them as 
much as we ‘worked for’ the museum (this is in fact true; we are consultants to 
the museum and are paid only when funding permits, and our work for 
community leaders has, thus far, been pro bono). We also developed new 
brochures, displays, public talks, tours and other communications materials 
which discuss our desire for community input and involvement. Even when 
these are not immediately forthcoming, we are vigilant in asking for them and in 
creating as many opportunities for them to emerge as possible. These materials 
are, of course, all typical public archaeology strategies, but our texts are as open 
and transparent as possible about who pays us and what our agendas and motiva-
tions are. We are also careful to avoid public disagreements with either sponsor 
or community. When we disagree about a matter of policy – pedestrianisation, 
for example – we attempt to work quietly from the inside to effect change.

We have also begun to conduct more ethnographic interviews with community 
leaders, focusing not just on oral history, but on understanding more about the 
community’s priorities regarding both past and present. I have presented analyses 
of this data at professional conferences and shared them with the community 
members I interviewed, offering opportunities for them to change or clarify my 
texts. To date all players seem to respect my intellectual freedom to say what I 
wish, especially in professional venues, but if they do object I would deal with it 
on a case-by-case basis (in a pragmatic fashion, I do not attempt to solve such 
problems ahead of time, but only if and when I need to) (Mouer 2000).
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Another way to operationalise the idea of pragmatic conversation has to do 
with a seemingly mundane matter – project administration. By this I refer to 
simply taking care of business in an effi cient manner, and paying close attention 
to the sorts of things that executives hire secretaries for (but which funding for 
public archaeology rarely provides). This includes sending thank-you notes 
and reminders, making follow-up phone calls before important meetings and 
sending prompt and accurate meeting notes afterwards, and calling people 
promptly when a business card is stuck in one’s pocket at a community event. 
At the Levi Jordan project, we have taken this approach a bit further. We 
found it necessary to execute a formal agreement (a ‘Memorandum of Under-
standing’) with the new state agency owners in order to ensure continued 
community involvement, because of business-as-usual bureaucratic procedures 
which made this diffi cult (McDavid 2007a). While some will disagree with 
me for elevating these sorts of activities to the status of method, I would argue 
that attention to project administration and the formalities of consultation 
(even when this consultation is not legally mandated – there is no NAGPRA 
for African American archaeology5) communicates something very clearly to 
local communities. It tells them that we take the time they spend working with 
us seriously – that it matters to us just as much as essays like this do. I maintain 
that what some jokingly refer to as ‘administrivia’ is not trivial at all.

Over time, using these sorts of methods has yielded good results. For 
example, an important community leader (one who had been the angriest 
about the pedestrianisation issue) asked us to do some archaeological testing 
on property planned for use as a community centre. We did the testing for 
free, as part of a fi eld school. We did the work on time, we wrote a proper 
report by the promised date, we treated this leader as the respected client she 
was and we were able to provide a useful service. The museum supported our 
efforts, even though it took time and supplies away from doing archaeological 
work on their property (it has also attempted to help this leader fi nd funding 
to build the community centre, although at the time of writing funding is still 
being sought). The museum also decided to back off from some of its original 
positions, such as pedestrianisation, and is now acting in a more respectful, 
inclusive way towards key community leaders – even leaders with whom it 
disagrees on some matters. It too is taking care not to disagree in public about 
community issues, and is listening more to what the community wants – even 
while still working hard to save as many historic properties as possible. A key 
recent development was the museum’s successful effort to help several local 
historical churches form a new ‘Coalition of Pastoral Leaders’. At the request of 
these churches, the museum provided the funding and expertise to get this 
group off the ground, and as a result the museum is now seen by these 
important stakeholders as an ally. In turn, this Coalition is providing 
community-based advocacy for preservation that some powers-that-be are 
starting to listen to. Even though the overall situation in Freedmen’s Town is 
still threatened, these small victories are important.
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Critical Race Theory and the public archaeology of African America

Making archaeology matter, in a pragmatic sense, has been the focus of my 
most recent work, so I have become very involved in the recent activist archae-
ology discourse which sees civic engagement as a primary reason for doing 
archaeological work in the fi rst place (McDavid 2007a, 2008). In the context of 
African American archaeology, being an activist archaeologist means using our 
work to deconstruct racism and white privilege in the present, even as we try 
to understand how these things occurred in the past. I have found that a body 
of work known as Critical Race Theory (CRT) can be useful in doing this.

Introduced to archaeology by Terry Epperson (Epperson 1999, 2004), CRT 
(also known as ‘race-crit’) represents a wide body of legal, political and more 
recently educational research, mostly conducted by scholars of colour, that 
critically examines the role of race as a social construct that organises both 
everyday and institutional interactions. A major tenet of CRT is to centre the 
study and understanding of racism as something which continues to be tightly 
knit into the fabric of society (Bell 1995) – it reminds us that racism is the 
common, everyday experience of most people who are not white. It is enacted 
not just through individual acts of prejudice, but, more insidiously, through 
the everyday taken-for-granted realities of white privilege (Jensen 2002a, 
2002b; McIntosh 1988; Sleeter 2000/1; Wise 2002).

CRT rejects so-called liberal approaches to racism, such as neutrality and 
colour-blindness. Neutrality implies that whiteness is the norm, and part of 
white privilege means having the luxury, in most situations, to simply not be 
aware of one’s race. Colour-blindness is equally problematic because, despite 
our best intentions, most people cannot practise true colour-blindness – we 
notice each other’s colours whether we want to or not (McDavid 2007a). The 
CRT critique points out that because colour-blindness is presumed to fully 
incorporate racial justice (‘justice for all’) it has not allowed American society 
to develop a concept of justice that takes account of racial difference. Another 
issue raised by ‘race-crits’ is that of ‘false empathy’, which Richard Delgado 
(Delgado and Stefancic 2001) argues is the mistake some people make when 
they believe they can discern the feelings, thoughts or opinions of another 
person. This caution against false empathy is important in public archaeology, 
as race-crit also demands that we fi nd ways to actively involve the lived experi-
ences of people of colour in the ways that we both do and publicly present 
archaeological work.

In terms of method, CRT provides a framework to insist on this sort of 
involvement despite occasional accusations of reverse discrimination. For 
example, we do not shy away from telling prospective employees or volunteers 
that, yes, we do seek African Americans (and members of other ethnic groups) 
to take specifi c positions with our project (we are white). We problematise our 
own whiteness, and we take issues of cultural competency seriously, even when 
we cannot solve them. We work purposefully towards a future reality in which 
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our staffs, board members, volunteers and audiences are diverse with respect to 
both race and class. We use CRT to theorise about race and white privilege 
even as we try to think carefully and intentionally about how knowledge is 
created and controlled, and then act upon what we learn.

An awareness of CRT allows and encourages us to approach race very fron-
tally. We talk about it, we critique how it operated in the past (as illuminated 
by the archaeology) and we discuss how it continues to operate in the present. 
The specifi c methods are frequently the same as those I have already described 
– interviews, public talks, brochures and the like – but when we do these 
things with a clear anti-racism agenda, the relevance of our work becomes 
more evident. Many times, after doing a talk about the archaeology in which I 
include comments about white privilege, people of colour will comment with 
surprise, ‘I’ve never heard a white person talk about this stuff before.’ Being 
willing to be both critical (and self-critical) about race makes our work about 
race more credible and meaningful. Obviously we could do those things 
without CRT, but the theoretical work does put the issues in relief and makes 
them easier to identify.

Community organising approaches

Yet another body of work has informed much of my public work in the past 
few years. I refer to the literature of community organising and participatory 
research, and in particular the work of Randy Stoecker.6 Stoecker points out 
that there are three different ways that academics usually engage with commu-
nities: ‘The Initiator’, ‘The Consultant’ and ‘The Collaborator’ (Stoecker 1997).

The Initiator is someone who comes up with a research or project idea and 
invites the community to participate. In these cases, the process can become more 
and more participatory, if the researcher is willing to learn community organ-
ising skills, and if the community is willing to develop its own skills and resources. 
This is the type of interaction into which the Levi Jordan Plantation Project has 
evolved – I started as an Initiator, but now the community directs my actions 
there, even as they welcome my input on most – though notably not all – issues.

In the Consultant scenario, the community commissions the research and 
the academic is accountable to it. This is where the Yates Community Archae-
ology Project may be moving, as I described above, although we began as 
Initiators. However, there is a danger that using our expertise may ‘reinforce 
knowledge inequality and dependence’; as Stoecker points out, ‘What if the 
media shows up and they only want to talk to us about our research instead of 
the community?’ (Stoecker 1997). Therefore, while we are willing to deploy 
the public’s interest in archaeology to get (for example) media attention, we 
try to focus this attention on community agendas whenever we can, after 
learning what these issues are with the strategies outlined above.

Our desire would be to act in the third role, as true Collaborators, with equal 
participation from empowered community partners to defi ne and direct the 
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research. This poses problems too, however. In the ideal sense, in this scenario the 
community would help to formulate research questions, analyse results and so 
on. But the reality is that people have their own lives to lead and collaborative 
research takes a huge amount of time – time for meetings, time for reading (to be 
on common ground with respect to research questions, theories and so on) and 
time to work out the confl icts which inevitably arise. Stoecker reminds us that 
while ‘we’ – the archaeologists – may be willing to devote large chunks of time to 
a project, this is because we see this as our ‘job’. Local and indigenous community 
members may not have that luxury, especially when they have to go to their real 
(paying) jobs every day. Over the past fi fteen years, with two different projects, I 
have found few participants who are willing to be true research partners.

Not surprisingly, communities sometimes prefer to call upon the experts to 
work for them – and why not? After all, corporations and the rich hire 
consultants to do things for them, and I would argue that indigenous people 
should have access to the same sort of expertise, and have the same sort of 
power with regard to work that takes place in their community. In addition, as 
a practical matter, a report with a PhD’s name on it may serve community 
interests more than one which does not (Stoecker 1997). So, even though I 
continually seek mutually empowered collaborative relationships, and 
welcome them when they emerge, I am not surprised when they do not.

The last point I want to bring in from Stoecker’s work is that we also need 
to problematise the whole notion of thinking that participatory projects are 
‘research’. Even though I have characterised my observations in this essay as 
data, the projects I work with are, at the core, community organising and/or 
development projects, of which my research is only one piece. When we think 
of participatory research in this way, we can defi ne our roles in terms of a larger 
context in which our work ‘matters’ in a different way.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have described specifi c methodological examples derived from 
a variety of approaches, theories and philosophies, and these examples are 
organised more or less in the order I have used them over time. It is important 
to realise, however, that the work itself does not operate in such a linear, 
orderly fashion. I return to old tools when they suit, even while exploring new 
ones, and am comfortable with a fair amount of theoretical eclecticism. 
Therefore I still try to be critical and refl exive, as well as watchful for masked 
ideologies, even though I do not rely directly on critical theory as much as I 
once did. Likewise, I still attempt to frame my interactions with the public as 
pragmatic, open-ended, pluralist conversations, even when my collaborators 
and clients choose not to do so. I learn what I can from Critical Race Theory 
about working within a society still infected by race and class privilege, and I 
use insights from community organising activists to fi nd ways for my work to 
matter to one particular community.
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Archaeology does have a useful role to play in society, although discovering 
what that is is a messy process – we will make mistakes, we will be criticised 
and sometimes our work will be misunderstood. So, to return to pragmatism, 
we have to remember that our continued experiments will benefi t from 
re-evaluating old approaches, even as we stay open to new ones. In pragmatic 
terms, we still have much work to do.

Notes

1 That is, we attempted to talk about both black history and white history in the plantation 
south, without talking about either at the expense of the other. A both/and approach provides 
a framework to explore the interaction of dominant and non-dominant groups, and rejects 
simplistic defi nitions of non-dominant individuals as ‘victims who react, negatively motivated 
by dominance, without any positive viewpoints or ideology of their own’ (Spencer-Wood 
1992: 4). It also rejects defi nitions of all dominant individuals as oppressors and villains.

2 I have Victor Buchli to thank for this introduction, and for many conversations later which 
also included Lynn Meskell, Emma Blake and Suzanne Spencer-Wood.

3 Pragmatism emerged as an identifi able strain of philosophical thought in America in the 
late 1880s. It was fi rst identifi ed as such by mathematician, physicist and philosopher 
Charles Sanders Peirce (Peirce 1878) and psychologist William James (Bird 1995; James 
1996). However, glimpses of ideas that Peirce and James identifi ed as ‘pragmatic’ were 
anticipated in the writings of Ralph Waldo Emerson (Emerson 1995; West 1989). Shortly 
after Peirce and James, pragmatism was taken up by educational theorist John Dewey, who 
took it in a more action-oriented, social and political direction (Dewey 1916). During this 
early period Dewey’s pragmatism was infl uenced by Jane Addams and other female domestic 
reformers (Addams 1961), although the contributions of these women to pragmatist writing 
have only been acknowledged recently (Seigfried 1996; Spencer-Wood 1997). My own 
research tends to draw most heavily on the work of some of the later ‘neopragmatists’, most 
notably Richard Rorty, Hilary Putnam, Nancy Fraser and Cornel West. These later writers, 
while all identifying themselves as pragmatists, engage with and have been variously infl u-
enced by the work of Marx, Heidegger, Nietzsche, Derrida, Quine, Foucault, Habermas, the 
later Wittgenstein, Du Bois, Davidson and others. The sort of down-to-earth pragmatism I 
employ does not require a detailed analysis of the many differences between the ‘classical’ 
pragmatists and more recent writers. I refer readers wishing to explore such matters to any 
good reader (e.g. Goodman 1995) or to the many volumes in which these pragmatists 
engage with each other and with other philosophers (e.g. Fraser 1989; West 1989; Saatkamp 
1995; Mouffe 1996; Mounce 1997).

4 My description of these events is based on personal knowledge.
5 The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, passed by the US Congress in 

1990, which provides some measure of Native control over some types of archaeological remains.
6 I thank Fred McGhee for introducing me to this body of work (McGhee 2000).
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THE USE OF GIS 
IN LANDSCAPE HERITAGE 
AND ATTITUDES TO PLACE

Digital deep maps

Matthew Fitzjohn

Introduction 

This chapter addresses the ongoing development of information and communi-
cation technologies (ICT) as tools in archaeological research, cultural resource 
management (CRM) and Heritage Studies. The term ICT covers a wide range of 
new media and technologies, including, but not limited to, the use of computer 
game software or virtual environments for the production of digital versions of 
cultural heritage sites like Stonehenge or Thebes, social networking software, 
and cross-media interaction where these media are all merged. ICT offers 
enormous potential for the recording, documenting and archiving of cultural 
materials and sites, enabling new forms of analysis and reconstruction. They can 
also provide new modes of communicating and presenting information that 
would not otherwise be possible (Giaccardi et al. 2008; Malpas 2008). 

Importantly, ICT media are not merely tools for recording, reproducing and 
publicising heritage. They can further the development of heritage practices, and 
help us to think about how we document and present sites, materials and intangible 
heritage in ways that were previously unimagined. In doing so, ICT can help to 
capture the value of heritage, raising awareness of the importance of cultural heritage 
for our sense of the past and our sense of place (Giaccardi et al. 2008: 195–6). These 
media can enable new forms of engagement with place by drawing upon neglected 
sensory modalities or by bringing to the fore aspects of the place that are diffi cult to 
access or have gone unnoticed. Despite these possibilities, we have to ask ourselves 
whether a sense of place can be separated from the location to which it otherwise 
belongs: can we appreciate place without being in place (Malpas 2008)? 
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It is surprising that Geographical Information System (GIS), with its ability 
to locate data in their spatial context, has not been taken forward as a means to 
recreate heritage while maintaining its geographical specifi city, albeit in a 
digital environment. Perhaps it is because despite the dramatic rise in the utili-
sation of GIS as a way to manage and visualise our data, we routinely display 
our representations of cultural heritage as maps. We transform the real world 
into a manageable and understandable form, representing the world from the 
top down, with symbols, lines and polygons representing our heritage data. 
Even within the digital environment of the GIS, our representations are often 
fl at, failing to convey a real sense of the space that we are trying to represent. 

My position here is that GIS can actually allow new ways of approaching 
heritage in space, as part of a landscape. This means we can examine our data 
in place, but only if we see the medium as a dynamic platform with which we 
can be creative when expressing and investigating both our data and ideas. I 
also suggest that to do this requires us to reconsider how our instruments, data 
and media are mixed intimately into our practice (the method, recording, 
analysis and output). Rather than regarding each element as a stage of a discrete 
practice and interpretation, I see them as constituent parts in an ongoing 
process of place construction and a means to enrich and illuminate our under-
standing and experience of the heritage of a place. 

The discussion will be illustrated with an example of the ongoing devel-
opment of a GIS for the Troina Project, a landscape project based on and around 
the town of Troina in Sicily. The project is an interdisciplinary study incorpo-
rating multiple methodologies and ways of examining the long-term history of 
Troina. For Troina, we have been collating contemporary, historical and 
archaeological data – juxtaposing text, image and sound. Within this 
discussion, I will focus on a number of the methods we have used to create an 
environment within which we can collate our different datasets to contrast and 
complement each other in order to create what Pearson and Shanks have referred 
to as a kind of ‘deep map’ (2001), in this case in a digital environment. 

GIS in archaeological research and cultural resource management

The majority of data that we are interested in is either spatial in nature or has 
a spatial attribute; artefacts, structures and sites are all located in space and 
typically we record their coordinates to place them in context. Knowing the 
location and context of our data helps us to understand the signifi cance of the 
archaeological record as well as how to monitor and manage the cultural 
resources in terms of development and environmental impact. In the past few 
decades, the quality and volume of our data have increased dramatically: 
continued surveying and the ever-expanding inventory of archaeological sites 
and cultural resources require the creation of systems to store and maintain the 
data. GIS is now regarded as the essential tool for the effective management of 
spatial records and has become ubiquitous in archaeological research and 
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cultural resource management. However, the storage of increasingly large 
datasets of archaeological sites and historic information should not be the only 
aim for the creation of a GIS, just as with other types of ICT. As important as 
data management and retrieval are, it is the ability of GIS to perform spatial 
and attribute analysis that has been key to its widespread adoption. Within 
GIS it is possible to examine spatial relationships between sites of different 
period or type, to create predictive models to determine the probability of 
encountering certain types of sites on a given unit of land, and even to query 
the number of known sites within a kilometre of a proposed land development. 
Furthermore, GIS can provide visualisation of our records and different analyses 
to enable communication to a wide range of stakeholders on a project team or 
to the associated groups in the environmental, planning, development or 
political sectors. 

Despite the widespread uptake of GIS, extensive discussions and innu-
merable publications on the subject, they are not revolutionary in technical 
terms (Wheatley 2004). GIS simply comprises a variety of hardware and 
software including database management systems and computer-aided design 
and mapping. As such there has been a tendency for GIS visualisations of 
archaeological or cultural material to take the form of distribution maps that 
are offered as representations of particular cultural landscapes. The creation of 
a map links a predetermined territory of interest with features and attributes 
that have been selected by the mapmaker. Despite claims to neutrality, neither 
paper nor digital maps are inert records of topography or passive refl ections of 
the world of objects. They are socially constructed forms of knowledge that 
represent a way of conceiving, articulating and structuring the world (Daniels 
and Cosgrove 1988; Harley 1988). The creation of a map distances the observer 
from the landscape that it represents: simplifying reality for disciplinarian 
purposes of inspection.

Inevitably, all maps embody their author’s prejudices and partialities, and 
the map reveals not the ‘world’ but the agency of the mapmaker. Thus, prefer-
ences of the mapmaker determine what is included or excluded from the repre-
sentation of reality. The mapmaker’s attention will focus upon, classify and 
represent what they perceive to be of interest; in contrast, what they deem to 
be uninteresting or irrelevant is excluded. Thus there are ‘silences’ on maps 
that ultimately have consequences; they exert as much infl uence on the viewer 
as the features that are depicted (Harley 1988: 290–2).

For this reason, critics have questioned the suitability of GIS for analyses of 
how we understand place; arguing that it perpetuates the problems of stand-
ardised cartography, causing us to continue to gaze at our data in a particular 
way (Thomas 2004: 200; Webmoor 2005; Witmore 2006). Within 
geographical information science these problems have long been recognised 
(Longley et al. 2001; Rambaldi et al. 2006). Actually, practitioners of GIS 
rarely consider their outputs as defi nitive representations of a reality; they are 
more frequently used in a suggestive manner (Sturt 2006). Rather than 
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assuming, as Thomas (2004: 200) and others have done, that there is a confl ict 
between the use of GIS and investigations of cultural landscapes and place, I 
argue that GIS provides an ideal context in which we can move beyond simply 
looking at our data from the top down. We can turn our ideas of our data and 
the appropriate uses of GIS on their head by combining a wider range of land-
scape and heritage elements that represent different understandings, memories 
and emotions of place. 

The potential of GIS is already recognised within geographical information 
science, in particular in the realm of CRM in developing countries. Partici-
patory GIS (PGIS) (whether in digital and physical cartographic or model 
form) has been developed to integrate people’s spatial knowledge and diverse 
forms of information (quantitative and qualitative) in order to represent the 
existence of multiple realities of a place. Geo-referencing and visualising 
Indigenous Spatial Knowledge (ISK) help communities to promote their 
claims for the control over ancestral lands and cultural resources (including 
traditional knowledge), as well as to engage in two-way communication with 
higher-level government and economic bodies (Rambaldi et al. 2006).

One of the most recent and well-developed examples of PGIS is a joint 
Cambodian and international programme that has been developing collabo-
ration policies, monitoring approaches and GIS for site management of the 
Angkor World Heritage site in Cambodia (Fletcher et al. 2007). A wide range 
of traditional and non-traditional datasets have been gathered within this 
programme. Remote sensing data including aerial photography, radar and 
high-resolution satellite imagery have been gathered to monitor land-use 
practices and landscape change. These data have been combined with existing 
records of the archaeological sites and intensive ground survey to assess the 
impact of development and land-use change on the World Heritage site. Semi-
structured interviews with local villagers were carried out to provide local 
meanings for the natural and cultural features of the landscape. Local terms 
and place names have been used to document indigenous conceptions and 
memories of the landscape. 

