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Heritage 1000 word Critical Commentary

  Heritage and archaeology can often be found working together for the betterment of a site, an object, or cultural advancement. From a perspective outside of both professions, they work well together, however, that is not always the case as both sides often have differing views on conservation, representation, and interpretation. The following commentary will attempt to analyse an extract within J. Carman’s ‘Against Cultural Property’ titled ‘Archaeology as Common Property’. 
  ‘Archaeology as Common Property’ is the fifth chapter in Carman’s book ‘Against Cultural Property’ and explores many different ideas and scenarios where archaeology and heritage become common property, rather than in the collection or under the ownership of select groups of people.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  John Carman, Against Cultural Property (London: Duckworth, 2009), pp. 81-100.] 

  It is obvious from the title of the book ‘Against Cultural Property’ that the author will be against what they are discussing in the book and the select extract. From the outset of the extract, it is clear that the author is against cultural and common property as they cite various negative scenarios of what could happen to archaeological heritage and the suspicion that ‘common or communal property’ is generally regarded with.[footnoteRef:2] On the other hand, the author then states that heritage is a ‘public good in which a range of divergent interests have a legitimate stake’.[footnoteRef:3] This positive view is one held by many people, as it enables everyone, from commercial to recreational to enjoy and utilise heritage however, this use and enjoyment should be managed carefully to avoid harming and potentially destroying the heritage which for many is obvious, but a few do not understand. Carman’s use of a negative and positive view also highlight that the extract is indeed a discussion, and not a one-sided argument against common property therefore increasing its academic worth. [2:  Ibid]  [3:  Ibid] 

  The first section of the chapter titled ‘Common property in practice’ focusses on an area of the Thanet Coast in Southern England that is managed by forty-two ‘stakeholders’ and the various practises that take place there, such as ‘recreational and commercial fishing, horseback riding, archaeology, and educational school trips’.[footnoteRef:4] The author cites various pieces of evidence from several different sources explaining how each use of the beach, from recreational to commercial, is valued in the eyes of the ‘stakeholders’. The information provided by the cited sources is useful as they grant the reader an insight into how the beach is valued to each individual group, therefore informing on their opinion of whether common property should be implemented. Carman also states how each group of people, from fishers to horseback riders might affect each other, using the paragraph to reference the convoluted interests and values put forward in the sources used. This is clever, as Carman subtly attacks the practice of common property at the end of the section, keeping the view that common property is bad and reinforcing what he stated earlier. [4:  Ibid] 

  Carman’s section on ‘Co-ownership of archaeology’ is also very interesting as it references that some archaeologists have already tried and used common property regimes in various countries such as Egypt and Australia. Carman does seem to be entirely against the idea of the use of common property within archaeology within this section, but he does give some issues such as ‘professional experts being willing to place themselves at the service of untrained locals and of government agencies to provide full financial support’.[footnoteRef:5] This statement is useful as it, once again, informs the reader of potential issues that they may come across when using common property under the guise of co-ownership in different countries. [5:  Ibid] 

  In Carman’s section ‘Assessing co-ownership in archaeology’, he does reference the positive impact of community led projects against an earlier source that evaluated the success of common property regimes. Carman’s positive attitude when he discusses community archaeology projects gives away his high opinion of them, as they are indeed a form of common property, yet they employ many people from the community and everything found stays within the locality, therefore creating interest.[footnoteRef:6] Carman lists a high number of benefits to using community archaeology projects, not just from a local point of view, but also the point of view of the archaeologists themselves. This seems a bit convoluted from the start of the section, as Carman seemed to be against common property in every form yet is advocating the use of community archaeology projects which can surely be seen as a form of common property, just enclosed in a small, local area. [6:  Ibid] 

  In his conclusion, Carman does not shy away from referencing the fact that the section titled ‘Archaeology as common property’ breaks new ground. Indeed, he seems to be incredibly proud of his work and research and does not criticise archaeology as a form of common property as harshly as he did earlier in the extract.[footnoteRef:7] Some might say that this represents a convoluted view of common property within archaeology however, it shows a progression of thought as he wrote this section and the fact that he was slightly swayed also highlights that he has done decent research into his chosen section. [7:  Ibid] 

  In conclusion, it is obvious that J. Carman has indeed researched this section of his book well, as he cites many sources that both back up and counter his points and is unafraid of arguing for his opinion on the matter of common property. His research is well laid out and to the point and was compelling enough that it swayed his view on common property within archaeology.
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