These different sources of data have been incorporated into the site PGIS to 
ensure that different local, regional and international perceptions are effec-
tively represented in decision-making on heritage and development through 
participatory planning. GIS data-structures are being developed to assemble 
images, local-knowledge maps, traditional place names and other forms of 
knowledge to be linked to spatial locations. The PGIS is intended to address 
the conceptual and methodological problems of managing the entangled rela-
tionship of heritage, environment, development and social life at Angkor.

PGIS has provided a new forum through which people can express their 
ideas of place and be involved in the development and management of resources. 
The strategies of PGIS, including the integration of disparate datasets and the 
inclusion of different perceptions and representations, have great relevance for 
the development of GIS in archaeological and heritage research. 
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In archaeology and among archaeologists, different data types are not 
ascribed the same scientifi c value (Webmoor 2005: 56). There is a distinction 
between primary and supporting evidence. Photographs, for example, are a 
means to record sites and artefacts but are not a primary data source; this 
distinction is credited to the section drawing or site plan and map (Shanks 
1997: 74). In contrast to such hierarchisation of archaeological data, PGIS 
reveals the benefi t of using a wide variety of media to inform the understanding 
of a landscape. Contrary to what some critics might think, we can explore 
spatiality, archaeological evidence and cultural heritage by using GIS to inte-
grate, analyse and visualise traditional data together with the less familiar data 
that are often regarded as supplementary to ‘real’ interpretation. 

In this sense, GIS could provide the perfect medium for the creation of what 
Pearson and Shanks have called deep maps: 

rich collations and juxtapositions of the past and the contemporary, 
the political and the poetic, the factual and the fi ctional, the discursive 
and the sensual; the confl ation of oral testimony, anthology, memoir, 
biography, natural history and everything you might want to say 
about a place.

(Pearson and Shanks 2001: 64–5) 

Pearson and Shanks were concerned originally with narrative or some form of 
storytelling in performance or art installation. Building on this idea, Shanks 
and his colleagues have rightly suggested, in their collaborative project 
through Stanford University, that these modes of articulation and engagement 
can develop through web-based social software forums such as Traumwerk, a 
website where various media, online publication and comment have been 
brought together. The following sections introduce a GIS project on Troina 
that builds upon work in PGIS and in ICT environments such as Traumwerk 
to explore how we can make use of cultural material to make sense of place. 

Troina 

Troina is a small town in the southern limits of the Nebrodi mountain range 
in the Enna province of Sicily. Located on the Monte di Troina, between the 
twin peaks of Monte Panteon to the west and Monte Mugana to the east, 
Troina is the highest inhabited town in Sicily at about 1,120 metres. Once the 
capital of Roger II’s Norman kingdom in 1063, the town and region were the 
site of one of the most famous battles in the 1943 confrontation in the fi ght for 
Sicily. In the past fi fty years Troina has been the focal point for the Oasi, an 
international research centre and hospital (Figure 13.1).

As a result of the Oasi’s development and construction programme, parts of 
the town have been the subject of detailed archaeological and historical research 
that has documented Troina’s existence as a Hellenistic town through to the 
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consequent Roman (Militello 1961; Scibona 1980: 377–86; Ragusa 1995: 
33–7), Saracen and Norman occupation.

Since 1997, the Troina Project, which is directed by Drs Caroline Malone 
and Simon Stoddart, has developed interdisciplinary landscape research to 
investigate the occupation of the town and upland valley system from 
prehistory through to the modern period. The project has four main compo-
nents: excavation (Ashley et al. 2007; Malone and Stoddart 2000a, b; Malone 
et al. 2003), geomorphological study of landscape development and degra-
dation (Ayala 2004; Ayala and French 2003, 2005), intensive archaeological 
fi eld survey (Ayala and Fitzjohn 2007), and historical research in the town and 
of the regional land-use practices (Ayala 2004; Walker 2007).

The Troina GIS

At the inception of the project, GIS was developed to provide, on one level, 
the means with which all of the members of the project could input, manage 
and integrate the disparate datasets produced by each of the small studies 
within this overarching project. A secondary aim was to use the GIS as a 
means to visualise the location, spatial extent and density of the data (predom-
inantly archaeological material) across both individual sites and the entire 
survey region.

Figure 13.1 Troina: map of the town and area of archaeological research. Field survey units are 
marked on the regional map, which was created using ArcGIS.
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We have been using ESRI’s ArcGIS to manage and analyse our data. The 
GIS has been created in a similar way to that on many other archaeological 
landscape projects. We have a mixture of raster and vector layers that represent 
a wide range of information ranging from topography and geology (raster 
layers) to fi eld survey units (vector layers). Each of these layers has associated 
data ranging from artefact information attached to the layer of fi eld survey 
units to attributes of the different geological types (Figure 13.2). At this level, 
the Troina GIS offers what most other archaeological project GIS does. It has 
proved to be an invaluable way to visualise and investigate the material 
recovered in the different surveys. For example, the individual who is inter-
ested in the location of all prehistoric sites in the region can visualise the total 
distribution of prehistoric artefacts that were recovered in the fi eld survey. If 
they want further information, they can categorise these locations according to 
the typology of recovered artefacts or perform a quantitative analysis to recover 
the number of survey units from a particular period in prehistory and according 
to the number of artefacts. These data can also be examined in relation to other 
sources of information such as topography or other datasets ranging from the 
local geology to the elevation. 

While the GIS has provided a range of possibilities to visualise and interpret 
our data, it could be used to produce little more than maps of concentrations 
of fi nds. In this way, it could produce the digital version of a traditional 

Figure 13.2 Screen shot of digital geology map overlain by fi eld survey units and the river, 
with their associated data represented in the open spreadsheets
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distribution map. It may allow us to see patterns in our data more easily but 
often we end up visualising our material in a rather traditional way, perpetu-
ating what Thomas and others have objected to (e.g. Thomas 2004) rather 
than enabling new forms of engagement and understanding of place. However, 
the Troina GIS does not only provide a way to visualise the usual forms of 
archaeological landscape data. The Troina Project represents a collaboration of 
scholars who have been involved in a range of interconnected activities, ranging 
from archaeological and historical research to oral history and photographic 
documentation, that have produced a variety of data types, including but not 
limited to spreadsheets, text, illustrations, photographs, video and audio 
footage. Our GIS is the place where many of these disparate forms of data are 
fi nding a home.

One of the main ways that we have been collating and accessing these data 
is by using the often underutilised hyperlink tool to connect photographs, 
drawings and spreadsheets to our more traditional data. One of the clearest 
examples of the use of this tool is the way that we can access the conversations 
with farmers and members of the local community, which were an essential 
component of the archaeological fi eld survey and geoarchaeological research. 
These conversations provided an invaluable source of information on historic 
land-use change and the location of locally known archaeological sites. 
Furthermore, the interviews began to reveal the complexity of what we, as 
archaeologists, may have referred to as the Troina landscape. 

There were two levels of work with the local population. The fi rst often 
happened in an ad hoc fashion as we were walking the fi elds of the valley system 
or buying bread at the local panifi cio. A second form of conversation took the 
form of a series of semi-structured interviews. The structured component of the 
interviews was based upon the use of a variety of visual media to discuss life in 
the mountains (see Andrews (chapter 8) and Sørensen (chapter 9) in this volume 
for studies using semi-structured interviews). Here, I will focus on two aspects 
of the interviews: a photo elicitation study and a drawing task (see chapter 14 
(Lillehammer) in this volume for another example of the use of drawings) and 
their visualisation within the GIS (Fitzjohn 2007a). I have discussed elsewhere 
the possible ways that we could interpret and use these interviews (Fitzjohn 
2007a, b); what is important in this discussion is the way that the different 
datasets can be accessed, visualised and analysed within the GIS. 

The photographic elicitation task was based on a series of twenty-four images 
that I had taken in the town and territory of Troina. The photographs repre-
sented an equal number of images that I felt were intrinsically ‘of Troina’, and 
also those that I felt were not. During the elicitation task, I showed the photo-
graphs to the participants and asked them to respond to some specifi c ques-
tions. I was interested in their response to the subject of the photographs, not 
their perception of the aesthetic quality, the importance or value of the scene, or 
even whether they could identify where it was or what it was of. In the fi rst 
instance, I was interested to see if they felt that the photograph was ‘of Troina’. 
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Later on in the interviews, after we had looked at each of the photographs and 
the participants had offered their initial response to them, they were invited to 
discuss their ideas and impressions of the images in more detail.

The results of the photo elicitation study were then digitised as a means to 
view how those interviewed responded to the images. We created one vector 
layer that contained twenty-four polygons that correspond to the panorama in 
the relevant photograph. For example, the polygon that related to photograph 
number one represented how much space in the survey universe could be seen 
in photograph number one. Polygon 1 was also hyperlinked so that it is 
possible to view the photograph that it represents. The responses to the photo 
elicitation were input into a spreadsheet, which was then joined to each of the 
polygons. Doing this enables the user to compare the responses of the inter-
viewees, by viewing how many photographs each person had recognised, and 
to evaluate which photograph was recognised as being the most or the least as 
‘of Troina’ (Figure 13.3).

However, the identifi cation of a photograph on a GIS map does not 
adequately capture the sometime contradictory meanings and interpretations 
of that photograph in the broader discussion. Without information regarding 
the reason why it was a valued image, it is diffi cult to read any real signifi cance 
into the respondents’ reactions to the photograph. In our GIS, the linked 
spreadsheet recorded all the descriptive responses to the photographs, so that 

Figure 13.3 Three photographs from the photo elicitation study. The point from which the 
photographs were taken is represented on the map as a pair of glasses. The polygons 
correspond to the panorama represented in the photographs.
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it is possible to evaluate why particular images were valued or seen as repre-
sentative of Troina. The most obvious example of the importance of this kind 
of qualitative data was photograph twenty-four, which was of the sign that 
welcomes people travelling into Troina from the south and the east. The sign 
is located at the end of a straight section of the otherwise winding mountain 
road; it appears to have been located at this specifi c point in order to maximise 
its impact as a marker to the town. If the GIS was used to identify how many 
people felt that the photograph was of Troina, it would reveal that this was the 
second most recognised photograph, whereas the text fi le would reveal very 
different interpretations of the scene. The majority of the interviewees talked 
about the image in terms of its signifi cance as the entrance to the town, but no 
one focused upon the road sign, which one might assume gives the image its 
signifi cance. Instead, they talked about other aspects of the photograph: the 
bend in the road; the tree on the bend; or the view of the valley when one 
travels along the road. 

The second issue, highlighted by both the photographs and the sketches, 
concerns how archaeologists construct their ideas of place and how those are 
projected upon the interpretation of both archaeological landscapes and the 
importance of heritage in a region. We often ascribe historic or cultural signif-
icance to objects, sites or locales that are not even seen or valued by others. The 
interviews in Troina showed that even those features that were highly visible 
and seemed valuable to us, the academics (and also outsiders), were not neces-
sarily the most signifi cant places for others. The places that were most 
commonly referred to by the interviewees, which resulted in the most 
discussion, and which appeared on the sketches that people drew of the land-
scape of Troina, did not have monumental markers. Moreover, only some of 
the sketches featured sites that are of archaeological signifi cance. Most of the 
important places in the region were not visible to me – or if I had seen them, I 
had attributed to them a different meaning to that given by the interviewees. 
These were, for example, the places that produced the most delicious mush-
rooms or asparagus, were the favourite playgrounds of their childhood, or were 
the shortcuts to work or the best views for the sunrise. The signifi cant locales 
in the landscapes of the Troinese were related to memories of the past and 
experiences of the everyday; they did not need to be defi ned by a monumental 
marker or be associated with what we may classify as cultural resources or sites 
of historic or cultural value. The visualisation and analysis of both the photo-
graphic elicitation task and the sketch maps illustrate how GIS has consid-
erable potential as a platform where varied types of public participation with 
both qualitative and quantitative data can be collated, layered and evaluated 
to help us to think and speak about place. The privileged status of visual 
perception can be perpetuated within digital studies of landscape because 
ready-made tools exist within most GIS software for the analysis of visibility 
and inter-visibility (Gillings and Goodrick 1996: section 1.4). While many 
studies of visibility within GIS have proved to be invaluable for our 
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understanding of the past, there have been very few that have incorporated 
sound; Mlekuz (2004) and Mills (2005a, b) are notable exceptions. Aside from 
the images and maps that we have been creating and bringing together, we 
have been recording audio and movie fi les of Troina. 

The past twenty years have seen a growing interest in the archaeology of the 
senses, and in particular auditory experience. The importance of sound and 
auditory experience in our lives is without question; it is powerful in signifying 
existence, generating a sense of life and place. With sound we are always at the 
centre of both localised and more distant auditory spaces (Rodaway 1994: 103). 
Sound gives important information about the distinctive character of a location 
at different times of the day and in different seasons (Rodaway 1994: 106). 

The majority of archaeological research into sound has dealt with acoustic 
properties or resonance of tool use, the acoustic properties of a place such as a 
megalithic tomb, or studies of musical instruments such as bells (Lawson 
1999; Lawson et al. 1998; Watson and Keating 1999). Sound as a fundamental 
quality of everyday life has not been examined to the same extent, probably 
because of its ephemeral nature. It is temporal, continually coming and going, 
so typically we fail to consider the sounds or experiences of the valley system 
– what Schafer (1994) and others after would refer to as the soundscape, the 
sonic environment surrounding a person. 

In contrast to archaeology, there are a number of web-based heritage sound 
and image archives, such as the Smithsonian Global Sound, the Museo virtuale 
della memoria collettiva (MUVI) and the Silence of the Lands at the University of 
Colorado, which have invited participants to record and map their soundscapes 
in urban and natural environments (Giaccardi and Palen 2008). In a similar 
vein, we have been identifying the different auditory characteristics and activ-
ities of the various areas of the Troina valley – for example, the sounds of the 
river, of walking, of the animals and the bells – and inserting them in the GIS. 
As the GIS user moves through the digital environment investigating the 
sights of the valley, they can click on a hyperlinked point and listen to audio 
clips that might make up an individual’s soundscape. 

We have not been limited to the sounds of the landscape alone. The landscape 
and all actions within in it are multi-sensual experiences (Gibson 1968: 31; 
Merleau-Ponty 2001: 233). We are open to include all types of qualitative and 
quantitative data from all of the different aspects of research. A perfect example 
of this is La festa dei rami e della ddarata a Troina, a month of festivities held 
annually in May in honour of San Silvestro, a Basilian monk and patron saint of 
Troina. The main focus of the festivities are two pilgrimages, La festa dei rami 
(by foot) and La ddarata (by horse), to the forest of Troina, which is 40 kilo-
metres to the north in the Nebrodi mountains. As part of the historical research 
we have been digitising accounts of the festivals and identifying key locations of 
activities. This is supported with digitised routes of the processions to the 
forests; photographs of the costumes and the traditional Troinese food; and 
audio fi les and text documents of the traditional festival songs (Figure 13.4).
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A GIS user is able to investigate the history and activities of the festivals and 
examine other types of data such as different cost surface analyses. These methods 
were devised to incorporate principles of movement to understand the diffi culty 
of processing from Troina to the northern forest, where diffi culty of movement is 
based on the friction principle that it is more diffi cult to walk on an incline than 
on fl at ground (Bell and Lock 2000; Harris 2000; De Silva and Pizziolo 2001). 
Furthermore, it is possible to investigate the points of the processional route that 
receive the highest and lowest temperatures during an average May, and thus 
which may have been more or less pleasant to walk along during the day or sleep 
out in the open during particular times of the festival. The GIS is enabling us to 
say things about the festivals, not only when and where they take place but also 
related to those who participate and their potential sensory experiences. 

Conclusions

The Troina GIS began and continues to be a way for us to manage, investigate 
and visualise our data. The archaeologists are able to examine and make sense 
of the locations and distributions of both sites and artefacts, while the geomor-
phologists can study landform change. It has also become something more. 
The festival and the data from the semi-structured interviews are but two 

Figure 13.4 Screen shot of ArcGIS software in use. The question marks represent locations at 
which multimedia data were recorded. In this illustration: two photographs and audio fi le of 
La festa dei rami e della ddarata a Troina that can be viewed or heard in a media player.
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examples of the ways in which we are experimenting with our GIS. Infl uenced 
by PGIS, the development of our GIS is an ongoing process of what Pearson 
and Shanks may refer to as ‘deep map’ creation: a process through which we 
can remove the distinction between our different datasets, from maps of soil 
types or medieval mills to the sound recordings of fl ocks and festivals, as well 
as remove the distinction between the different media with which we may 
record and visualise our data. 

The different datasets do not solely provide a way for us to understand the 
past. As I have stressed in previous work (Fitzjohn 2007a, b), the perceptions 
presented in the semi-structured interviews are not those of people in the past. 
The Troinese do not occupy or make sense of the world in the way that those 
who occupied the region in the Bronze Age or the medieval period did. 
However, for a project such as ours that is studying long-term landscape 
history, the sounds that we have recorded, tastes that we have documented 
(admittedly only through photographs) and knowledge that we have iden-
tifi ed within the GIS are as valuable to our understanding of Troina as the 
distributions of Roman pottery or Iron Age tombs. They tell us about how 
this landscape is used, and manifest something of the complexity and tempo-
rality of this place. 

Furthermore, the development of the Troina Project GIS has illuminated 
several important themes that may be of use to others who are working on 
archaeological and heritage projects. In the fi rst instance, GIS is not just a tool 
to create maps. It has the potential to tie different parts of the same project 
together, to enable dialogue between those who are involved in archaeological 
research and those who are involved in more heritage-based research. It 
provides an environment where our varied types of archaeological, historic or 
even public participatory data can be collated and juxtaposed, evaluated and 
layered with the non-traditional data so that we can start to think and speak 
about place in new ways. Second, hyperlinking, an underutilised tool in GIS, 
can be used to provide access to fi eld notes, audio fi les, photographs and 
personal memories; this increases the value of each dataset as it makes it 
possible for the different members of the project to read, view or listen to the 
data in its spatial context.

There are possibilities for developing GIS to run as web-based software, 
which would enable a wider range of people to become involved in the project, 
submitting and sharing their own sounds, sites and memories to our data. In 
this sense, our GIS would be similar to the web-based software of the Silence of 
the Lands (Giaccardi and Palen 2008), and would encourage an engaged and 
collective way of not only listening to but also viewing, discussing and 
thinking about all aspects of what makes the place that is Troina.

The creation of our inclusive GIS is removing the distinction between our 
data of the past and our data of the present. By doing this we hope to challenge 
the assumed understandings and practices of space; to offer a way to under-
stand what Lefebvre (1991) has defi ned as the trialectics of lived space. In this 
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view, the fi rst space is the perceived time/space of everyday life, which is often 
represented in GIS in the form of the accumulation and mapping of the ‘factual’ 
knowledge about places and their relational properties; the second space is the 
conceived time/space of cognitive maps and conceived and imagined geogra-
phies; the third space is, in Soja’s words, a ‘rememberence-rethinking-recovery 
of spaces lost … or never sighted at all’ (Soja 1996: 81). Our GIS offers a third 
space which distinguishes it from the traditional binary mode of looking at 
place and heritage from either a material/real-world perspective or an imagined 
perspective; instead it allows us to look at Troina as a lived space in both the 
past and the present.
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MAKING THEM DRAW

The use of drawings when researching public 
attitudes towards the past

Grete Lillehammer

An approach to confl icts in space

The spatiality of cultural heritage in the landscape is frequently the cause of 
dispute and outrage involving local communities. On a global scale confl icts 
in the landscape form part of social, economic, political and religious struggles 
between groups who have different interests with regard to the cultural 
heritage. It is a debate about identity and values, the vulnerable core of qual-
ities that make up the contradictory attitudes of those who either cherish or 
despise the thought of having to live with the cultural heritage. Some would 
even consider dissonance to be a characteristic feature of the relationship 
between resource management and cultural heritage (Turnbridge and 
Ashworth 1996). My case study of such present-day confl icts, where two types 
of professional landscape management regimes were investigated (Lillehammer 
2007, 2005, 2004, 2001), developed a particular method in order to overcome 
the dissonance between the two groups.

The overall objective was to investigate public attitudes towards cultural 
heritage in a rural district of south-western Norway (Figure 14.1), and to 
explore how these attitudes infl uenced the environmental management of the 
landscape. Notably, in this case the confl ict between the two management 
groups was harsh and heavy, and had been so for a long time, which meant that 
the development of new methods suitable for analysing the hot social and 
political climate was required. The uncomfortable situation of dissonance in 
the landscape management made me decide on a research procedure from the 
phenomenological point of view of the practitioner. In order to stick to the 
practical side of the object of study, this is also how I will here present the 
process of searching for a suitable method.
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Figure 14.1 Location of the case study, Hå municipality of the Jæren region, Rogaland county, 
south-western Norway (source: Museum of Archaeology, University of Stavanger)
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To start with my own point of departure, the initial idea, which remained 
infl uential throughout the study, was to use my qualifi cation as an archae-
ologist and my early training as an undergraduate in art history and ethnology 
in the research. Apart from discussing phenomenology in the process of 
practising it (see Lillehammer 2005, 2004), my aim was to fi nd an approach 
which could set aside problems already known to exist between the 
management groups. I expected the approach would open up new avenues 
for exploring the uneasy fi eld of strained power relations between them, but 
which in the analytical process would need and allow a refl exive analysis to 
follow the investigation. 

The approach was a matter of fi nding methodological applications suitable 
for this purpose, because in my case some of the means were already there. I 
had been awarded a scholarship from the Norwegian Research Council in 
support of the project which I had already initiated (Lillehammer 1996). 
General questions about the confl ict had been formulated as a joint venture 
between two types of managers (Groups 1 and 2, i.e. farmers and environ-
mental bureaucrats (including archaeologists)). Now, I was looking for theo-
retical and methodological approaches that could be used to study this 
in-between relationship of the two groups. I was sponsored by the Department 
of Archaeology, University of Cambridge, and was happily located in the 
University Library. Day by day I contentedly handled and systematically 
recorded books of interest. One day I found myself in the geography section of 
the library, and it was there that I found what I was looking for. What it was 
that I discovered on the shelves, I will return to later.

The project 

The research of this case study was to investigate ‘Landscape confl icts: cultural 
heritage and cultural perception. “Fairy ring” monuments, out-lying fi elds 
and heath-land in Hå municipality of Rogaland, SW-Norway’ (Lillehammer 
2007). This is a theoretical and empirical study of how management of the 
cultural heritage and the environment is perceived by the two different interest 
groups of bureaucrats and farmers in the local society. The study is limited to 
a district where much of the cultural heritage and the environment surrounding 
it are often in confl ict with agricultural land use and are therefore cleared away 
unintentionally or illegally by farming activities. The analyses include archae-
ological, palynological and geological investigations of a particular type of 
protected monument, which has been singled out to represent the cultural 
heritage specifi c to the rural district. To meet the demands of this scientifi c 
analysis, the category of monument had to be non-distinct in the environment 
and on the surface. To spot it, the managers need a special interest in the past 
landscape or specialist knowledge of its function and place in the cultural 
environment. Also, for preservation purposes the monuments and their envi-
ronment must be vulnerable and threatened by specialised farming practice 
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and land use adapted to the local environmental conditions (Lillehammer 
2007, 2005, 2004; Lillehammer and Prøsch-Danielsen 2001; Prøsch-Danielsen 
2001; Prøsch-Danielsen and Simonsen 2000a, b). 

The monuments chosen to fi t these requirements are a group of mysterious 
earthworks (Figure 14.2a–b), the so-called ‘alvedans’, in English ‘fairy-circles’, 
or in Orkadian ‘fairy rings’ (Lillehammer 2005:103, fi g. 3a–b). The earth-
works had been recorded, investigated and debated as favoured objects of local 
folk belief and superstition since the 1820s. The monuments consist of an 
enclosure defi ned by a bank and a circular, oval, rectangular or U-shaped ditch 
in loose deposits. These are linked with a specifi c type of environment, the 
coastal heath-lands of south-western Norway, which has an Atlantic distri-
bution (Steinnes 1988: 8–9; Kaland 1979; Skogen 1974). The set-up of the 
study was two-sided. It aimed fi rstly to increase the knowledge about the age, 
function and context of the earthworks in relationship to the environment, 
and to answer the question of continuity–discontinuity in the past landscape 
compared to the present-day landscape. Second, the aim was to gain a wider 
understanding of the cultural perceptions and attitudes among present 
managers of the rural landscape towards the protection of these monuments 
and their environment.

The interdisciplinary investigation revealed that the monuments selected 
for examination were the bases of haystacks in the marginal land of outfi elds 
dating to between the end of the Early Iron Age (cal. AD 410–50) and recent 
periods (AD 1835–c. 1970) (Lillehammer 2007, 2005, 2004; Lillehammer and 
Prøsch-Danielsen 2001; Prøsch-Danielsen 2001). It also showed that 
knowledge of the fairy myth tradition as well as that of the long and enduring 
tradition of original use was now extinct or almost dying out among the local 
farmers. The fi ndings supported the information which was collected regarding 
attitudes towards the preservation in the landscape. There is a difference in 
cultural attitude between farmers and bureaucrats. The two professions of 
landscape managers represent interests that have the potential for confl icts in 
the future. Their perspectives differ; they have a different time perspective, 
both ‘backwards’ and ‘forwards’, as expressed in how they perceive farming as 
either a long or short history, in choice of value and in their perception of the 
landscape (Lillehammer 2007, 2005).

The idea of drawing landscapes

Here I shall not dwell on the details of this interdisciplinary collaborative 
study, but focus on the methods, which were used to carry out the second part 
of the study. In the fi rst part I had asked about the pre-modern background to 
the historic relics, their environment and change of use (Lillehammer 2005: 
chapter 5; 2004). Now, however, I was looking for methods that could link 
the fi rst part with the second part of the research. I was asking about the atti-
tudes which formed the modern background for the preservation or destruction 
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Figure 14.2 Fairy rings: (a) Fairy ring in grassy fi eld at summertime (photo: Lisbeth Prøsch-
Danielsen), (b) Fairy ring in pasture at wintertime. A large stone is situated in the ditch 
(photo: Lisbeth Prøsch-Danielsen).

(a)

(b)
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of the monuments in these people’s environment. In particular I wanted to 
catch the cultural gaze of farmers towards outfi elds and outland (Lillehammer 
2007) and to use this as the basis for understanding their attitudes towards 
environmental management, which the public perceive as most properly 
carried out by bureaucrats.

The initial plan was to interview both farmers and bureaucrats about 
their knowledge of the historic relics and their views on the management 
of the cultural environment which aim at preventing it from being further 
cultivated. The challenge was how to approach the problem of testing 
these recordings in relation to attitudes towards the marginal landscape of 
outfi elds and outland. As mentioned previously, I had brought myself as 
far as the shelves in the geography section of the University Library. I was 
browsing through an American handbook on human geography for 
planners of land use (Lowe and Pederson 1983). One chapter dealt with the 
issue of perceiving environments. Another chapter discussed the parti-
tioning of space and the allocation of land in non-capitalist economies 
compared with the allocation of profi t maximisation and competition in 
modern capitalist economies. 

The outline in the handbook suited my approach well enough for dealing 
with a continuity/discontinuity pattern of land use which differed between a 
pre-modern and a modern landscape. In the handbook, I discovered six illus-
trations of cognitive mapping and understandings of the environment which 
caught my attention. Among these were two sketch maps of the city of 
Sunderland, England, two mental maps of Idaho Falls, in the USA, one map of 
crop distribution on a farm in central Spain and one model on the idealised 
zones of agricultural land use (Lowe and Pederson 1983: 34, fi gs 2–11; 36, fi gs 
2–12; 224, fi g. 11; 238, fi gs11–14). In the end, I decided to copy some of the 
relevant pages and put them among the collection of ‘bright ideas’ I gathered 
systematically while doing the literature study.

Making them draw

Back in Norway, while making preparations for the round of interviews with 
the managers, I decided to give the handbook collection a second thought. I 
fi gured out that making the informants draw landscapes would combine well 
with the situation of interviewing them. Each interview should end with a 
free invitation to draw, but I had to consider what type of landscape. As the 
focus of analysis was on marginal land management, an approach that might 
get it all in one shot was to concentrate on a single motif. This type of motif 
had to be more or less familiar to both groups of managers. A motif showing 
the typical farm in the rural district, the so-called ‘Jæren farm’, would tie the 
whole land property of each farmstead together, including the marginal areas 
in the outfi elds and outland. The motif would also cover aspects laid down 
and marked on the offi cial ordnance maps (Økonomisk Kartverk). The general 
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task of both groups should be to draw ‘Jæren farm’ as they saw it, and to name 
the inventory in the landscape. Their specifi c task should be to mark the 
location of cultural heritage remains, including fairy circles, and to mark the 
centre of the farm. In this way I expected the test to reveal their knowledge 
about the landscape distribution of ancient monuments and fairy circles and 
their perceptions of spatial locations most vital to the agricultural running of 
‘Jæren farm’.

Since the overall method was that of practising phenomenology (Lille-
hammer 2005, 2004), there would be no rules laid out for me to follow in 
this procedure. I did not know beforehand whether the procedure would be 
feasible or the results would end in complete failure. I decided to carry it 
out according to the above description in an experimental manner with 
both groups. I restricted myself to considering only the explanations given 
in the copies of reference literature on perceiving environments and parti-
tioning space. These concerned the examination of distance as a dimension 
of images and the distance relationships that determine the arrangement of 
spatial schemata and the structure of mental maps (Lowe and Pederson 
1983: 29). Cognitive maps are products of the mind’s ordering of infor-
mation. In general the confl icts of cultural heritage management often arise 
when farmers have initiated new plans for expanding the use of agricultural 
areas at the farms. The outcome of dealing with these plans is the result of 
outside decision-making by the heritage management. Therefore I antici-
pated various sets of landscape schemata in the mental ordering of the 
diverse conditions in the agricultural landscape, such as the distribution of 
buildings, land use, and natural and cultural resources in the landscape. 
However, I chose not to conduct an extensive critical reading about envi-
ronmental knowledge with regard to theories, research and methods 
involved in such processes in preparation for the task. Instead I chose to 
make my way through the whole operation as freely and openly as possible 
to see what happened.

Nearly 80 per cent of the participants responded positively to the task of 
drawing the landscape of ‘Jæren farm’. Only a few withdrew reluctantly from 
the task, giving excuses that ranged from being a bad draughtsman to being 
uninterested. Others were quite enthusiastic, performing the task at once, 
without any hesitation, and even producing three-dimensional images. Some 
of the participants sketched maps without even asking. Others stopped while 
struggling with the problem of solving the task given to them. When they 
discussed it with me, I made some suggestions about their own preferences, 
pointing at options such as sketching or mapping landscapes. The result 
came out as 97 per cent sketch maps (exemplifi ed by Figure 14.3a), 2 per 
cent zone models (as seen in Figure 14.3b) and 1 per cent landscape sketches 
(Figure 14.3c). The sketch maps were rough drafts of landscape plans similar 
to the construction of ordinary maps. The zone models were drawings of 
principal landscape structures according to a zonation from the centre to the 
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outskirts of the agricultural land. The landscape sketches were drawings of 
three-dimensional landscapes (Lillehammer 2005: 199, fi g. 55A–F). While 
carrying out an evaluation of all the documentation (such as interviews, 
tapes, transcripts, notes, reports) collected for analysis, I noticed that the 
most representative record according to person and gender was actually the 
drawings made by the two groups. I decided therefore to use the drawings as 
the main source of study, and to include the interviews as supporting evidence 
in the analysis.

(a)

(b)
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Beneath the surface

At this stage in the process, I was not clear about what else to do with the 
drawings. I concentrated fi rstly on getting the interviews into a readable shape 
in order to prepare the material for the analysis. Second, I looked through the 
copies of reference literature from the University Library seeking methodo-
logical advice, or at least I was hoping for some ideas that could serve as a way 
to continue with the research work. As the overwhelming majority of the 
drawings were sketch maps, I went back to the handbook and dwelled on the 
following passage: 

The mental map of one’s immediate environment evolves to guide 
daily behaviour. Other mental maps evolve as organisational structure 
to arrange haphazardly acquired but potentially useful locational 
information. Both type of maps have behavioural implications. The 
mental map of one’s immediate environment is used in day-to-day 
decision making … Mental maps of more distant areas serve a number 
of purposes: motivation, decision making and spatial search.

(Lowe and Pederson 1983: 36)

Figure 14.3 Three landscape drawings of ‘Jæren farm’: (a) Sketch map, (b) Zone model and (c) 
Landscape sketch

(c)
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While reading the passage I recognised a distinctive structure of spatial schemata 
which could separate mental maps into different types in terms of their relation 
to human behaviour in the landscape. This meant that based on their spatial 
schemata the drawings could be divided into two distinct groups: (1) a type of 
map for daily use in the immediate environment, that is, the domestic landscape 
near to a habitat or the habitat itself, and (2) a type of map for organisational 
information purposes, that is, the landscape of surveillance far from the habitat. 
In short, there could be at least two different cultural images presented on mental 
maps. Maps are likely to be characterised in terms of their origin and date, their 
position in the development of techniques for surveying and production, and 
their geographical accuracy. They are also assessed as historic documents with 
hidden meanings (Delano-Smith 2001; Harley and Laxton 2001). When analysed 
critically in their proper context, the mapping practice could link the infor-
mation presented upon drawings to the management of a cultural landscape and 
the legitimisation or transaction of power over the land. Deliberate distortion or 
manipulation of map content for political or other purposes by individuals, state 
bureaucracy or the market can be traced through the history of maps (see Harley 
and Laxton 2001: 60–5). These factors become evident when maps are considered 
to show ownership to property, property rights and the relationship between 
territorial divisions of land and long-term structural changes in the agricultural 
transition from pre-modern to modern landscapes (see Lillehammer 2007).

While pondering the construction of perspectives in the landscape drawings, 
I decided to spread out the whole collection, and to look it over in order to see 
whether I could sense some lines and forms of patterns. I recognised some simi-
larities and differences between the drawings, which were diffi cult to single out 
without the application of a more refi ned method. I then returned to the inter-
views and concentrated on defi ning the managers as draughtsmen more closely. I 
had prepared a questionnaire for each group beforehand (Lillehammer 2005: 
252–5; 2004) which I had used as a mental guide to support me during the 
interviews. The sessions had been taped, and a short report on the atmosphere 
and setting together with an abstract of the essential keynotes in the conversation 
had been summarised right after each interview. Afterwards, transcripts of the 
tapes had been typed, then sorted out and fi led together with the drawings. 

Now I would continue by analysing systematically the social background of 
the managers and their relationship to place and farmsteads in the landscape. I 
went repeatedly through the whole series of questions focusing on keywords in 
the questionnaire, such as ‘farming’, ‘being a farmer’, ‘cultural heritage’, ‘land-
scape protection’, ‘preservation of outfi elds’, ‘outland’. By looking for those 
elaborations of subtle and intersecting factors that converge to form a particular 
interview (Briggs 1986: 22–3), I could engage with the interviews in a way 
that deepened my understanding of the patterns and see them as the index of an 
ethical relation between confl icting and competing elements (Lillehammer 
2005: 178; Levinas 1996). I found that the two groups of professions had 
different social and practical lifestyles. However, except for a very small 
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minority of bureaucrats, all shared a similar blending of offi cial and private 
interests in their attitudes towards managing the landscape. The fi nds were 
disturbing from an ethical point of view. I had expected the bureaucrats to take 
a more objective stand to these questions than the farmers, and the results made 
me ask if some of these preferences were shown on the landscape drawings. 

Next, I therefore decided to return to the drawings, looking in particular 
for spatial schemata in the landscape in order to compare the two groups of 
managers with each other. The drawings of the landscapes had been 
constructed as sequential arrangements of elements from a bird’s-eye view 
without my instructions (see Figure 14.3 a–c). As the focus of the case 
study was on the preservation of cultural heritage remains in outfields and 
outlands, all the elements marked on the drawings were registered and 
ordered systematically, starting with the outskirts of the farm, followed 
by the outland/outfield, the infield, and then ending with the farmyard 
(Lillehammer 2005: 256–7; 2004). 

The common references on the drawings by both groups turned out to be 
social, economic, legal, historic and geographic elements of the rural landscape 
(Lillehammer 2005: 200, table 10; 2004: 204, table 10). On the other hand, the 
landscapes differed from each other with reference to variation in details, such as 
place names, location of crop distribution, natural conditions and topography. 
Therefore, each group of managers had drawn landscapes that were distinct 
from each other (Lillehammer 2007, 2005, 2004). The analysis confi rmed that 
the farmers had a more intimate relationship to their homesteads compared to 
the references of the bureaucrats, who – being outsiders – were more distant 
from the farms and had presented the landscape drawn from afar. 

The strategy to follow from here was to defi ne the landscape of ‘Jæren farm’ 
more precisely using the method of visual perception. I looked in particular for 
focal points in the landscape in correlation with the rectangular shape of the 
drawing sheet (Lillehammer 2005: 202–4, tables 11–15; 2004). The selection 
of focal points was based on two traditional models of integrated farming 
systems which included a centre and where the different economic, social and 
cultural parts complemented each other (Lillehammer 2007: 164–7). These 
focal points of interest were accommodated to include the draughtsperson’s 
placing of farmyard, agricultural resource areas and archaeological heritage 
monuments in the landscape drawing of ‘Jæren farm’. This included therefore 
locating and marking the perceived centre of the ‘Jæren farm’ as indicated by 
the draughtsperson’s use of the paper size. In practice this was done by placing 
a grid system over the drawing and locating the centre at the crossing of the 
grid lines (Figure 14.4). It also involved locating the viewing position of the 
draughtsperson to establish whether a close or distant viewpoint was imagined 
when he or she was sketching the landscape (Figure 14.5). 

Finally, the results were tested against the location of economic production 
areas and the distribution of archaeological heritage in comparison with the 
offi cial ordnance maps (Økonomisk Kartverk), looking in particular for the 
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Figure 14.4. Marking the centre at ‘Jæren farm’ in the drawing of a sketch map according to a 
partitioning grid system
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Figure 14.5 Location of the viewpoint position of the draughtsperson (position indicated by 
arrow) when producing a sketch map of ‘Jæren farm’
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distribution of cultural heritage remains in the drawings of the farmers 
(Lillehammer 2005: 207, table 16; 209, table 17; 2004). On the basis of 
these analyses I found that the two groups had cognitive landscape profi les 
that differed distinctly between economic–aesthetic and cultural historic–
aesthetic values (Lillehammer 2005: 205, fi g. 56; 2004), and that these were 
in confl ict with each other. The analysis showed that the farmers rarely used 
the courtyard as the central point, but rather placed it at the periphery of the 
drawing. At the same time, whereas most of their drawings used a nearby 
viewpoint, the courtyard is perceived as the centre of the far. In contrast, the 
bureaucrats, if they centred their drawing on the courtyard, viewed it from 
afar or, more commonly, from another viewpoint. There were some examples 
of them producing drawings where the courtyard was placed peripherally 
and a nearby viewpoint used, but the majority of their drawings placed the 
courtyard peripheral on the page and used a viewpoint from afar. 

The perceived centre of cultural heritage management in the environment 
was not concurrent with the centre of agriculture in the landscape. The bureau-
crats had a far better understanding of the central requirements of the agricul-
tural management of ‘Jæren farm’ than the farmers had in their management 
of the cultural remains in the agricultural environment. The farmers were 
ambivalent or uninterested in the environmental heritage issue since their 
cultural gaze lay elsewhere. Focusing strongly upon the economy of running 
the farms, they had a far more consistent management style of practical-prag-
matic planning of a bio-industrial landscape than the environmental bureau-
crats had in planning the management of the cultural heritage landscape 
(Lillehammer 2007, 2005, 2004). 

Explaining the method

The point of departure for drawing landscapes had been my early university 
training in ethnology and art history. Ethnology aided me in coping with the 
historical part of agricultural phenomena, especially the geographical distri-
bution of cultural heritage in the region. When approaching art history I 
rediscovered methods which were used somewhat intuitively in order to expe-
rience what happened in the process. This was carried out in an experimental 
fashion, and from my point of view the method was plain and simple sailing. 
Critically speaking, the approach was less conscious than the interdisciplinary 
research method featured in the fi rst study of the ‘fairy ring’ monuments, their 
localities and the environmental conditions surrounding the monuments in 
the agricultural landscape. The procedure was more suited to the process of 
forcing one’s backbones to come out and rattle in front of you. 

In retrospect, I combined the geographical method of distribution with two 
central methodological traditions in art history. One was the formalistic 
tradition derived from Heinrich Wölffl in (Wölffl in 1957), which expressed 
itself in the comparative analyses of surface patterns from the lines and volumes 
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in the drawings. The other was the iconographical tradition derived from Erwin 
Panofsky (1939), refl ected in the emphasis on studying the underlying prin-
ciples of the drawings in order to reveal the persuasion condensed in one work.

In this context I will comment on the second method, linked as it is with 
the fi rst. In art history iconography developed as a method of looking at 
painting forms as a mode of literary representation. Due to the infl uence of the 
philosopher Ernst Cassirer, who wrote about symbolic forms, symbolic values 
were analysed in terms of what they imply within the imagery of a painting 
(Daniels and Cosgrove 2003: 1–4). Initially, I had begun my research by 
reading Cassirer (1994) to focus on the subject of cultural confl icts in the land-
scape. While writing this essay I was reminded of this particular relationship. 
How Cassirer infl uenced the approach of ‘making them draw’ is hard to tell in 
retrospect, except for his approach of ‘reading what we see’, and his symbolic 
thinking lingered in the deep recesses of my mind as a pre-thought. What I 
draw from the experimenting experience is that in the end the research method 
became my own accomplishment. Cassirer’s thoughts made me look for struc-
tures underlying the patterns which governed the formal outlines of the 
drawings. This led me to interpret the symbolic levels embedded in the lines 
and forms of the landscapes, and to proceed even further by reaching for the 
areas governing the cognitive landscape of the managers. 

Conclusion

In the end the results of the study suggest that both means and methods were 
successful. It is evident that the journey to Cambridge was worth all the time, 
money and energy invested in the visit. I actually found what I was looking 
for: a method that was easy to carry out for the participants. While examining 
the context I was working on I also discovered that my aim could be easily 
achieved in the analytical part of the research procedure. Thanks to the practice 
of the phenomenological approach, I had turned to the application of drawings 
more openly and freely than I would have in another more formal setting. I 
was working independently and on my own.

By linking the interviews with the methodological traditions of analysing 
landscapes in art history, the approach of formal and iconographic applications 
used on the collection of drawings is comparable to that of a diagnostician or 
the inspector in a criminal plot. The idea of maps as the manipulated form of 
knowledge of an empowerment of land use made it possible to approach the 
cultural practice of informants from a new angle, and to widen the scope of 
analysis. Not only did the method of drawing landscapes supplement the 
interviews, but it became the practical vehicle to look for meanings that were 
hidden on the surface, or diffi cult to reach only through the interviews. 

In situations of strong spatial confl icts, such as between the agricultural and 
cultural heritage management on Jæren, the relationship between specialist 
professions is a paramount consideration. The lessening of tensions by having 
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fun together opens new avenues for transgressing the protective boundaries of 
cultural intimacy (Herzfeld 1997). The practical method of drawing landscapes 
has obtained far more general theoretical implications on landscape perception 
and power relations than was expected at the beginning of the research investi-
gation. Evidently the outcome of the study demonstrates the close link between 
theory and method in being an innovative process of transformation. The poten-
tiality of applying methods generated from the theory of different disciplines 
stresses the importance for Heritage Studies and archaeology continuing to 
explore and even further extend its means of investigation.
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THE HERITAGESCAPE

Looking at heritage sites

Mary-Catherine E. Garden

Introduction

For those engaged in studying heritage, the notion of the ‘heritage site’ 
presents one of the most fundamental paradoxes in the discipline. On the one 
hand heritage sites are highly familiar spaces that tend to be readily recog-
nised; on the other, after nearly twenty years our understanding of just what 
heritage sites ‘do’ and how they ‘work’ remains incomplete. This is not for lack 
of trying. Over the past twenty years considerable effort has been directed to 
investigating the myriad of places that fall under the heading of ‘heritage site’. 
Yet, despite a widespread and almost innate familiarity with these places, a 
number of fundamental questions continue to be unanswered.

There are a number of reasons why so many issues remain unresolved but 
one of the most signifi cant is that, to date, there is no agreed-upon or even 
widely used methodology which might be applied to heritage sites. Indeed, 
even the vocabulary we use and the sets of terms coined are by no means 
pervasive. Such is the extent of this trend that, despite an intuitive sense of 
what a heritage site is, currently there is no common or agreed-upon under-
standing of these places. Apart from the more obvious diffi culties created by 
this omission, the impact runs much deeper and affects our understanding of 
the larger notion of heritage (Garden 2004).

Among the points upon which most researchers agree are the importance of 
heritage sites in the creation of identity (e.g. Smith 2006: 68) and in the devel-
opment of a sense of ‘the past’ (Corbin 2002: 225; Little 2007: 139). Heritage 
sites are both tangible places, that is, bounded physical space, and cultural 
constructs – unique and highly experiential social spaces – and it is here that 
the paradox begins to emerge. As physical places – sites on the landscape – 
heritage sites are relatively easy to identify, yet as cultural constructs they are 
much more diffi cult to grasp. These qualities mean that in order to develop a 
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means of analysis that will allow a better understanding of these unique social 
spaces, the methodology must be replicable and transparent, but it must also 
be able to capture a sense of heritage sites as both tangible and intangible 
spaces and also as places ‘of the past’. This chapter will consider this challenge 
and will offer a new method – the heritagescape – as a means of addressing some 
of the problems currently surrounding heritage sites. 

The key to the heritagescape is an acceptance of the notion that all heritage 
sites are landscapes. Thinking of a heritage site as a landscape has the important 
outcome of locating a site within its larger environment – offering a more 
integrated sense of these spaces within their surroundings. Another benefi t of 
this is that we are able to draw on methods and theories arising from research 
in landscape archaeology, enabling us to better capture the complexities of a 
heritage site. 

Research to date

Heritage sites are distinct spaces that make up some of the most familiar and 
tangible elements of ‘the past’. Occupying a space on both the physical land-
scape and within the landscape of memory these places can act as markers or 
way-stones for individuals to connect to a wider sense of heritage and to locate 
themselves within the larger group and existing identities. As cultural 
constructs we know that heritage sites can be key to locating ourselves in time 
and space (Corbin 2002: 225; Davis 1999: 5; Harris 1993: 5; Teather and 
Chow 2003: 93; Walsh 1992: 105). As landscapes that take in both the 
tangible elements of a landscape of heritage and also the intangible, experi-
ential qualities, heritage sites are less well understood. 

Until quite recently a look at the index of most heritage-themed texts would 
have failed to produce even a single entry for ‘heritage site’. Instead, one would 
fi nd countless other terms, including ‘heritage visitor attractions’ (Leask and 
Yeoman 1999), ‘heritage centres’ (Carman 2003; Hems and Blockley 2006; 
Howard 2003; Walsh 1992), ‘heritage experiences’ (Millar 1999; Prentice 
1991; Walsh 1992) and ‘heritage properties’ (UNESCO: http://whc.unesco.
org). In the past few years ‘heritage site’ has begun to fi nd its way into the 
indices of textbooks, readers (e.g. Corsane 2005) and monographs (Smith 
2006); however, once again most of these are concerned with issues (e.g. inter-
pretation or performance) at heritage sites rather than the sites themselves. 
This all might seem a pedantic splitting of hairs – particularly the listing of 
alternative terms which, after all, clearly refer to what most people would 
immediately recognise as a heritage site. However, I suggest that this profusion 
of terms is symptomatic of the much deeper issue of a lack of understanding of 
what qualities characterise heritage sites. Not only do we lack the means to 
investigate, we also lack the words to discuss these spaces.

The investigations that have been undertaken today can be characterised in 
terms of a few signifi cant trends that have in turn infl uenced the current, 
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accepted understanding of heritage sites. In the absence of a widely accepted or 
overarching methodology much of this early work still holds as the benchmark 
for new research. 

One of the simplest, yet most fundamental, impediments to a more complete 
sense of heritage sites is a continuing failure to agree upon a collective list of 
those places which are most often described as ‘heritage sites’. What may for 
one researcher be an obvious candidate as a heritage site may be something 
quite different for another.1 In an attempt to resolve these and other issues 
surrounding heritage sites, many researchers have previously relied upon 
methodologies which are based upon a rigidly defi ned set of criteria. Using 
this tactic – essentially a ‘laundry list’ approach – sites have been compared 
using the presence or absence of key elements (e.g. Stone and Planel 1999). 
Typically, this entails using a template site, which often results in one heritage 
site being ‘read’ off another. What often happens in these cases is that the indi-
vidual qualities – the personality – of a site are lost as we impose a veneer of 
‘sameness’ on heritage sites. 

Because it has long been the trend to defi ne heritage sites based upon specifi c 
elements and/or imposed criteria, there has been a tendency to compare sites 
that appear to be similar. Thus it may be that while, intuitively, we recognise 
that, for example, not all museums are similar or operate in the same way, the 
inclination to group sites with the same titles together means that the under-
standing of their differences becomes hazy. Equally importantly, it can craft a 
false hierarchy of sites where one well-known or established site is set up as an 
exemplar; in this way a site like Stonehenge becomes the shorthand for all 
ancient monuments and the Swedish open-air museum Skansen stands in for 
all open-air sites. Once again this may lead to like being grouped with like, 
threatening to seriously limit any discourse. Usually it also means that any one 
analysis will cover only a very narrow range of sites.

Another important feature of the work undertaken to date is that much of 
this research has been polarised, with one set of studies focusing on how indi-
viduals react to, use or interpret a site, and another set concentrating on the 
material components of a site. The fi rst approach is usually weighted towards 
the perceptions of the visitors and often fails to fully acknowledge the role of 
the landscape in creating those experiences. Others who choose to look at the 
messages being conveyed by heritage sites have focused their analyses on the 
tangible components of the site, viewing structures or other material elements 
as objects through which meaning is fi ltered. A common oversight here is a 
failure to consider the empty spaces in between the buildings/structures. More 
critically, this focus may result in the blurring of a critical distinction between 
objects as conveyors of meaning in display-based environments and those at a 
more experiential site. Ultimately neither of these two approaches is able to 
suffi ciently account for the multiple functions of heritage sites, which can have 
important roles as interactive social spaces along with their more traditional 
roles of conserving, marking or preserving the past. This polarisation has 
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prevented a comprehensive and coherent understanding of the complexities 
and the multiple processes that make up a heritage site. 

One issue that has not yet been discussed is the role of change and other 
processes that occur at a heritage site. These notions remain underexplored 
and poorly understood. No doubt the long-held habit of viewing heritage sites 
as ‘frozen’ or ‘static’ (e.g. Cooper 1997: 157; Laenen 1988; Shanks and Tilley 
1992: 85) has stood in the way of developing a fuller sense of the heritage site 
as a landscape. Without this it has been diffi cult to recognise the heritage site 
as a protean space, ‘not so much artefact as in process of change’ (Bender 1993: 
3), and this has made it diffi cult, if not impossible, to identify the many proc-
esses that accompany a heritage site over time. In the 1980s and early 1990s 
there was a strong inclination to explore heritage sites as they were in the 
process of change from private or individual heritage to a public or group past. 
This was generally referred to as a process of transformation. This is of immense 
value, but it is not the same as understanding extant heritage sites and how 
they evolve and change over time. In those instances where the process of 
change explicitly has been included in an analysis, the attention was on the 
changes that occurred within the strategies of interpretation in the face of 
changing social mores and an evolving historiography (Gable and Handler 
1996; Handler and Gable 1997; Knell et al. 2007; Lowenthal 1998: 135; 
Rowan and Baram 2004; Uzzell and Ballyntyne 1998). 

Recent research suggests that many of the older ideas and infl uences that 
have directed the way that heritage sites are understood and analysed are, at 
long last, beginning to be replaced by a more nuanced and coherent under-
standing. In the process, accepted notions such as authenticity are being ques-
tioned. Rather than focusing on whether a site is ‘real’ we are beginning to 
understand that the ‘vividness’ of the experience is as important as whether it 
is ‘real’ (e.g. Holtorf 2005: 112). It is the way in which the site (and ‘the past’) 
is being conveyed and the resonance of the experience of the heritage site that 
ultimately will determine the strength of the sense of place. It is only more 
recently that we have come to fully realise that heritage sites are much more 
than undifferentiated space (Bagnall 2003; Mason 2005). 

Looking back at these approaches, it quickly becomes apparent that to begin 
to grasp the notion of the ‘heritage site’ and to develop a coherent, replicable 
and transparent methodology, we need to acknowledge that these are protean 
spaces which are at the same time both distinct from and fully integrated into 
the larger landscape. Heritage sites operate both as places ‘apart’ and as places 
of ‘the past’. While many authors have clearly comprehended this point, few, 
if any, have acknowledged it as a key feature of heritage sites or as a quality 
which impacts on the sort of experience offered by an individual site. Instead, 
most tend to get mired in the discussion of whether a site is ‘real’ or not. This 
quality of ‘real’ is rarely defi ned but most often ends up as an evaluation of 
authenticity. Although authenticity may be operating as a form of shorthand 
for other equally or more complicated notions, in practice it has come to 
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obscure more nuanced ideas of place at heritage sites. I suggest what is needed 
is a duality of understanding and approach which will allow us, fi rst, to develop 
a stronger sense of the individual heritage site and, second, to comprehend 
these sites as part of a larger network of heritage sites.

The heritagescape

The heritagescape as a method addresses many of these issues (Garden 2004). 
First, it is structured enough that it offers a replicable and transparent means 
of analysis, yet it is also fl exible enough that it is able to accommodate the 
particular ‘personalities’ of individual heritage sites. Rather than being over-
whelmed by the differences, this methodology looks for underlying qualities 
that characterise these places. Second, the heritagescape is not meant to provide 
a single incontrovertible answer. Any analysis of heritage and/or heritage sites 
needs to offer room for a variety of perspectives and interpretations and must 
be able to identify and account for the role of change. Thus, rather than creating 
a set defi nition, the heritagescape offers a measure – a constant – against which 
individual sites may be evaluated both as specifi c places and in relation to 
other sites. Inevitably disagreement will remain among scholars but critically 
the heritagescape provides a common vocabulary. Because it is based on a 
constant it is possible to use the heritagescape to evaluate how and why conclu-
sions were reached both in the analyses of individual sites and in their compar-
isons. In the past not only did the methods vary from one analysis to another, 
often the criteria varied within the same analysis (see Shanks and Tilley 1992: 
69). This made it virtually impossible to evaluate results or to compare sites 
with any sort of coherence. Finally, the fl exibility of the methodology means 
that the heritagescape has an open-ended quality and can therefore easily 
accommodate other forms of analysis (e.g. visitor surveys) to supplement the 
information yielded from the application of the heritagescape methodology. 

Although the idea of a heritage site as a landscape is not new2 even the most 
developed of these ideas (in particular the geographer Rodaway’s work (1994: 
164) with ‘themescapes’) fails to grasp completely the complexity and the indi-
viduality of heritage sites as unique social spaces. Most work to date, including 
that considering the physicality of space and layout in museums (e.g. MacLeod 
2005), has either not been universal enough or else it has been unable to 
adequately account for important and ongoing processes. Somehow, even when 
the idea of the heritage site as a landscape has been considered in an analysis, it 
has tended to be as a synchronic concept rather than a diachronic approach.

What is novel about the way I want to think about the heritage site as a 
landscape is the way in which the analytical concept of landscape as a social 
construction is applied to the question of what qualities affect the heritage site 
as a coherent and convincing entity. It must be remembered that this model is 
predicated fi rst on the understanding that every heritage site (including 
enclosed spaces) is a landscape, and second on the assumption that there are 
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universal processes which may be found at these sites. When thinking about 
the heritagescape it is important to recognise that it is both a method and a 
concept. As a concept it is a means of describing and thinking about those 
specifi c landscapes that make up a heritage site. While the heritagescape incor-
porates some of the basic constructs of landscape theory, it is a particular idea 
that relates wholly to heritage sites. It is distinct from but at the same time an 
integral part of the larger landscape in which it is located. Like the larger land-
scape, the heritagescape is more than the sum of its physical components, and 
while centred on the site itself, it may not necessarily be restricted to the 
physical limits of the place. 

As a method the heritagescape, based upon a set of ‘guiding principles’, allows 
us to identify the components that make up a heritage site and to recognise the 
nature of the heritagescape as it is manifested at an individual site. This is a 
critical aspect of the methodology as, like in any other landscape, it is the set 
of individual components that, together, create a particular place. These 
elements play key roles in identifying the underlying processes and signifi -
cantly highlight the process of change where it most often fi rst occurs. 

In this method, three guiding principles allow sites to be evaluated against 
a constant. Each of the principles, based around ideas of (1) boundaries, (2) 
cohesion and (3) visibility, together make up the heritagescape. It is the rela-
tionship and interplay of these three principles together that is a key component 
of this methodology. Thus, while all three must always be present (in order to 
have a heritagescape) it does not necessarily follow that they will always operate 
in exactly the same way or assume the same resonance relative to each other. As 
such, a site will have a ‘robust’ or a ‘strong’ heritagescape when all three of 
these principles are operating and in approximately equal proportions. What 
this means in terms of a landscape and its character is that an open-air museum 
with a ‘robust’ heritagescape will appear as a distinct, yet integrated space: a 
landscape. For the visitors this will translate into an experience that offers a 
sense of the site being both a place ‘of the past’ and a place ‘apart’. This notion 
of the three guiding principles is intrinsic to the idea of the heritagescape 
because it is the means by which the individual and commonplace site compo-
nents (e.g. the signs, the nature of the entrances and the paths) that make up 
the landscape of each site are fi rst identifi ed and later analysed and evaluated. 
The framework of the guiding principles remains as a constant, yet its ability 
to also accommodate the individual variations that occur at the site level is a 
fundamental aspect of understanding the heritagescape.

The guiding principles, in turn, are identifi ed by applying them to tangible 
features – the site criteria – that are found at each site. These features consist of 
basic elements including fences, signs, objects and pathways that make up all 
sites. As there is no set list, however, the evaluation of the presence and/or 
nature of the site criteria remains at the level of the individual site where they 
can be identifi ed and considered on their own. It is the second step, the appli-
cation of the site criteria against the constant of the guiding principles, that 
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makes it possible to evaluate sites within the larger context of heritage sites 
and to assess their relationship with other sites. Focusing on the site criteria as 
a fi rst step means that attention is drawn to the individual components at a 
particular site. This is important for many reasons, but perhaps one of the 
most critical is that it aids in identifying change where it fi rst occurs and 
where it is most apparent to visitors and others who interact with the site. 

Before discussing some case studies in order to explore how the heritage-
scape works in practice, it is useful to spend a bit of time looking very briefl y 
at the three guiding principles. 

Boundaries

The fencing-off, demarcating or acknowledgement of the landscape of heritage 
is a seminal act that defi nes the site. Entrances (into a site) are key compo-
nents. Boundaries are an important aspect of the ongoing and original size, 
shape and appearance of the site. Comprehending the boundaries, how they 
subsume change and what they represent underlies the methodology of the 
heritagescape. While the physical boundaries of the site must not be dismissed, 
the signifi cance of the envisioned and/or understood limits of the site must be 
underscored. It is very likely that this latter set of limits may turn out to have 
greater resonance than their tangible counterparts. 

Cohesion

Simply put, cohesion is how the site ‘holds together’. It is this feature that imparts 
a sense of ‘place’ to the site. This seemingly elementary statement may indeed be 
the most complex of the three guiding principles. At one level, cohesion refers to 
how the site works together in a physical sense (and here it is most closely linked 
to the concept of boundaries). In order to be cohesive, there must be a recog-
nisable link that ties the individual components together. The point of this 
statement is not that the elements are similar; in fact, it is the very point that 
they are dissimilar that is a hallmark of cohesion. Central to the idea of cohesion 
is that all components – visible and invisible – of a site are interconnected.

Visibility

Visibility has two components: physical visibility and cultural (in)visibility. 
Beyond the more obviously physical visibility (i.e. what we see) there is the 
idea of cultural (in)visibility which refers to the way that tangible elements 
within the landscape may assume a greater or lesser presence depending on 
their roles and whether they are recognised or have been designated as 
‘heritage’. Cultural (in)visibility tends to emerge out of a changing vision of 
the past. Physical visibility is the means by which we recognise the tangible 
features that create a cohesive site and it is the way in which we identify the 
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physical limits of a site. Importantly, visibility also encompasses the idea of a 
view or a gaze, and it is a critical aspect of visibility to consider where and how 
the line of sight is employed at a particular heritage site. 

The actual analysis begins with site visits where the tangible components of 
the landscape are identifi ed and assessed. These will be made up of ordinary 
and omnipresent elements such as the fences that defi ne the edge of the site, 
the means by which to enter, and the signs and maps that direct visitors 
through the space. The public interpretative material (including guidebooks, 
maps, audiovisual presentations) also reveals the way that the institution 
perceives and/or hopes to portray the site to those who interact with it. Likewise, 
sources such as newspaper accounts, local authority or institutional documents 
(including management plans) or even interviews with staff will all give a sense 
of how the site is perceived from within and without. In the end, it is by 
recording the physical features and evaluating them against the envisioned site 
(as presented by the interpretative material and the staff) that it becomes 
possible to begin to identify how the guiding principles may be applied to the 
individual components present. In turn, by understanding the various strengths 
of the guiding principles a sense of the heritagescape begins to emerge. This 
means that not only is a site being analysed on its own merits, but because it is 
reliant upon the constant of the guiding principles it is possible to compare 
any number of sites using a single, coherent and overarching method. It no 
longer matters that the individual elements that make up one site are quite 
different to those making up another because, ultimately, it is the constant of 
the three guiding principles that will be used as a means of comparison.

Heritage sites, such as open-air museums, ancient monuments, ‘tradi-
tional’ display-based museums or any of the vast and varied places that have, 
as their primary mandate, a portrayal of the past by one means or another, do 
not exist as a single coherent entity. Rather, they are the result of often quite 
different, heterogeneous elements and, importantly, processes that over time 
create dynamic and changing landscapes. An important component of many 
heritage sites is the sense of the creation of a place of ‘the past’, and the 
tangible landscape usually refl ects this. However, they are also visitor attrac-
tions, and thus the space making up a heritage site will, in addition to those 
devices that help to create a ‘past’ place, also include a variety of elements that 
are necessary to provide a visit and a landscape that is safe and amenable for 
visitors. Among the elements that need to be accommodated through specifi c 
measures are modern spaces such as car parks, toilets, workspaces, cafes and 
shops. Each of these features is a necessary component of a site; each one 
allows the site to function and also provides critical amenities for visitors and 
staff. As such they are a critical part of the experience. They are at the same 
time a challenge to the nature of the site and the diffi culty comes in inte-
grating these clearly modern and defi ned spaces or features into a landscape of 
‘the past’. The notion of the ‘heritagescape’ enables us to concentrate fi rst on 
these individual elements (structures, artefacts or the spaces in between) as 
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components of a larger landscape in order to study the material and experi-
ential qualities of heritage sites. 

By studying heritage sites as landscapes we can focus upon the boundaries, 
cohesion and visibility of the sites: elements that combine to create the ‘heri-
tagescape’. This is particularly important because there is a broad implicit 
assumption that sites categorised together do or should operate in a similar 
way. This has left no context in which to explore the disparities between sites. 
The case studies below will demonstrate that it does not follow that similar 
spaces will always function or use the past in exactly the same way and, in 
turn, will provide the visiting public with different experiences. Until now, 
there has been no means by which to explore such differences. The heritage-
scape as a means of analysis is able to overcome this. 

Case studies

Given that the heritagescape is rooted in notions of landscapes, open-air museums 
and other outdoor sites are, at fi rst glance, the most obvious candidates for 
analysis. The fi rst case studies below – all open-air sites – illustrate the sort of 
information that may emerge from the application of the heritagescape. 

The tradition of open-air museums is long-established within Europe, 
which is home to what is usually recognised as the oldest of these sites: Skansen, 
located on Djurgården, an island close to Stockholm’s city centre. Founded in 
1891 by Arthur Hazelius, Skansen is often cited as both the template and the 
exemplar for other open-air museums. Advertising itself as ‘Sweden in Mini-
ature’, Skansen represents 400 years of folk traditions and portrays traditional 
houses and buildings relocated from all over the country – many of which are 
from farms or rural settlements – and grouped into a number of areas repre-
senting different regions of Sweden. Skansen also includes an aquarium, a chil-
dren’s area, a modern-style zoo and a natural heritage museum. 

Inside Skansen there are very ‘strong’ areas where an encounter with the 
past is particularly vivid. Yet partly because of the size of the site and partly 
because of the variety of different roles that Skansen performs, the site does not 
hold together very well. The spaces between the main interpretative areas are 
empty, causing visitors to often lose track of ‘the past’, despite the fact that in 
the farmsteads and around some of the interpretative areas there is consid-
erable stage setting (milk churns sitting beside the road, bicycles leaning 
against fences etc. (Figure 15.1)). Because of its great size the visual clues need 
to be strong, but in many cases not only are they weak, they are absent. 
Furthermore, several of the areas at Skansen have been given over to modern 
functions so that as a visitor one is constantly moving ‘in and out of the past’. 
One minute the site appears like a public park, the next like a fair and the next 
like something of the past. Simply put, Skansen fulfi ls too many different roles 
to be a cohesive and defi ned heritage site. Indeed, because Skansen is not only 
a museum and a zoo but also a place for picnics and outdoor concerts, it does 
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not really even fully exist as a place apart. The sense of Skansen as a distinct 
place works to varying degrees and is best seen by considering the boundaries. 
While the limits of the site in the recreated areas tend to be marked by low 
fences, enabling a view of the city that helps to locate the landscape of Skansen 
within its larger environment, at the main entrance the boundaries are quite 
different. Here, the striped awning and illuminated signs are reminiscent of 
the Tivoli (amusement park) located around the corner, and rather than 
marking Skansen as a distinct place the places blend together to such an extent 
that recognition of the site limits becomes blurry. So, although Skansen 
occupies an important place in the hearts and minds of Swedes and acts as a 
cultural and folk icon, in fact, on the ground, it melts into its surroundings 
and takes on the appearance of just one more among the many attractions on 
the Djurgården. 

The Danish open-air museum Den Gamle By offers an opportunity to look at 
a site which is apparently quite similar to Skansen. Although considerably 
smaller, Den Gamle By emerged from the same tradition of preserving and 
collecting the folk traditions that produced Skansen and was established soon 
afterwards in 1914. Like Skansen, it occupies a large urban site, but here there 
is a much stronger sense of being ‘elsewhere’. Because the museum considers 
that ‘the streets are rooms too’ (B. Kjær, personal communication, 2001), the 
outside spaces become much more than the means to move from one place to 
another. As one moves through the site one can see and recognise the layout of 
town squares, city streets and even miniature neighbourhoods, all of which 
work together to create cohesion. Critically, at Den Gamle By one tends to 

Figure 15.1 Filling ‘empty’ spaces: Skansen Open Air Museum, Stockholm (photo by author)
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remain within the past. The physical limits of Den Gamle By are not marked 
in a substantial way; in most cases the edges are marked simply by low (often 
wooden) fences allowing the area ‘outside’ the site limits to be seen. In contrast 
to the impact of the fences at Skansen the site is readily recognised as a distinct 
place that is also connected with its larger environment. This is due to the 
strong sense of place – brought about by each of the three guiding principles 
operating roughly equally and robustly. At Den Gamle By the surroundings 
complement rather than detract from the sense of place and from the expe-
rience of being ‘in’ the past. 

Den Gamle By also offers the opportunity to look at the role of change 
within a heritage site. In 1998 the site added a large structure – the Mintmas-
ter’s Residence – into the Town Square, the heart of their interpretative area. 
This very large and imposing structure was slotted into the site, necessitating 
the removal of a signifi cant portion of the hillside (which formed one of the 
boundaries of the site) as well as the relocation of two other buildings. As a 
familiar landscape for Den Gamle By’s many visitors, it would be logical to 
assume that an intrusion like this into the centre of the site and into one of its 
central interpretative areas would have serious ramifi cations. Critically, it 
appears that this was accomplished without taking away from the essential 
identity of the site: the boundaries changed but the site did not. Both visibility 
and the marked, physical boundaries were altered, yet the site seems to have 
remained as a cohesive entity and the new structure has been assimilated into 
the landscape of the past at Den Gamle By. The threat posed by change has 
been subsumed by the strong identity of the site. 

It would be a mistake to assume sites that appear to have a ‘robust’ heritage-
scape, and which operate simultaneously as a place ‘of the past’ and a place 
physically ‘apart’, necessarily have landscapes with few visible modern 
elements. Den Gamle By, which as noted has a notably robust heritagescape, 
marks all of its buildings with easily visible modern blue and white signs. 
Likewise the Belgian open-air museum Bokrijk (in northern Belgium) and the 
English open-air museum Beamish in County Durham, England (Figure 15.2), 
have areas that offer a vivid experience and yet have obvious modern metal 
signs, security systems and other modern devices. In these instances the 
signage does not dominate, probably because the strength of the heritagescape 
means that the experience of the past and of the place is enough to incorporate 
these modern elements as part of a multidimensional landscape (Garden 2004). 
This does not always work, and is dependent on a site being cohesive with a 
strong sense of place. 

Greenfi eld Village, part of the Henry Ford Museum in Dearborn, Michigan, is 
one of the United States’ older open-air museums. Originally conceived of as an 
outdoor educational institute, Henry Ford opened the site to the public in 1933. 
Deliberately located within the heart of his automotive empire, Greenfi eld 
Village invites visitors to ‘experience three hundred years of history as the sights, 
sounds and sensations of America’s past comes alive’ (www.thehenryford.org). 
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At this site most of the buildings come with a pedigree and in one place visitors 
can see a courthouse where Abraham Lincoln practised, a Victorian sweet shop 
(originally a jewellers in London), a seventeenth-century Cotswold cottage and 
shops, and workshops and homes owned by American luminaries including 
Thomas Edison, the Wright brothers and Noah Webster, to mention but a few. 
Applying the heritagescape to Greenfi eld Village reveals that there is very little 
cohesion. The spaces between the buildings are just that – spaces – and there are 
few street signs or other stage-setting devices that create a sense of a place of the 
past. Compounding this is signage that is so variable that it is impossible to 
achieve a visual sense of connectedness. Rather than being subsumed into the 
larger landscape as in the above examples, at Greenfi eld Village some of these 
signs assume a prominence within the landscape and tend to feel like giant labels 
on displays (Figure 15.3).

Because the cohesion is so weak at Greenfi eld Village it is diffi cult to identify 
(visibly or otherwise) what is or is not the site. There is little sense of this site 
as a place. Although the site boundaries (in the public areas) are marked by a 
prominent red brick wall, the weak cohesion and the absence of a sense of place 
mean that when one regularly glimpses the Ford plants situated beyond the 
limits of the site and the apparently strong physical boundaries, the awareness 
of the boundaries tends to fade and the site as a discrete entity tends to blur. 
No doubt the emphasis on the individual building rather than the site as a 
whole is at the root of this lack of cohesion; while this focus on structures and 
their particular past is a hallmark of this institution it may also be that it is a 

Figure 15.2 Beamish Museum, Co. Durham (photo by the author)
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strong factor standing in the way of an experience of ‘the past’. This also means 
that Greenfi eld Village becomes more of a ‘museum of buildings’ (Howard 
2002: 67) than a unifi ed heritage landscape.

Two other sites – both located in Ontario, Canada – likewise demonstrate 
that the role of an open-air museum within its larger surroundings may be 
both complex and, in some instances, unexpected. Historic Fort York, a smaller 
outdoor museum located in downtown Toronto, Canada, was constructed by 
the British in the late eighteenth century as a defence against the Americans. 
It is now virtually dwarfed by the landscape of a modern city (Figure 15.4). 
Although few tangible remnants of the historic landscape remain, the lost 
landscape clearly fi gures prominently in the interpretation and the experience 
of this site. On fi rst glance the limits of this site would appear to be well 
defi ned and bounded by the stone walls which surround the property. In fact, 
the surroundings have an active role in the interpretation and understanding 
of the site. The interpretative materials (including, but not limited to, signs 
and maps) and the interpreters themselves all evoke the nineteenth-century 
town of York as the predecessor of the modern city of Toronto. This is notable 
for a couple of reasons. First, it draws the view away from the tangible fort 
landscape to a now-hidden town site, visible only in the themed street signs 
that presently mark the area. Second, by adopting this tactic, the line of sight 
is deliberately directed towards the twenty-fi rst-century vista of the skyscrapers 
of downtown Toronto. In essence the landscape of the invisible town of York 
plays at least as important a role as the much closer and very much more visible 

Figure 15.3 Greenfi eld Village at the Henry Ford Museum, Dearborn, Michigan (photo by the 
author)
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Commons and cemetery that sit adjacent to Fort York. Yet, somehow in terms 
of visibility at this site the skyscrapers are either invisible and/or incorporated 
as part of a very large and diverse heritagescape. 

Like Fort York and Greenfi eld Village, Ste Marie Among the Hurons is 
surrounded by a prominent wall (in this case a high wooden palisade) but 
operates quite differently to either of the two examples discussed above. Ste 
Marie is a recreated seventeenth-century Jesuit mission located on its original 
site with a clear historical link to its surroundings. Located just north of 
Toronto, it sits in an area noted for its qualities as an unspoiled wilderness; 
however, in this case the visibility is almost entirely centred on the site, with 
the view drawn inwards to the site itself. Given that Ste Marie sits in a 
virtually unaltered landscape, it might have been expected that the heritage-
scape would extend well beyond the walls and that the relationship between 
the site and the larger environment would be well integrated. Yet this is not 
so. Despite strong and important links with the physical surroundings of Ste 
Marie, the wider landscape fi gures in very little of the interpretative material 
offered to visitors. The guide map shows only the area contained within the 
reconstructed palisades (walls) surrounding the main interpretative areas. 
The museum staff identify the area within the palisades as the ‘whole site’, 
providing a vivid sense of the past, allowing visitors to ‘walk where the Jesuits 
walked’. That the interpretative material and the staff perceptions are so 
strongly directed inwards is even more notable because of the historic connec-
tions with the more modern Martyr’s Shrine3 clearly visible from the 

Figure 15.4 Fort York National Historic site, Toronto, Canada (photo by the author)
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reconstructed area. Staff indicated that they considered the Shrine ‘outside’ 
the site limits and ‘quite distant’. Even more notable is that, under agreement 
with the Society of Jesus, the Jesuits’ part of the Ste Marie site (the recon-
structed chapel and grave site) must remain open and accessible to all visitors. 
In effect, this part of the site ‘belongs’ not to the museum but to the Martyr’s 
Shrine. For many of Ste Marie’s visitors the Shrine and the reconstructed 
mission at Ste Marie together fi gure prominently on a much larger landscape. 
For them the heritagescape clearly incorporates the Shrine, while for staff it is 
a much smaller and more discrete entity centring on the visible limits marked 
by the palisades. 

While the heritagescape to date has been applied most often to built sites, 
it also offers potential for sites that possess few or no built remains but which 
are recognised spaces (e.g. battlefi elds (Carman and Carman 2006: 226, and 
this volume, chapter 16)). Preliminary work at Culloden Battlefi eld near 
Inverness, Scotland, suggests that the heritagescape concept has much to 
offer this type of heritage site (Figure 15.5). Considering this site as a heri-
tagescape draws attention to the use of boundaries, cohesion and visibility. 
Here the sense of place is palpable, with the surrounding hills and peaks of 
the Scottish Highlands providing a frame around the views over the battle-
fi eld. The main area of the site is held together primarily through a set of 

Figure 15.5 View of battlefi eld, Culloden Battlefi eld site, Scotland (photo by the author)
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standard signs and by a tarmac path that runs throughout. The site is marked 
out by fences (both for management and for safety purposes); however, it is 
clear that the museum sees the site extending beyond the physical boundary. 
In more than one instance, visitors’ eyes are drawn purposefully out of the 
site, across the main road to the (now) forested area that played a role in the 
Battle of Culloden. It is possible, therefore, that some of the most important 
elements at Culloden rest in the visual aspects and most particularly the view. 
No doubt further work will offer important clues to the role of visibility at 
sites such as this. This case study speaks to the growing interest and recog-
nition of the role that the ‘setting’ plays at heritage sites (e.g. Cowley et al. 
2005; ICOMOS 1999; Council of Europe 2000). As a postscript to the 
original analysis at Culloden, the new Visitor Centre which opened in April 
2008 shows strong evidence that the designers and curators took into account 
the role of the landscape and the experiential qualities of the battlefi eld itself. 
The Centre, built with windows facing onto the battlefi eld, now draws the 
exterior landscape into the interior spaces, making the two landscapes much 
more coherent and connected. This notion of bringing the outside in continues 
in their ‘Night March’ corridor – a darkly lit corridor with recordings that 
replicate the activities of both armies on the eve of the battle. By means of the 
soundscape of the corridor visitors are drawn both outside and into the past. 

On the battlefi eld itself, the visitors are now guided by handheld audio 
devices and, interestingly, these may be contributing to a new sense of space. 
The location of the site means that the reception is poor and, thus, the audio 
devices frequently fail as one moves further away from the Visitor Centre. In 
this way, the site limits are being redefi ned as visitors adjust their movements 
to the areas of the site that enjoy good and/or consistent reception. Quite 
clearly the landscape of Culloden Battlefi eld site is very much a work in 
progress, and the strength of the heritagescape – as a method – is that it enables 
us to ‘capture’ moments in time and identify change in a heritage site. 

Having so far discussed outdoor sites, it seems likely that sites which lie 
within fi rm boundaries would also appear to conform to the defi nition of a 
heritagescape, that is, they are at once unique and at the same time part of 
their larger surroundings. In interior sites such as traditional indoor 
museums, the structure of the surrounding walls can often mean that, once 
inside, there is very little sense of being in a larger landscape. This was for 
many years the experience offered by most museums. Among these was the 
British Museum, which presents almost impermeable boundaries in the form 
of its walls. Even the addition of the Great Court in 2000, bringing in the 
exterior via the glass roof, and the incorporation of the formerly exterior 
spaces surrounding the library, has ultimately only served to focus the view 
inward away from its surroundings. In contrast, the Museum of London is an 
early example of a museum that deliberately linked the interior museum 
space to the exterior environment. Constructed with a large bank of 
windows and accompanied by signage, the museum invites the extant 
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Roman walls (located outside the modern museum) into the display and 
landscape of the interior. The archaeological remains and the view beyond 
to the City of London help locate the museum within its landscape, 
strengthening the visibility and making the interior and exterior land-
scapes work together as a much more cohesive space. A number of newer 
museum projects (e.g. Riverside, the new Museum of Transport planned 
for Glasgow, Scotland) suggest that many ‘traditional’ display-based 
museums are now seeking to locate themselves fi rmly within their larger 
landscape. A recent project at Jamestown Island, Virginia, is just one 
example of this. Here, the Archaerium, a museum opened in 2006 to display 
artefacts and to interpret the story of America’s fi rst English Settlement at 
Jamestown, has been constructed with a glass wall that faces onto the island 
landscape and towards the ongoing excavations in order to ‘connect’ the 
interior display space and ‘[integrate] the historic landscape into the inter-
pretative experience’ (Kostelny 2007). 

Still more recently, the Michael Lee-Chin Crystal, a new addition (2007) to 
the Royal Ontario Museum (ROM), has deliberately located itself within the 
urban landscape of downtown Toronto (Canada). Recognising that for many 
years the museum has sat apart and isolated from its wider landscape, the 
‘Crystal’ was intended to establish a link to the older ‘heritage’ buildings and 
at the same time acknowledge and draw attention to the exterior surroundings 
in order to ‘creat[e] a landscape of desire, inviting people inside’ (Browne 
2008: 24). Although the idea of the building as a landscape was clearly in the 
mind of the original architects and curators,4 alterations which had taken place 
had resulted in windows being painted over and the formerly grand spaces 
being divided up into smaller galleries. The recent work has acknowledged 
the outer spaces of the ROM and has seen the long-blocked-up windows and 
walls opened up, forming extended lines of sight and incorporating the exterior 
vistas into the new galleries. Tucked in between the heritage buildings, the 
Crystal was designed by architect Daniel Libeskind to embrace the outside 
spaces, enhancing a new entrance and creating a connection with the pavement 
so that it ‘transforms the secretive and fortress-like character of the ROM, 
turning it into an inspired atmosphere dedicated to the resurgence of the 
museum as the dynamic centre of Toronto’ (Royal Ontario Museum 2002). 
From within the galleries of the Crystal, visitors not only have a strong sense 
of the surrounding city and its landscape, there are also directed views back 
onto the heritage building, fi rmly locating the new structure as part of the 
museum’s heritagescape (Figure 15.6). Out of these changes the heritagescape 
of the ROM, for years fi rmly locked into the physical confi nes of the building, 
has begun to expand beyond the walls both to locate the museum within its 
surroundings and to bring the outside into the museum (e.g. ROM Foun-
dation 2003a: 3). We now see that the three guiding principles are operating 
in much more equal fashion. 
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Figure 15.6 View directed back to the Heritage Building: Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto, 
Canada (photo by the author; courtesy of the Royal Ontario Museum)
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Conclusion

Through these wide-ranging examples, I have sought to demonstrate how the 
idea of the ‘heritagescape’ and its methodology, based on the three guiding 
principles of cohesion, visibility and boundaries, makes it possible to explore 
both the individual characteristics of a site and also the nuances of the rela-
tionship between a site and the landscape in which it is located. Thinking about 
these sites as distinct, yet integrated landscapes allows us to begin to comprehend 
the heritage site not just as a specifi c place; it also offers us a method for 
exploring the phenomenon of the heritage site. As both a method and a concept, 
the heritagescape seeks to offer an inclusive framework in which to locate a 
dialogue about many different types of heritage sites, as well as providing a 
means to evaluate heritage sites – capturing both the tangible and the intan-
gible aspects of these landscapes, their experiential quality and how they may 
change over time. The creation of an experience is a fundamental component of 
a heritage site and to do this a sense of place must be evoked. Visitors must be 
able to move from the present to the past – to ‘step back’ – in a recognisable 
and, ideally, vivid way. In this fashion, expectations of the site are set up, with 
visitors prepared for the experience of ‘the past’ that lies inside the entrance. 
This experiential quality of heritage sites is fundamental to their nature and is 
what makes them such a prominent medium for conveying ‘the past’.

Any methods used to investigate these places must take into account their 
complex and protean nature. Heritage sites, like other landscapes, are ‘never 
inert’ and are subject to constant reworking by those who interact with them 
(Bender 1993: 3). The heritagescape is able to accommodate these qualities. 
Importantly, instead of asking whether an open-air museum is ‘real’ or an 
‘authentic’ version of the past, the heritagescape considers a more useful and 
rewarding question of how a site uses the components of its tangible landscape 
to create a distinct place of the past. Considering heritage sites as landscapes 
serves to remove the discussion from the site level and allows intriguing new 
information to emerge. 

This chapter has aimed to consider how ideas of landscape can inform our 
understanding of these unique social spaces. Among the key questions facing 
heritage sites today is the idea of change and the notions of a place of ‘the past’ 
and a place ‘apart’. Using the heritagescape to analyse sites has highlighted the 
need to dismiss the erroneous and superfi cial notion of heritagescapes as static or 
frozen spaces. Heritage sites are dynamic, evolving spaces, and the introduction 
of a fl exible yet coherent methodology not only makes this apparent (at the site 
level), it offers the means to account for changes that may occur over time and 
helps to clarify the relationship between change – as a process – and heritage 
sites. A place of ‘the past’ and a place ‘apart’ are both related to a sense of place – a 
widely recognised notion that has been discussed earlier and which is an 
important component of the unique experiential qualities and space of heritage 
sites. While neither of these ideas is new, what is novel and unusual within this 
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chapter is that both have been considered explicitly and individually and by 
doing so we are better able to recognise the relationship between them and at the 
same time note their unique qualities. Most importantly the heritagescape as a 
concept provides a common language and offers the means to discuss these places 
in a coherent and transparent fashion. As a method, it moves the dialogue away 
from the individual heritage site and in this way the focus is drawn to the rela-
tionship with its larger landscape and with other sites. 

The heritagescape allows issues like these to be identifi ed, evaluated and 
discussed and, in doing so, highlights the complex workings of these heritage 
landscapes both as distinct places and as intrinsically linked to the mental and 
material landscape(s) in which they are located. Heritage sites are complex social 
spaces and beginning the process of taking them apart to view their inner compo-
nents in order to start to understand how they ‘work’ is an intricate endeavour. 
By considering these spaces as landscapes in and of their own right and by 
drawing upon ideas inherent in the study of cultural and natural landscapes the 
heritagescape is able to offer a radical new approach for analysing heritage sites, 
allowing us to expand and deepen our understanding of heritage places.

Notes

1 Among Millar’s list of more conventional sites, including ‘open-air museums, heritage centres 
and historic centres’, she also includes ‘garden centres, casinos and marinas’ (1999: ix).

2 The 2005 UNESCO University and World Heritage Education Forum took this notion as a 
central theme and it has also been adopted by researchers in a variety of disciplines.

3 The Martyr’s Shrine is the repository for the bones of the Jesuit priests who were killed by 
the Iroquois who attacked the mission at Ste Marie. The grave site of one of these martyrs is 
still marked within the reconstructed mission. There is a strong thematic and historic link 
between these two sites.

4 Descriptions of the interior space of the ‘heritage buildings’ (built 1906 and 1931) refer to 
‘grand vistas’ and incorporate the notion of a view and a sense of connection (ROM Foun-
dation 2003b: 4). Clearly, these spaces are acting as a landscape.
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THE INTANGIBLE PRESENCE

Investigating battlefi elds

John Carman and Patricia Carman

‘Historic battlefi elds’ represent a particular category of encultured place. 
Battles as events are frequently the main focus of attention for military histo-
rians of all periods (e.g. Hanson 1989; Keegan 1976; Weigley 1991), and the 
study and preservation of historic battlefi elds has also become an expressly 
archaeological concern over the past few years, partly because of a revived 
interest in archaeologies of warfare throughout the world (e.g. Haas 1990; 
Carman 1997; Keeley 1996; Carman and Harding 1999; Parker-Pearson and 
Thorpe 2005; Otto et al. 2006; Haldon 2006) but also because battlefi elds 
themselves have become the focus of archaeological work (Scott et al. 1989; 
Freeman and Pollard 2001; Doyle and Bennett 2002; Pollard and Banks 2006; 
Scott et al. 2007). The object of battlefi eld preservation – a point made strongly 
by a number of commentators, especially Foard (2001) – is usually the memory 
of the now unrecoverable event itself rather than the material evidence of that 
event which may be present in that space; in other words, these places matter 
as the place where a historic event took place, rather than as archaeological 
sites. Hence one reason, we think, for the general lack of discussion of the 
ontology of such places in the archaeological literature (although for an 
exception see Carman 2005) is that what they represent is not the places them-
selves or the objects they contain, but instead the way they serve to evoke a 
past event. 

This chapter will discuss the work of the Bloody Meadows Project (Carman 
and Carman 2001, 2006a and b, 2007a and b) as an approach to the study of 
historic battlefi elds both as places where particular kinds of events took place 
in the past and as contemporary places of experience. It is simultaneously an 
exercise in the kind of ‘landscape archaeology’ which investigates the past and 
an exercise in contemporary ‘heritage studies’; in combination these two 
elements ultimately focus on the historicity of certain kinds of places. 
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A ‘phenomenological’ approach to landscapes of the past

Battlefi elds as historic places

[What] is clear [from the ethnographic record] is the symbolic, 
ancestral, and temporal signifi cance of landscape [to peoples]. The land-
scape is continually being encultured, bringing things into meaning as 
part of a symbolic process by which human consciousness makes the 
physical reality of the natural environment into an intelligible and 
socialised form … It [is accordingly] evident … that the signifi cance of 
landscape for different populations cannot be simply read off from the 
local ‘ecological’ characteristics of a ‘natural’ environment.

(Tilley 1994: 67)

Looking at the two-dimensional plane of the modern topographic 
map with sites plotted on it, it is quite impossible to envisage the 
landscape in which these places are embedded. The representation 
fails, and cannot substitute for being there, being in place. [The] 
process of observation requires time and a feeling for the place. 

(Tilley 1994: 75)

Cultural markers [such as monuments] are used to create a new sense 
of place .... An already encultured landscape becomes refashioned, its 
meanings now controlled by the imposition of [a new] cultural form.

(Tilley 1994: 208) 

A ‘phenomenological’ approach to the study of landscapes as taken by archae-
ologists has generally been limited to the monumental ‘ritual’ landscapes of 
later European prehistory. The approach is, however, also of more general rele-
vance to any encultured space, especially any marked as a particular kind of 
space. Drawing upon Tilley’s approach, the primary data source used in the 
Bloody Meadows Project is the physical landscape of the place where warfare 
was practised. Overall, the project seeks to contribute to current debates upon 
the nature of war by developing an understanding of changes in warfare 
practice over the long term. In operation, it is an exercise in the comparative 
study of battlefi eld landscapes from all periods of history and, ultimately, in 
all parts of the world. In doing so, we focus upon the landscape of individual 
battle sites to ask specifi c questions that are designed to aid in describing the 
particular qualities of the space, including:

how clearly bounded is the battlefi eld space (does it have clear boundaries, • 
such as impassable ground or a water obstacle)? 
is it high or low ground relative to the surrounding space?• 
what kind of use (other than for war) was the site put to, if any? • 
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is it near to or distant from a settlement? • 
is it visible from a settlement? • 
does the ground contain particular types of landscape features – natural or • 
built – which play a part in the battlefi eld action? 
what features present in the landscape (if any) played no part in the battle-• 
fi eld action?
was the battlefi eld subsequently marked by a monument or memorial in • 
any way?

In approaching the landscapes that are our object, we use what we call ‘the 
archaeologist’s eye’ – that is, the capacity of an experienced landscape archae-
ologist to interpret space and to identify features in landscapes – to reach an 
understanding of the spaces of battle. By approaching such sites with a struc-
tured set of questions and by recording data in a standard format it becomes 
possible to recognise both what such sites have in common and how they differ 
from one another. This in turn allows the identifi cation of the types of location 
favoured as battle sites in particular periods of history, and these can be related 
to other aspects of the battle as recorded by historians – including the type of 
participants, the nature of the confl ict of which the battle is a part and the fl ow 
of the action. Overall, it presents an opportunity to gain a direct insight into 
the ideological factors guiding warfare practice in that period and to compare 
them with those guiding warfare practices in a different period. 

The Bloody Meadows Project therefore looks very specifi cally at the kind of 
place where a battle was fought. The majority of archaeologists working on 
battlefi elds spend their time looking at the ground, trying to fi nd the material 
left behind by the action. We instead spend time looking up and around us, at 
the shape of the space itself. In particular, we seek to identify those features 
not present on the day of the battle, those present but now lost and those 
present but not identifi ed as ‘useful’ on the day, which give a valuable insight 
into how those involved perceived the landscape around them. Our ‘embedded’ 
approach allows a comparison to be made between spaces of battle in ways that 
battlefi eld plans do not. Using these, we can compare battlefi elds of one period 
or battlefi elds across time to identify what kinds of places were selected as 
battlefi elds in the past. Differences of choice across space and through time 
thereby become evident (see Table 16.1).

Investigating battlefi elds as places in the present

The interest of the Bloody Meadows Project in the way battlefi elds are subse-
quently marked – whether soon after the battle or a considerable time later – is 
refl ected particularly in the following research question:

was the battlefi eld subsequently marked by a monument or memorial in • 
any way?
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We take note of all such markers on or near the site itself, contemporary with 
the battle or later, and are particularly interested in asking: 

where is it in relation to the battle site?• 
what form does it take?• 
who or what does it commemorate?• 
who raised it?• 
when was it raised?• 
is there any indication of the specifi c audience it is intended to address?• 
what does it say about the relations of commemorator or commemoratee • 
to the battle site?
are links made with other sites or to other events?• 

We are always fully conscious that marking a site is not the only measure of its 
importance or interest. Failure to mark a site can itself constitute a statement; 
sometimes this will simply represent a failure to recognise any importance or 
signifi cance the site may carry for certain people, but other times it can be a 
positive omission with a purpose to it. By looking closely at such sites and the 
monuments and other marks they bear it is possible to come to an under-
standing of the meanings they carry in our own time. 

These marks are also refl ected in the purposes for which such sites are 
used. Battlefi elds from the past rarely offer much in the way of an obvious 
physical legacy. Where earthwork defences were constructed, or the fi ghting 
resulted in signifi cant changes to the shape of the land, these traces may 
persist to become part of later uses. In those cases where archaeological 
investigation has been carried out, the archaeology has most often consisted 
of human remains buried at the site (do Paço 1962; Cunha and Silva 1997; 
Fiorato et al. 2000). More recent researches have revealed the presence of 
scatters of material across the battlespace – most typically for battles of the 
fi rearms era, bullets and bullet casings (Scott et al. 1989; Foard 1995; 
Haecker and Mauck 1997); for earlier periods, attachments to clothing 
which may have been torn off in the struggle (Sutherland 2000). Since such 
remains are generally invisible to the naked human eye, however, the land-
scape of such places has been seen as ‘empty’ of archaeology and therefore 
available for other uses. These uses may extend to the provision of park and 
amenity spaces, the historical signifi cance of the location giving it an extra 
attractiveness to visitors. At the battlefi eld of Northampton, for instance, 
the place of the battlefi eld has been converted into the municipal golf 
course; at Quebec in Canada the site of the confl ict of 1759 has been used as 
a site of recreation since the beginning of the twentieth century (Mathieu 
and Kedl 1993). 

Accordingly, we also ask of all such sites:

to what use(s) has the battlefi eld been put, and what is it used for today?• 
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From this we can ascertain the various uses over time to which the space has been 
put – other than, or at least as well as, for warmaking – and from this gain some 
insight into the level of signifi cance the place has acquired over time. 

Insights 1: what we have achieved

It is clear from our research that the places where people fought in the past are 
subject to changes in use and appropriation. In the past, particular types of 
people came with a particular purpose in particular sets of circumstances. The 
memory of that past event has since been used to support contemporary causes 
and to create modern meaning; but it is important to recognise that the 
memory and the event are connected but are not the same; and the form of the 
memory often does not refl ect the form of the event at all. In visiting battle-
fi elds today, one can look at these issues as changes in three areas: the ownership 
(or claimed ownership) of the site; the realm of modern discourse within which 
the treatment of the site is located; and the modern experience of being at the 
site (Table 16.2). 

Ownership

The majority of battles involve the active occupation of ground and a determi-
nation to hold it against assault; on occasion this also includes the construction 
of physical barriers to assault. In circumstances where forces meet by happen-
stance rather than by planning, the ground itself is disputed as both sides 
move to occupy it. Accordingly, the act of claiming possession of a piece of 
ground is central to the act of battle. It is the subsequent outcome of the battle 
that may determine ownership – or at least recognised and acknowledged 
claims of ownership – today. Frequently where victory was achieved by the 
forces of the state in whose territory the battlefi eld is located, it is that nation 
state which makes the claim, using the event as part of its own claim to legit-
imate existence. Where national forces were defeated, the battle may not be 
adopted by the host nation, but by others. Where the battle was fought 
between forces from places alien to the host territory, a more local and regional 
association may be forged, although at some such sites no particular claim of 
ownership is made. Where all the combatants were natives of the home state 
(especially in civil confl icts) a local claim seems to be the most common, and 
this kind of association may also be made where there was a specifi cally local 
involvement in the battle. 

Discourse

The notion of ‘discourse’ is defi ned as ‘the communicative practice in a specifi c 
domain of knowledge’ (Gray 1997: 95), so that rules of discourse ‘establish 
who can be listened to, and who can’t, as well as conventions that mark out 
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permitted areas for discussion, and those [that are] forbidden, and rationales 
that allow certain questions to be asked but not others’ (Gray 1997: 95–6). In 
the context of the study of war, these rules need not limit themselves to words: 
what ‘warriors and soldiers do with their bodies is more important than what 
they say. Weapons, rituals, traditions and techniques are all parts of the 
discourse of war’ (Gray 1997: 95–6). In looking at battle, these rules concern 
who may take part and how they should be treated, and where it may take 
place and in what form. These things are the content of a particular ‘discourse’ 
of battle.

In the past, on the day(s) of the battle, the realm of discourse within which 
the site was located was always that of war: and the site chosen refl ected what 
was expected and allowed in terms of the rules dictating warfare practice at 
that time. Our research (Table 16.1) indicates that in medieval times the pref-
erence was for sites either on high ground, or adjacent to or even within urban 
centres, or both (see Figure 16.1); that in the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries the preference was for sites on low ground away from major settle-
ments (Figure 16.2); and that by the nineteenth century the preference was for 
sites containing a number of different kinds of features (Figure 16.3). Once the 
battle is transferred to the realm of memory, however, the appropriate realm of 
discourse is no longer that of past war but of contemporary purposes (see Table 
16.2). Where a straightforward national ownership is claimed, the discourse is 
generally that of nationalism (Figure 16.4). A variation is rung on this theme 

Figure 16.1 The battlefi eld at Bouvines, 1214, typical for its period, showing the relative 
height above surrounding land by the rooftops of a nearby village
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Figure 16.2 The battlefi eld at Oudenaarde, 1708, showing the fl atness of the ground and how 
it rises gently away from the battlefi eld

Figure 16.3 The battlefi eld at Sorauren, 1813, a highly featured landscape containing a stone-
built village, high and low ground and major rivers with bridge crossings
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at Fontenoy (Figure 16.5), where the Irish claim on the site is a nationalist one, 
but the site itself is inside the territory of France. At others the site is treated 
as a place for commercial interaction with tourists. Sedgemoor (Figure 16.6) is 
a site occupied by memorials to the dead of all wars, while other sites have 
been forgotten except as past events, thereby relegated to history. These 
contrast with those places where the forging of specifi c links with later events 
at that place renders the discourse one that works across historical periods. At 
Corunna (Figure 16.7), the identifi cation of the battle site with a place for the 
education of future generations not only crosses historical periods but takes us 
beyond our own time into that future.

Experience

The experience of battle is one of violence and terror: physical features in the 
battlefi eld – if any – are examined in terms of the potential threat or possible 
safety they offer. By contrast, the experience of that place today will be one of 
peace and tranquillity. Nevertheless, due to the different claims of ownership 
made upon the place and the modern fi eld of discourse in which it is located, 
the modern experience of the historic place of battle will vary from site to site 
(see Table 16.2). For many sites, the modern experience is that of confron-
tation with a monumental past, frequently represented by one or more built 
monuments. This is particularly the case where one is dealing with nationalist 
sites or where links to other historical times are being asserted (see Herzfeld 
1991: 5–9) At others, the monumental experience is transformed into one 

Figure 16.4 The modern monument at Thermopylae, glorifying Greek arms
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Figure 16.5 The monument at Fontenoy raised by the Irish Military Historical Association in 
1888 to commemorate the Irish troops fi ghting for the French
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Figure 16.6 Monuments at the site of Sedgemoor

Figure 16.7 The university built on the site of the Battle of Corunna (known locally as Elviña), 
1809
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primarily of memorialisation by the presence of monuments specifi cally to the 
dead. Where commercial or visitor interest is paramount, the experience is 
very much one of tourism. At others the site has lost its close historical associa-
tions and will be experienced primarily as a natural landscape. 

Methodology

It will be clear that we think our approach (in some sense) ‘works’. By focusing 
on sites of battle in the past specifi cally as landscapes we believe we are 
accessing a resource for understanding aspects of the past generally left 
untapped. We believe that our results so far represent types of knowledge that 
others interested in battlefi elds and indeed historic landscapes generally (who 
use different techniques and approaches) have not been able to acquire. In 
particular, this relates especially to the patterning of landscape choices made 
in different periods of history and the range of current treatments deemed 
appropriate for such sites in the present. On this basis, we believe that our 
approach is reasonably consistent in its application, that it allows us to under-
stand aspects of places and events widely different in space and time, and that 
in so doing it allows us to make meaningful comparisons between one site and 
another and different sites from different historical periods. We believe that it 
can also be used in conjunction with other techniques of battlefi eld investi-
gation. There is no reason, for instance, why archaeologists concerned with the 
study of artefact patterning on sites or with the excavation of mass graves (e.g. 
Freeman and Pollard 2001; Pollard and Banks 2006; Scott et al. 2007) should 
not also be able to apply our approach to understanding the locations where 
these are found. At the same time, geologists more concerned with under-
standing the role of the physical terrain of battlefi elds (e.g. Doyle and Bennett 
2002) should also cast their eyes up and around them as well as below their 
feet. In terms of the ways in which sites are marked, memorialised and 
managed, our work may help elucidate some of the issues addressed by respon-
sible agencies (e.g. English Heritage 1995; Hewitt 2001). 

We believe that any value our work contains is due to its three key aspects: 
that it represents an entirely material culture-based approach; that in taking 
such an approach it applies ideas from phenomenology without being side-
tracked too heavily by philosophy; and that it uses this basis to consider its 
objects of enquiry in a comparative frame of reference. We are less concerned 
to relate what we encounter to the literature of the battles fought there, than 
to identify those features present and absent and especially their physical rela-
tions to one another. Although taking a broadly phenomenological approach, 
we are not constrained by its limitation to the specifi city of so many ‘post-
processual’ archaeologies (see Hodder et al. 1995: 5): instead, by considering 
those places we study, the objects they contain and the relationships between 
them in an overtly comparative frame of reference – of site with site, and of 
period or geographical region with other periods or geographical regions, and 
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especially in terms of differences of apprehension between periods, regions and 
today – we are able to come to more general statements about what these 
places are like, how they may have been understood in the past and how they 
are understood in the present.

Having said this, we also believe that our approach must be applied with a 
concern for specifi cs. It is not suffi cient to take in the general lie of the land or 
rely on contemporary testimony of battlefi eld observers as to signifi cant 
features. Instead, the approach relies upon a capacity to ‘see’ the space very 
clearly for oneself, to identify features that are present, and to distinguish what 
is present today from what was present in the past. Where sources are used – as 
indeed they will be – it is important not to be ‘reading’ the landscape in their 
terms but in one’s own: it is the difference between an experience by a present 
visitor and that of a past visitor that allows a new understanding of the site to 
develop. It is necessary to approach the site from a number of different direc-
tions in order to gain a sense of the space from various locations within it and 
from the perspectives of those in the past who may have passed through it in 
differing ways and with differing purposes. Since we rely heavily upon our 
own cultural norms to ‘read’ the space, the approach is relatively simple: but 
because of the need to be constantly alert to the difference of a modern reading 
from past readings, and indeed differences in reading by different individuals 
in the present, it is not necessarily easy. Accordingly, as the project develops 
we have found the need to revisit some of the sites covered, to note new devel-
opments and to reconsider them in the light of further work.

Insights 2: limitations

One of the key activities of research is always to review its own progress and to 
reconsider earlier fi ndings in the light of new data or alternative explanations. 
In the same way, one of the main purposes of research is always to generate new 
sets of research questions and reconsider old ones. In the case of the Bloody 
Meadows Project, this means a constant review of our aims and methods, and 
taking our approach into new areas and new historical periods. 

Places

Our work so far offers only a small sample of the total number of known sites 
of battle across the globe: a mere 38 out of an estimated 7,000 (approximately 
0.54 per cent). Any broad conclusions we have reached – about sites, about 
ideologies of war, about understandings of landscape, and about memoriali-
sation and remembrance – must remain provisional until more work has been 
done. All our sites have also so far been limited to Europe (except for a single 
visit to a single site in North America), where a high degree of cultural inter-
action can be both assumed and demonstrated: any patterning we can infer is 
likely to be the result of that cultural interaction. It is also of course our own 
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cultural background that we have been investigating: certain of the assump-
tions we make – and of which we may be unaware – can therefore be relied 
upon to hold true. We can perhaps expect that this will not be the case with 
battles fought elsewhere and under very different political and cultural condi-
tions. This is one of the issues that Jeremy Black (1991, 2000, 2002) has 
concerned himself with, and in particular the Eurocentricity of much of the 
discussion of military affairs. If the ‘culture of war’ changes over time within a 
relatively small geographical zone (as from our work it seems to) then 
presumably the changes will be consequently greater over wider geographical 
space and larger spans of time. In particular, the style of fi ghting in colonial or 
other contexts may well turn out to be very different from that in Europe. This 
is an aspect we have yet to explore. The problem may be compounded if the 
attitude towards war taken in that region is also signifi cantly different from 
that in Europe (e.g. those drawn upon by Keegan 1993). 

The idea of ‘battle’

A particular question that may arise as we extend our coverage into new regions 
and periods is how we should cope with cultures of war that do not involve 
battles as we understand them. We have excluded from our coverage actions 
such as civil disorder, sieges and military manoeuvre without fi ghting, as well 
as issues of logistics. If, however, we encountered a cultural context where 
these were the only types of warlike activity, it would hamper our ability to 
make any comment upon it apart perhaps from noting the lack of battles. To 
some extent we have already gone beyond our own bounds, by including in 
our coverage so far several actions fought as part of uprisings rather than battles 
as more conventionally understood: two of these were nevertheless ascribed 
the status of ‘battle’ at the time. 

A specifi c example of where this issue may particularly emerge as we extend 
our geographical coverage is in the military history of China. ‘Battles’ (e.g. 
those discussed by Tao 2000) are very large in geographical scale and involve 
actual fi ghting only as part of much wider manoeuvres: in the Western 
tradition these would more likely be referred to as ‘operations’ or even as 
‘campaigns’ rather than as battles proper. Quite how we would deal with them 
in our scheme is problematic. As an issue it is one that must remain open and 
the questions it raises unanswered for the time being. It may be that we shall 
be reduced to acknowledging the fundamental difference of the ancient 
Chinese approach to war from the European tradition, and that therefore we 
shall have nothing to say except that no events that we can call battles took 
place. Otherwise we may be able to identify those warmaking activities that 
are not battles as we defi ne them but involve fi ghting and are yet not sieges, 
skirmishes or responses to civil disorder. In this respect, we would identify 
those activities which perform the same functions as battles in the Western 
tradition and treat them accordingly.
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Methodology

We have yet to fully develop our merging of interests in both landscapes in the 
past and their role as heritage in our present. These remain quite separate in 
terms of the issues covered and the manner of approaching them. Other 
researchers are also interested in places as various kinds of historic landscape, 
however, and it may be possible for us to combine some of our interests with 
theirs to the benefi t of both. One approach in particular may prove enlight-
ening: modern ‘heritagescapes’ (Garden 2006, this volume, chapter 15) are 
considered in terms of three parameters – those of boundaries, cohesion and 
visibility – which have some affi nity with aspects of our own work. One of the 
interesting aspects of such a ‘heritagescape’ approach is its ability to distin-
guish ‘places [with a sense of] of the past’ from ‘places apart’ (from the rest of 
modernity); these differences are assessed in terms of the experience they offer. 
This will clearly offer something to our own work as it develops; it may also 
serve to address other areas of uncertainty as they emerge. 

Battlefi elds as ‘heritage’

Part of the transformation of battlefi elds to ‘heritage’ places is often a process 
whereby they become memorialised in some manner: this is most obvious by 
the erection of a physical structure on or near the place of battle to mark it as 
signifi cant. When this takes place – either soon after the event or later in the 
site’s history – we are able to comment upon it in terms of its form, its location 
relative to the site of battle, its dedicator and its dedicatee. Where no such 
structure exists, however, we can do little except note its absence in comparison 
with those more formally marked. Shelby Foote in his discussion of American 
sites of tragedy and violence calls this process of non-marking ‘rectifi cation’ 
(1997: 23), whereby the site gains only ‘temporary notoriety’ and is then reab-
sorbed into the everyday.

The problem for our approach, however, is knowing whether such sites 
achieved even temporary notoriety in any meaningful sense. Instead, it may be 
that armies in the past moved in, fought and moved away without noting in 
particular the location where they met, and without leaving behind them any 
feeling of the signifi cance of their passing. ‘Rectifi cation’ in Foote’s (1997) 
sense of the term requires a measure of notoriety or fame, however short-lived 
after the event that inspired it. Rectifi cation is for him one of a set of responses 
that assumes sanctifi cation, designation and deliberate obliteration as legit-
imate and proper responses to places of trauma: rectifi cation is the positive 
absence of these. We have noted, however, battles from periods where it seems 
memorialisation (whether sanctifi cation or designation in Foote’s terms) is not 
a norm. Accordingly, battles from the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
(in particular) that remain unmemorialised and unmarked may represent 
something other than ‘rectifi cation’ in the sense used here. In our age, and in 
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the centuries preceding early modernity, the marking of battlefi elds as special 
places seems to have been a cultural norm: the form differs in the medieval 
period from the modern, and most probably the specifi c audience and purpose, 
but there is some similarity of practice. Such places do not appear to require 
any kind of marking in the intervening period, however, suggesting that a 
very different set of cultural imperatives is at work. Without any material 
legacy to consider, it may prove diffi cult if not impossible for us to say very 
much about those very different cultural traditions of remembrance.

For us to study battlefi elds as a part of our heritage it is necessary for them 
to be treated as part of that heritage. Where remembrance is lacking, that 
‘heritage’ status is effectively withheld. Modern attitudes to sites of historic 
confl ict are different from those in the past, but inevitably include the evidence 
for those past understandings. Where no such evidence exists, it is possible 
that we shall need to be silent apart from noting the lack of remembrance, and 
leave it to others to consider the specifi cs of that particular cultural choice.

Conclusions

This chapter has been a critical review of the work of the Bloody Meadows 
Project so far. It has reviewed our results and those areas we may need to 
address further as the project continues. It has suggested areas where the 
project may not be able to make any clear statements about the objects of 
enquiry we specifi cally address. There are, however, areas where we feel we can 
make a contribution. 

The main students of historic battlefi elds are military historians and 
military, battlefi eld or confl ict archaeologists (the terms used vary). Our work 
derives directly from the latter concerns and it is to these that the most direct 
contribution can be made. We think our work may have three distinctive 
values, all relating to the limitations of the standard military historical 
discourse. First, we represent an approach to battlefi elds neither grounded in 
nor deriving from military history but instead directly from archaeology, 
allowing us to offer insights about battles and battlefi elds that a military 
historian simply cannot. This is not to demean military history as such, but we 
believe that an overreliance on military history as a source discipline prevents 
the emergence of the full value of the material culture approach that is central 
to archaeology. Second, we believe that our work may have some predictive 
value where scholars are seeking to locate a battle from the past: by using our 
‘typology’ for that period (Carman and Carman 2007b) some places may appear 
more likely and others less so. Third, because we highlight not functional 
rationality in decision-making but the unstated assumptions that lie behind 
choices in the past, we also help to undermine the contemporary myth of war 
as a rational activity and an appropriate response to perceived threat (Carman 
and Carman 2007a). Our work goes some way towards demonstrating that the 
way wars are fought is not grounded in rationality but in cultural beliefs, and 
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that these vary across time and across space. Our work reveals some of this 
variation for further investigation by both military historians and military 
archaeologists.

Our second audience is students of landscapes from the past, especially those 
in our host discipline of archaeology. We believe that our work demonstrates 
the utility of an approach to landscapes based upon phenomenology: moreover, 
by applying this approach to historic landscapes we show the usefulness of the 
approach beyond the study of prehistory. Our approach is based entirely upon 
the notion that attitudes towards and expectations of landscape in the past are 
different from those held by people in the twenty-fi rst century: if they were 
not different we would have nothing to say. We believe our approach seeks out 
and identifi es those differences by using an explicitly Western mode of inves-
tigation of space and comparing that with the use of that space made by people 
in the past. It is from noting the manner in which objects are used, or any 
failure to use them as we would today, that these differences emerge. We can 
also compare the uses of space in one historical period with those of another, 
revealing other differences in attitude and expectation. Where objects that 
were present in the past and would be available for use in the present – espe-
cially for military purposes, such as facilitating or impeding movement, for 
concealment or for protection – but were not used for these purposes, it can be 
inferred that the objects were not seen as useful. This in turn indicates a 
measure of difference between the past and the present. We believe choosing 
to examine landscapes that were used for a very particular kind of purpose in 
the past makes the identifi cation and examination of these differences in 
attitude and expectation – as revealed by differences in use – more reliable, 
and that they therefore reveal real differences between various periods of 
history. These can then be taken up by others who are interested in under-
standing the use and attitudes towards space of people in the past.

Finally, as students of the remembrance of historic places, we aim to 
contribute to studies of modern ‘heritage’ and of social memory. Here, we 
record the actual means by which places were marked and memorialised in the 
present and in the past: where no such marking is evident, we record that too. 
Accordingly, unlike so many of those interested in these areas, we do not start 
from the premise that the marking and commemoration of battlefi elds (among 
other places) is a universal cultural norm, but that they are one form of cultural 
practice in which we can be interested. From our work the differences in style 
of marking between the medieval and modern periods emerge; as does also the 
apparent hiatus in commemoration from the end of the medieval period to the 
nineteenth century. This is something apparently not remarked upon by other 
researchers (see Borg 1991; Hewitt 2001; Yarrington 1988). Our work 
therefore serves to assist those who wish to challenge the assumptions so often 
made about what is right and proper in relation to social memory, and instead 
to establish the forms of that memory as an object of study in their own right. 
It offers to us as something strange our own cultural practices and accepted 



 

INVESTIGATING BATTLEFIELDS

313

norms of behaviour. It may serve to raise questions about our own modern 
attitudes to war and remembrance in the same way that work such as ours 
raises questions about the rational basis for decision-making in war.

Ultimately, as is so common with much contemporary research work, our 
project is not really about the past but about our own attitudes and under-
standings in the present. It lays before us our beliefs and practices as a set of 
ideas that do not hold true in all times and places and are different from those 
in the past. It causes us to question our values and expectations by revealing 
how historically shallow those values and expectations are. We hope it tells us 
about the past, but we also hope it tells us about the present and gives indica-
tions to a different, perhaps better, way of thinking about issues of war and 
violence more generally. We certainly hope it encourages our readers to think 
about these things. 

Bibliography

Black, J. (1991) A Military Revolution? Military Change and European Society 1550–1800, Studies 
in European History, London: Macmillan.

—— (2000) War: Past, Present, and Future, Stroud: Sutton.
—— (2002) European Warfare, 1494–1815, London: Routledge.
Borg, A. (1991) War Memorials: From Antiquity to the Present, London: Leo Cooper.
Carman, J. (ed.) (1997) Material Harm: Archaeological Studies of War and Violence, Glasgow: Cruithne.
—— (1999a) ‘Beyond the Western Way of War: Ancient Battlefi elds in Comparative 

Perspective’, in J. Carman and A. Harding (eds) Ancient Warfare: Archaeological Perspectives, 
Stroud: Sutton, 39–55.

—— (1999b). ‘Bloody Meadows: The Places of Battle’, in S. Tarlow and S. West (eds) The 
Familiar Past? Archaeologies of Later Historical Britain, London: Routledge, 233–45.

—— (2005) ‘Battlefi elds as Cultural Resources’, Post-Medieval Archaeology 39.2, 215–23.
Carman, J. and P. Carman (2001) ‘Beyond Military Archaeology: Battlefi elds as a Research 

Resource’, in P. Freeman and T. Pollard (eds) Fields of Confl ict: Progress and Prospects in Battle-
fi eld Archaeology, Proceedings of a Conference Held in the Department of Archaeology, University of 
Glasgow, April 2000, Oxford: BAR International Series 958, Archaeopress, 275–81.

—— (2006a) ‘Ancient Bloody Meadows: Classical Battlefi elds in Greece’, in T. Pollard and I. 
Banks (eds) Past Tense: Studies in the Archaeology of Confl ict, Leiden: Brill, 19–44.

—— (2006b) Bloody Meadows: Investigating Landscapes of Battle, Stroud: Sutton.
—— (2007a) ‘From Rhetoric to Research: The Bloody Meadows Project as a Pacifi st Response 

to War’, in M. Palus, A. Piccini and L. McAtackney (eds) Encounters Between Past and Present: 
Proceedings of the First CHAT Conference 2003, Oxford: BAR International Series, Archaeopress, 
109–114. 

—— (2007b) ‘Mustering Landscapes: What Historic Battlefi elds Share in Common’, in D. 
Scott, L. Babits and C. Haecker (eds) Fields of Confl ict: Battlefi eld Archaeology from the Roman 
Empire to the Korean War, vol. 1: Searching for War in the Ancient and Early Modern World, 
Westport, CT: Praeger Security, 39–49.

Carman, J. and A. Harding (eds) (1999) Ancient Warfare: Archaeological Perspectives, Stroud: Sutton.
Cunha, E. and A. M. Silva (1997) ‘War Lesions from the Famous Portuguese Medieval Battle of 

Aljubarotta’, International Journal of Osteoarchaeology 7, 595–9.



 

JOHN CARMAN AND PATRICIA CARMAN

314

Doyle, P. and M. R. Bennett (eds) (2002) Fields of Battle: Terrain in Military History, Dordrecht: 
Kluwer.

English Heritage (1995) Register of Historic Battlefi elds, London: English Heritage.
Fiorato, V., A. Boylston and C. Knusel (2000) Blood Red Roses: The Archaeology of a Mass Grave 

from the Battle of Towton AD 1461, Oxford: Oxbow.
Foard, G. (1995) Naseby: The Decisive Campaign, Whitstable: Pryor Publications.
—— (2001) ‘The Archaeology of Attack: Battles and Sieges of the English Civil War’, in T. 

Freeman and A. Pollard (eds) Fields of Confl ict: Progress and Prospects in Battlefi eld Archaeology, 
Proceedings of a Conference Held in the Department of Archaeology, University of Glasgow, April 
2000, Oxford: BAR International Series 958, Archaeopress, 87–104.

Foote, S. (1997) Shadowed Ground: America’s Landscapes of Violence and Tragedy, Austin: University 
of Texas Press.

Freeman, P. and T. Pollard (eds) (2001) Fields of Confl ict: Progress and Prospects in Battlefi eld 
Archaeology, Proceedings of a Conference Held in the Department of Archaeology, University of 
Glasgow, April 2000, Oxford: BAR International Series 958, Archaeopress. 

Garden, M.-C. (2006) ‘The Heritagescape: Looking at Landscapes of the Past’, International 
Journal of Heritage Studies 12.5, 394–411.

Gray, C. H. (1997) Postmodern War: The New Politics of Confl ict, London: Routledge.
Haas, J. (ed.) (1990) The Anthropology of War, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Haecker, C. M. and J. G. Mauck (1997) On the Prairie of Palo Alto: Historical Archaeology of the 

US–Mexican War Battlefi eld, College Station: Texas A&M University Press.
Haldon, J. F. (ed.) (2006) General Issues in the Study of Medieval Logistics: Sources, Problems and 

Methodologies, History of Warfare 36, Leiden: Brill. 
Hanson, V. D. (1989) The Western Way of War: Infantry Battle in Classical Greece, Oxford: Oxford 

University Press.
Herzfeld, M. (1991) A Place in History: Social and Monumental Time in a Cretan Town, Princeton 

and Oxford: Princeton University Press. 
Hewitt, N. (2001) ’The National Inventory of War Memorials: Profi le of a National Recording 

Project’, in J.-M. Teutonico and J. Fidler (eds) Monuments and the Millennium: Proceedings of a 
Joint Conference Organised by English Heritage and the United Kingdom Institute for Conservation, 
London: English Heritage, 13–22.

Hodder, I., M. Shanks, A. Alexandri, V. Buchli, J. Carman, J. Last and G. Lucas (eds) (1995) 
Interpreting Archaeology: Finding Meaning in the Past, London: Routledge.

Keegan, J. (1976) The Face of Battle, London: Hutchinson.
—— (1993) A History of Warfare, London: Hutchinson.
Keeley, L. H. (1996) War before Civilization: The Myth of the Peaceful Savage, Oxford and New 

York: Oxford University Press.
Mathieu, J. and E. Kedl (1993) The Plains of Abraham: The Search for the Ideal, Sillery, Quebec: 

Septentrion. 
Otto, T., H. Thrane and H. Vandkilde (eds) (2006) Warfare and Society: Archaeological and Social 

Anthropological Perspectives, Aarhus: Aarhus University Press. 
Paço, A. do (1962) ‘Em tormo de Aljubarotta. I-O Problema dos ossos dos combatentes da 

batalha’, Anais da Academia Portugesa da História 2.12, 115–63.
Parker-Pearson, M. and I. J. N. Thorpe (eds) (2005) Warfare, Violence and Slavery in Prehistory: 

Proceedings of a Prehistoric Society Conference at Sheffi eld University, Oxford: BAR International 
Series 1374, Archeopress.

Pollard, T. and I. Banks (eds) (2006) Past Tense: Studies in the Archaeology of Confl ict, Leiden: 
Brill.



 

INVESTIGATING BATTLEFIELDS

315

Scott, D. D., R. A. Fox, M. A. Connor and D. Harmon (1989) Archaeological Perspectives on the 
Battle of the Little Big Horn, Norman and London: University of Oklahoma Press.

Scott, D., L. Babits and C. Haecker (eds) (2007) Fields of Confl ict: Battlefi eld Archaeology from the 
Roman Empire to the Korean War, vol. 1: Searching for War in the Ancient and Early Modern 
World, Westport, CT: Praeger Security.

Sutherland, T. (2000) ‘The Archaeological Investigation of the Towton Battlefi eld’, in V. 
Fiorato, A. Boylston and C. Knusel (eds) Blood Red Roses: The Archaeoogy of a Mass Grave from 
the Battle of Towton AD 1461, Oxford: Oxbow, 155–68.

Tao, General Hanzhang (2000) Sun Tzu’s Art of War: The Modern Chinese Interpretation, trans. 
Yuan Shibing, New York: Sterling Publishing. 

Tilley, C. (1994) A Phenomenology of Landscape. Oxford: Berg.
Weigley, R. F. (1991) The Age of Battles: The Quest for Decisive Warfare from Breitenfeld to Waterloo, 

Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press.
Yarrington, A. (1988) The Commemoration of the Hero 1800–1864: Monuments to the British Victors 

of the Napoleonic Wars, New York and London: Garland Publishing. 



 



 

Part V

COMMENTARIES



 



 

319

HERITAGE AND METHODOLOGY

A view from social anthropology

Paola Filippucci

As a social anthropologist, my fi eld encounter with ‘heritage’ was discon-
certing and somewhat frustrating. In 2000, in the context of an archaeological 
project in a rural area of France, I was charged with investigating perceptions 
of the area’s past and archaeological remains in view of the ‘valorisation’ of its 
heritage, identifi ed in regional and national public policy as the most prom-
ising growth sector in an economically weak and marginal area. Ethnographic 
fi eldwork revealed a population voicing a marked attachment to place but who 
did not consider place and identity to be embodied in what policy-makers 
called ‘heritage’, which was instead associated with an inauthentic, makeshift 
relationship with local reality, exemplifi ed by tourism. In a context of depopu-
lation and economic decline, the sorts of claims normally associated with 
‘heritage’ (about authenticity, continuity, identity and attachment) were 
instead associated with ordinary surroundings and practices not necessarily 
linked with the past: with functional, habitable village houses, with the 
presence of people in the street, with going to the bakery or the post offi ce, 
with attending a local school instead of commuting. Ethnography revealed a 
sense of ‘heritage’ centred on continuity into the future as much as or even 
more than continuity from the past, which did not match local policy-relevant 
notions of heritage as material or indeed immaterial traces of the past. Moreover 
the narratives I collected were diverse and sometimes contradictory, so that in 
practice it proved impossible to translate them into recommendations to 
public policy agencies charged with developing ‘local heritage’. Ethnography 
had identifi ed a mismatch between public policy and local perceptions and 
agendas, but not the means to redress it. From my point of view, the category 
‘heritage’ was a straitjacket into which I struggled to frame and contain my 
fi ndings and which ultimately denied them practical if not theoretical value. 
The report I eventually wrote was much praised by the commissioning agency 
but, to date, has not had any practical results.

Since then, I have come to realise that conducting qualitative research in 
relation to heritage poses particular challenges, particularly from a methodological 
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point of view. As the introductory chapters to this volume argue, heritage is an 
interdisciplinary, ‘in-between’ fi eld not only because it engages scholars from 
different subjects but also because the object itself is inherently diverse, incorpo-
rating as it does ‘people, things and texts’ (Sørensen and Carman, chapter 1). From 
the point of view of a social anthropologist this creates particular theoretical and 
methodological challenges. For instance, in the case of my research in France, I see 
now that the disappointing outcome can partly be attributed to the fact that 
French public policy enshrines (or enshrined at the time) a particularly narrow and 
infl exible defi nition of heritage more centred on things than on people, and on 
certain stereotyped ideas about rural areas and tradition (see Filippucci 2004). 
This may be an interesting fi nding in itself, but this example also raises to my 
mind the question of why we employ qualitative methods in the investigation of 
heritage. While not all heritage research is aimed at generating policy, should it 
be assumed that methods such as participant observation are inherently valuable 
in this fi eld? Just because they work in another discipline, should they be adopted 
by others without further methodological refl ection? This is what I would like to 
address in the rest of this essay with regard to qualitative methods of enquiry.

Qualitative research and heritage

As this volume demonstrates through many of its contributions, ethnography 
and more broadly qualitative methods have become a central methodology in 
heritage research in recent years. This responds to what arguably is the most 
interesting and intellectually productive contribution of Heritage Studies since 
its inception, the idea that heritage is not, as posited in policy and popular 
views, an assemblage of things: items, mostly material, that have historical 
value for a collectivity and that can be catalogued, listed, protected and so 
forth. Instead ‘heritage’ has been convincingly redefi ned as a fi eld concerned 
fi rst and foremost with people. Scholars now theorise heritage as a diverse range 
of social practices, processes and experiences through which people invest 
things, sites and practices with value and sentiment, and claim them in 
collective ownership or guardianship to affi rm continuity, authenticity and 
identity; this investigation also frequently examines the ways in which such 
processes are institutionally ‘managed’ through policy and legislation. 

The use of qualitative methods of investigation is a corollary of this way of 
conceptualising heritage, as qualitative methods are used to document and 
analyse perceptions, attitudes and motivations of those involved in the heritage 
process. These methods are drawn from disciplines specialising in the study of 
‘people’, such as sociology and social anthropology, and can be deployed 
productively to advance our understanding of the phenomenon we call 
heritage. Contributors in this volume use the ‘highly disciplined subjectivity’ 
enjoined by this method for recognising implicit, unspoken attitudes to 
heritage (Keitumetse, chapter 11); for ‘accessing and interpreting the cultural 
dynamics that underpin the creation and maintenance of identity’ in the 
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context of heritage tourism, and ‘understanding the experience’ of tourists and 
of heritage more widely (Palmer, chapter 7, Andrews, chapter 8); and ‘to 
immerse myself in the world of the tourist and to explore issues of meaning 
and interpretation’ and to elicit and create new meanings and understanding 
of the heritage (Palmer, chapter 7, Keitumetse, chapter 11). Ethnography is 
also a valuable method for eliciting comment on ‘sensitive’ issues and navi-
gating the boundary between legality and illegality in the heritage fi eld 
(Kersel, chapter 10). More broadly, as Kersel notes, heritage professionals use 
ethnography, interviewing and qualitative research all the time because this 
type of research is predicated on participation and contribution of the public. 

Indeed, these methods, particularly the classic anthropological one of partic-
ipant observation (see e.g. Andrews, chapter 8, Kersel, chapter 10), are inval-
uable for revealing the nuances and richness of people’s perceptions and 
lifeworlds. However, as my example above suggests, they can reveal ‘too much’ 
nuance and richness: too much for the purposes of policy but also for advancing 
our understanding of ‘heritage’. Even in national and policy contexts where 
eliciting ‘local attitudes’ is a routine aspect of policy (perhaps particularly where 
this is the case, as in instances where ‘public participation’ is required), 
conducting unrefl ecting qualitative research risks becoming a way to tick the 
boxes of protocol that does not advance either policy (cf. McDavid, chapter 12) 
or theory. The researcher is in danger of taking for granted that case studies are 
useful and of omitting basic questions such as: why, exactly, do qualitative 
research? What is one trying to fi nd out by it and what exactly does it reveal? 
How does one make data so derived relevant to how we conceptualise heritage 
as a phenomenon in the contemporary world? In other words, even in a fi eld 
centrally concerned with ‘people’, the richness of qualitative data does not speak 
by itself: it must be made to speak by being related to a framework of analysis. 

In social anthropology, the framework in which localised, qualitative studies 
have classically been made to ‘speak’ is the so-called ‘comparative method’. This 
method refl ects and advances the central aim of anthropology: to grapple with 
the problem of the diversity of human social and cultural life, while assuming 
the fundamental unity of humankind (see e.g. Carruthers 1992). It posits that 
generalisable insights about human phenomena may be derived from comparing 
and contrasting case studies. The history of the discipline shows the potential 
pitfalls of this method: it can degenerate into what Leach famously called 
‘butterfl y collecting’, losing itself in creating typologies at the expense of 
analysis; or, as with post-modern relativism, lead to an almost exclusive focus 
on local meanings denying the possibility of generalisation (cf. Carsten 2004: 
22). In spite of these extremes, the method arguably retains the potential of 
enabling empirically grounded generalisations about human phenomena, 
exploiting the tension between uniqueness and generality that characterises 
them (Eriksen 2001: 6). In the case of heritage, seen as a contemporary human 
phenomenon, comparison can come into play at a number of different levels 
that can enrich and valorise the use of qualitative methods in this fi eld. 
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Comparison in heritage research

As Sørensen and Carman note (chapter 1), the qualitative case study has 
become a ‘trope of publication’ in the heritage fi eld in recent decades, so the 
fi rst, most obvious axis of comparison which may be suggested is that between 
case studies. This entails not simply publishing collections of case studies but 
also systematically designing, conducting and analysing case studies in a 
comparative framework. In a self-consciously comparative approach, case 
studies are not simply designed to document diversity and variety in the expe-
rience of and attitudes towards heritage, but also to answer questions about 
the reasons for variation or indeed for similarity across cases. While attending 
to the intricacies of the individual case, the aim is also always to compare and 
contrast it with others in a search for patterns and regularities. In this way 
comparison helps to clarify questions to guide further empirical observation, 
such as: what does and what does not become heritage in a given case? Who 
does and does not engage with it? How do things become repositories of 
temporality and authenticity, by what material and symbolic manipulations? 
How do different institutional worlds infl uence and shape how heritage is 
defi ned and ‘lives’ in a given society? How does ‘heritage’ relate to cultures of 
management and policy, defi nitions of citizenship and public, notions of 
property and claim, and notions of culture in a given society? 

Asking such questions also leads one to analyse heritage-related behaviour 
comparatively against other sorts of social and cultural behaviour, for instance 
with other ways of knowing the past and claiming identity and authenticity. 
Thus at another level, case studies of how the concept and practice of heritage 
plays out in individual cases can be compared with ethnographic evidence and 
analytical discussions about other ways in which societies construct and relate 
to the past. In heritage this has already been done on a historical plane, charting 
the emergence and differentiation of ‘heritage’ from other societal ways of 
knowing the past such as myth, history and tradition (e.g. Lowenthal 1985; 
Nora 1989). However, in order to fully understand and analyse the phenomenon 
it is also important to compare and contrast ‘heritage’ with other modes of 
knowing the past within and between contemporary societies, both those 
within the Euro-American ‘core’, where the notion of ‘heritage’ is indigenous 
(see e.g. Hartog 2003), and beyond it, in societies now embracing or engaging 
with the international idiom of ‘heritage’ as a recent and imported cultural 
infl uence (cf. e.g. Kalinoe and Leach 2004). The comparative study of heritage 
in relation to other ways in which societies imagine, materialise and make the 
past known and visible to themselves and claim it in processes of identity 
formation helps to refute the idea, mentioned earlier in this volume (see Carman 
and Sørensen, chapter 2), that ‘heritage’ is an inferior, ideologically suspect way 
of approaching the past. Instead it shows heritage to be one of the modalities by 
which societies approach their past and construct identities around it. This 
links Heritage Studies to the anthropological study of ‘social memory’, to which 
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Heritage Studies could validly contribute in the empirical and theoretical study 
of modern social memory, a burgeoning interest in anthropology and the human-
ities more broadly (e.g. Rossington and Whitehead 2007). Similarly, the insti-
tutional frameworks of ‘heritage’ could also be studied comparatively: not only 
historically (see Swenson 2007) but also in relation to other contemporary 
policy and property forms contributing to the wider study of modern institu-
tional, policy and property cultures (cf. Pottage and Mundy 2004). 

A comparative approach to case studies also helps to refi ne our understanding 
of the nature and signifi cance of the ‘local’ and therefore of the ‘local knowledge’ 
collected using qualitative methods, leading us to better evaluate its contribution 
to our understanding of heritage. As anthropological work on place has shown, 
there is a danger of reifying and romanticising local knowledge as encapsulating 
some essential and primordial set of meanings and understandings (see e.g. Gupta 
and Ferguson 1997). This is often encouraged by policy that includes a survey of 
‘local attitudes’, thereby characterised as a self-contained, unifi ed set of meanings 
that pre-exists the heritage encounter and that is juxtaposed to policy as a 
‘management’ of, again, pre-existing resources. This assumption ignores the fact 
that, fi rst, ‘locals’ are often internally divided and embrace different and 
contrasting viewpoints (cf. McDavid, chapter 12), and second, that the ‘local’ is 
not isolated from but emergent in wider contexts so that ‘local’ knowledge 
usually includes and engages with many infl uences. ‘Local’ people may mobilise 
a complex blend of school- and media-derived knowledge and images, policy-
derived categories originating in policy, and more localised understandings as 
they attach value to heritage things and sites. On another level, policy-makers 
and other authorities conventionally opposed to ‘local’ communities are also often 
simultaneously themselves ‘locals’ and may position themselves as such contex-
tually. By adopting a comparative mindset the ‘local’ is seen more clearly as an 
emergent and dynamic fi eld, a location adopted as various constituencies stake 
their claim to the heritage. This helps to enrich and deepen our understanding, 
advocated by Andrews (in chapter 8), of ‘heritage as an experience’. This last can 
be broadened beyond the subjective perceptions of ‘users’ and ‘policy-makers’ to 
a more comprehensive picture of a fi eld of engagement in which discourse and 
action about ‘heritage’ are an aspect of the formation and crystallisation of 
‘communities’ and interest groups: to see that by doing and speaking ‘heritage’ 
people form communities, and claim identities, including ‘local’ ones.

The fi nal axis of comparison for qualitatively based case studies in heritage 
that I would like to suggest is disciplinary. As the introduction to this volume 
makes clear, the heritage fi eld does not only include people but also, impor-
tantly, things and texts. This has methodological implications: while quali-
tative methods can generate valuable insight in heritage research, in some cases 
quantitative methods might be more appropriate; or also methodologies (such 
as those developed to study material culture) that take into account the 
‘thingness’ of heritage and the way in which material representation generates a 
particular ‘force fi eld’, its own sort of ‘meaning’ not reducible to symbolic, 
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linguistically mediated meaning (see Pinney 2005: 261). It is the interplay 
between people and things (including texts) that makes the fi eld of heritage so 
unique and theoretically exciting. In order to fully do justice to this quality of 
heritage, a sustained ‘comparison’ or dialogue between qualitative and non-
qualitative methods is in order, helping to develop methodologies for connecting 
qualitative with quantitative data. As Fitzjohn (chapter 13) and Garden (chapter 
15) both show, tools can be developed for integrating ethnographically derived 
knowledge with ‘harder’ defi nitions of heritage as quantifi able spaces, objects 
and/or sites. Both authors use the notion of landscape as a template to frame the 
cultural, intangible knowledge gained ethnographically and combine it with 
other knowledges. In particular, Fitzjohn’s hyperlink model shows how it is 
possible to relate these different knowledges without each losing its particular 
character or being privileged over the others, but instead relating them in such 
a way that each is a context for the others. It also creates a model of reality that 
can be replicated or compared across local contexts, helping to analyse them, 
and so to discern patterns without abandoning uniqueness. As Fitzjohn also 
suggests, such models can enable various stakeholders and members of the 
public as well as researchers both locally and beyond to interact with the virtual 
‘heritage site’ so created. By fostering interaction and debate beyond the actual 
heritage site, and so to speak extending the heritage site into virtual space, such 
a model can contribute as much to the analysis of heritage as to its creation. 

Conclusions

More broadly, the image encapsulated by Fitzjohn’s model of interacting and 
mutually contextualising knowledges is apt to describe a fi eld like heritage, in 
which many different disciplinary approaches can meet and institute a fruitful 
dialogue. This possibility is inscribed not only in the heterogeneity of its object, 
but also in an aspect that underpins many of the contributions in this volume and 
is relatively unique to the heritage: the fact that heritage research can be and often 
is conducted by teams of scholars, each bringing different expertise and disciplinary 
backgrounds. On hindsight, a mistake I made in my investigation in France 
outlined above, partly also to blame for some of its failures, was that I did not suffi -
ciently plan and develop my methodology in conversation with the archaeologists 
also involved in the project. Such interdisciplinary confrontation and comparison 
is rare or indeed absent in social anthropology, in which the lone researcher domi-
nates, and is in my view a strength of the heritage fi eld that has enormous potential 
for the methodological as well as theoretical advance of the fi eld. As the history and 
sociology of science demonstrate, new methods and ideas are not (or not only) born 
through comparison and confrontation in the recesses of a researcher’s own mind 
but also crucially in and through social encounter, dialogue and collaboration 
between scholars. By the hetero geneity of its object, the heritage fi eld facilitates 
such encounters and collaborations. This makes it a privileged site for methodo-
logical refl ection and innovation, as this volume clearly demonstrates. 
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WHERE IS THE DISCIPLINE IN 
HERITAGE STUDIES?

A view from environmental psychology

David Uzzell

Charlotte Andrews in her opening paragraph (chapter 8) states, quite rightly, 
that ‘Heritage Studies does not yet offer a set of established methodologies 
to choose from, [so] researchers are challenged, but also free, to employ novel 
lines of enquiry towards our aim of a more complex and satisfying under-
standing of heritage’. This is hardly surprising since Heritage Studies is the 
lovechild of a multitude of relationships between academics in many disci-
plines, and then nurtured by practitioners and institutions. There is no 
discipline as such as heritage; this is reinforced by the fact that we give it the 
catch-all term ‘heritage studies’. The fellow travellers we fi nd on the way are 
geographers, sociologists, archaeologists, psychologists, historians and many 
others – many of these disciplines are represented in this book. What these 
researchers share in common is a fascination with the past, a yearning for a 
deeper understanding of it not least because although the past is elusive it 
has a critical effect on the present and the future. It sits somewhere ‘out 
there’, a tangible resource and source of inspiration, meaning and identity as 
well as commercial profi t. It is a physical reality that is more than just the 
fabrication in our minds that Lowenthal (1998) suggests. But it is clearly ‘in 
here’ as well, in the minds of the observer; it is a social construction, an 
empty box, waiting to be fi lled with our values, beliefs, desires. Its func-
tional role, however, is more nuanced than simply suggesting it adds a 
repository and framework for meaning. The meaning of the heritage will 
vary over time and for different groups of people. It serves social, cultural 
and political functions. But the heritage during this process does not remain 
static and unchanged. It also becomes a piece of clay ready to be moulded 
into something we want it to be. We use the heritage in the creation of our 
own individual, group and national identities (Devine-Wright and Lyons 
1997; Anteric 1998; MacDonald 2003). We construct meanings from the 
heritage and we construct ourselves from it as well.
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This is not the place for an extended discussion of the nature of heritage and 
its function for individuals, groups and society (for this, see the collection of 
readings by Smith (2007) and Fairclough et al. (2008)). The opening para-
graph of this contribution does, however, suggest that how we access the 
heritage is far from straightforward, an issue made more complicated by the 
fact that heritage is not the preserve of one discipline but many. We are all 
familiar with L. P. Hartley’s opening lines from The Go-Between (1953): ‘The 
past is a foreign country: they do things differently there.’ Indeed, the quotation 
is cited endlessly in studies of the heritage, and is the title of Lowenthal’s 
seminal book (1999). But a little more self-refl ection might lead researchers to 
see that no less foreign an experience are the academic disciplines into which 
all of us stray invariably as researchers of ‘the heritage’. The heritage is the 
meeting ground of many disciplines, and it is on that meeting ground that we 
are confronted with issues which as researchers we give scant regard. One of 
these issues is methodology. 

The purpose of this brief essay is to discuss the importance of methodo-
logical awareness and the need for the imagination in the development of new 
methodologies and methods for understanding the heritage in the context of 
interdisciplinary collaboration. Heritage Studies is, as a consequence of its 
mixed parentage, the archetypal interdisciplinary study area. Methodologies 
are important in Heritage Studies because they are the hand which guides us 
into the past from the present. They show us how to look and see. But they 
should also come with a health warning.

O’Brien (2008) recently conducted a small study examining the positive 
and negative aspects of interdisciplinary collaboration, questioning researchers 
from at least eight different natural and social science disciplines working on 
a three year ESRC/RELU (Rural Economy and Land Use) programme. There 
was a positive response to interdisciplinary working. It was seen to lead to: a 
better understanding of how other scientists work, enabling new areas of 
work to be developed and incorporated into a holistic project; different points 
of view; new insights, new angles and techniques brought to topics of 
common interest; learning from other perspectives and understanding 
different epistemologies; broader questions being addressed and other 
methods and approaches included; opening up of different literatures; the 
encouragement of applied and policy-oriented research which may be more 
likely to address the problems under investigation and be more meaningful 
to the research client.

The negative features of interdisciplinary collaboration were: it is time-
consuming and sometimes frustrating; the approaches to and standards of 
evidence in some disciplines are sometimes questioned by those in other disci-
plines; the language differences (i.e. jargon) in different disciplines; publishing 
in single discipline journals can be diffi cult if it includes theories from other 
disciplines; the length of time taken to achieve certain outputs can be consid-
erable due to time taken to accommodate different interests.
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Although these fi ndings are derived from a study assessing and communi-
cating animal-disease risk for countryside users, their signifi cance is no less 
relevant for those working in Heritage Studies. It is noteworthy that most of 
the issues surrounding interdisciplinary working focused on methodology, the 
subject of this book. In the remaining pages I would like to discuss further 
methodological issues which are not always so readily apparent and may be 
overlooked when disciplines come together. 

There are no methods without theory 

Whether the heritage is ‘out there’ or ‘in here’ there is a relationship between ‘it’ 
and ‘us’. There are various ways of thinking about and analysing our relationship 
with the physical world. Moscovici (1972), in the context of analysing different 
approaches in social psychology, names these relationships as ‘taxonomic’, 
‘differential’ and ‘systematic’. The relationships are suffi ciently generic to be of 
relevance for researchers of the heritage as they all relate to the relationship 
between people and their physical world. The ‘taxonomic’ is concerned with 
investigating the nature of the variables which might account for the behaviour 
of an individual. Social stimuli are seen to affect the processes of judgement, 
perception and the formation of attitudes. The independent variables are either 
people or groups of people, or they are physical objects – the environment or the 
heritage (?) – which have social value. In practice this might be how the social 
value of the cultural heritage confers and sustains national identity. The envi-
ronment is ascribed psychological characteristics, and social phenomena are in 
turn treated as natural objects. The emphasis is on reaction to the social and 
environmental rather than the relationship with the environment. 

The second set of relationships is the ‘differential’, in which the subject of 
research is classifi ed and differentiated according to whatever social and 
psychological criteria we are interested in – for example, social categories such 
as curators versus the public, scientists versus lay people, landowners versus non-
owners, or according to the position they may take, for example possessing 
pro- or anti-environment attitudes. The properties of the environment are of 
little interest as the focus of attention is on the role the individual occupies 
and the consequent effect that the social role has on attitudes and behaviour in 
respect of, for example, heritage. The aim in this form of social psychology is 
to fi nd out how different categories of people or positions respond when faced 
with a particular problem such as the destruction of heritage. 

In the ‘systematic’, there is an interdependence of people/groups in relation 
to a common physical or social environment. The relationship of the indi-
vidual to the heritage is mediated through the intervention of another person 
or group such as archaeologists or exhibition designers. This can lead to two 
types of studies. The focus of attention in the fi rst is on changes in the behaviour 
of individuals participating in the interaction and the developing nature of the 
relationship. The second approach focuses on the effects of the relationship 
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– on the individuals, their relationship with each other and their relationship 
with the heritage.

This classifi cation, and the methodologies it suggests, might be a useful 
way for researchers to think about future heritage research.

Methodological assumptions and the model of the person 

All methods have embedded within them sets of assumptions about the rela-
tionship between people and between people and their physical environment and their 
relationship to the past. The assumptions refl ect different models of the person. 
The model of the person assumed (but not necessarily articulated) by those 
working in one discipline (e.g. architecture or archaeology) may be different 
from that assumed by those working within another discipline and with whom 
they are collaborating (e.g. psychology). In practical terms what this means is 
that one group may be working with a set of assumptions which are inherently 
individual and behaviourist, whereas another discipline may be working 
within a more social or relational model framework. 

Israel (1972) suggests that three models of the person1 have been assumed 
in social psychology – the behaviouristic, the role and the relational. Behav-
iourist theories are oriented primarily to the individual, who invariably is in 
passive mode. For example, social learning theory explains the processes by 
which an individual acquires attitudes and behaviours through interacting 
with another individual. In exchange theory, the emphasis is on the rewards, 
costs, outcomes and comparison levels of the individuals involved in the 
exchange rather than the dyad as a social system. Cognitive theories are heavily 
oriented towards the individual, with little recognition of the social context in 
which individuals operate and the role and infl uence of the social group and 
collective thought and action. Behaviourist theories suggest that by controlling 
the environment it is possible to control the individual. If we can understand 
the effect of environmental (and temporal?) events on people’s behaviour it 
may be possible, it is argued, to anticipate their infl uence, even plan for that 
infl uence and gain control over events. Such a view lies at the heart of environ-
mental and architectural determinism (Lee 1976), a position which suggests 
not only that the environment is highly infl uential on (and in some cases deter-
ministic of) people’s behaviour, but that it is possible to design the envi-
ronment to achieve particular social outcomes. 

Israel’s second model of the person that has been dominant in social 
psychology is the role model. Role theory has been described as follows: 

Man has certain positions within the social system and related to these 
positions are normative expectations concerning the individual’s 
behaviour and concerning relevant attributes. Positions are inde-
pendent of a specifi c occupant. 

(Israel 1972: 140)
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In contrast to behaviourist/cognitive theories, role theory assumes that the 
individual will submit passively to the infl uence of social and political 
constructions. While it allows the individual to break rules and act out other 
roles, and although it has a strong social orientation, it tends to minimise the 
individual’s own perceptions, preferences, norms and interests. 

Israel’s third model is a relational model of the person which is represented by 
the work of George Herbert Mead and the symbolic interactionists. Mead 
wrote: ‘a self can arise only where there is a social process within which this self 
has its initiation. It arises within that process’ (Mead 1956: 42). Within this 
model, Stringer writes: 

Man is not seen as a bundle of traits, or an individual simply responding 
to rewards and punishments, but as his social relations. Man is the 
sum of his social interactions through constant interactions with 
others, the self is constantly changing; interaction is fully reciprocal 
as neither the individual nor social processes are given priority.

(Stringer 1982: 58)

The relational approach recognises that all action takes place within a social 
and historical context. Although acts may appear to be individual acts, at 
various levels they inevitably implicate other members of the group or society; 
they also have a past or a history. Unlike both behaviouristic and role models, 
the relational model of the person assumes a more psychologically and socially 
aware person who plays an active role in their own development and in their 
relationship with the rest of society.

What is the relevance of this to heritage studies? We are aware that the way 
questions are asked will affect the kind of answers one receives. We typically 
think of this as a problem in relation to biased questioning. But the implica-
tions of question-framing extend beyond issues of bias. The way we ask ques-
tions will infl uence if not determine the kinds of analysis of and the explanations 
we can infer from the data. Framing questions which assume a behaviourist 
position will invariably lead to individualistic and reductionist interpretations 
of people’s behaviour; questions framed within a more relational model of the 
person will enable more socially contextual interpretations. 

Interdisciplinary research in an ethical context

Each discipline develops its own ethical standards. Ethical standards are 
important as they provide a normative framework for professional courses of 
action and rules of conduct. Each profession’s ethical standards are developed 
over many years in the light of practical experience. Research methodologies 
in general and specifi c methods in particular have ethical implications and 
requirements. Very little attention is often paid to those situations where a 
methodology from one discipline is used in another. When a research method, 
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even one so ubiquitous as interviewing, is employed by those who are not 
taught such a skill as part of their own disciplinary repertoire, it is easy for 
those borrowing the technique to treat it mechanistically and ignore the 
ethical assumptions, implications and requirements which accompany its use. 

An example can be provided outside the area of Heritage Studies but which 
illustrates the problem well; indeed, it is not diffi cult to think of such a situ-
ation arising in research being conducted on heritage. This example involved 
two groups of architecture and psychology students working together on a 
collaborative fi eld trip (Romice and Uzzell 2005). The purpose of the fi eld trip 
was to bring these two groups together so that they could learn from each 
other, see the world through the others’ eyes and share methodologies for the 
understanding of urban space and place.

Simple observation of each group revealed that the two groups perceived the 
public quite differently. While walking through residential areas, the architects 
were more willing to peer into people’s houses, call out to residents, ask passers-
by questions and try and get invited into locals’ houses or fl ats in order to see 
their internal layout and space provision. The psychologists were much less 
willing to engage in these types of behaviours. The psychology students, having 
been inculcated into the mores of the psychology profession and the ethics of 
research, placed greater importance on the privacy of the residents. The psychol-
ogists felt that the residents had a ‘right’ to be left alone; the idea of shouting up 
to a resident several fl oors above violates most principles of anonymity of partici-
pants. For the psychology students anything that smacks of data collection auto-
matically puts one in a researcher/respondent relationship. It may have been that 
the architecture students did not see themselves in a professional relationship 
with the residents; the architects justifi ed their behaviour in terms of being 
casual enquiries which the residents could have declined. The presence of large 
numbers of inquisitive students on the housing estate could have led to the resi-
dents feeling pressured to respond, or being made uncomfortable in their own 
homes and settings, which again raises ethical questions of how we treat members 
of the public who may neither have been asked nor have consented to partici-
pation. The architecture students simply did not feel the same burden of an ethic 
of care towards the public as the environmental psychology students did. This is 
not a criticism, but it does serve to illustrate quite graphically how the adoption 
of methodologies in an interdisciplinary context also requires the adoption of the 
ethical standards which are assumed to accompany their employment.

Conclusion: feeling the elephant

Heritage Studies is a rich and stimulating area of research precisely because it 
requires a multidisciplinary and, even better, an interdisciplinary approach. 
This is its great strength but also its potential weakness. The problems of 
interdisciplinary work are often epitomised in books on methodology by 
reference to John Godfrey Saxe’s poem ‘The Blind Men and the Elephant’.
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It was six men of Indostan
To learning much inclined,
Who went to see the Elephant
(Though all of them were blind),
That each by observation
Might satisfy his mind. 

As Heat comments on the men from Indostan who each feel a different part of 
the elephant: ‘They seize, literally, on various features of the elephant, its legs, 
trunk, tail and so on, and then come to blows over what the elephant is “really” 
like. Their investigations revealed many things about the elephant, but 
“elephantness” eluded them’ (Heat 1974: 182).

And so these men of Indostan
Disputed loud and long,
Each in his own opinion
Exceeding stiff and strong,
Though each was partly in the right,
And all were in the wrong!

This is supposed to illustrate how people from different perspectives will see 
only one aspect of a phenomenon. But, of course, we are all blind when it 
comes to understanding the totality of what we research. We might like to 
think we understand the phenomenon under investigation but our under-
standing is always situated whether because of where we stand, how we observe, 
or how we interpret. Theorising the heritage is always a site of discursive 
struggle (Hall 1999). Notwithstanding this, one of the reasons why we 
undertake interdisciplinary research is to communicate and engage with others 
in order to develop and employ methodologies in an imaginative and informed 
way in order to understand the heritage, whether it is ‘out there’ or ‘in here’, 
and, indeed, capture the quality of ‘elephantness’.

Note

1 Israel, as was the practice of the time, refers to ‘models of man’, as do subsequent commen-
tators. This has been changed in the present essay to refl ect current practice when possible 
(i.e. not within specifi c quotations).
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