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3. Changing landscapes of archaeology and
heritage

Graham Fairclough' & Heleen van Londen?

ABSTRACT

Florence and Faro {the European Landscape Convention and the Framework Convention on the Value of
Cultural Heritage for Society) offer new lines of vision into archaeological heritage management. Unlike

recently maturing landscape dimension within heritage management and archaeologlcally/historically
informed spatial planning, they offer a new context for archaeology and related disciplines. They open

They suggest different approaches to understanding and responding to the past within the present. They
expand the scale of theory and practice to the wider and more fluid concept of landscape itself, with

KEY WORDS

Archaeology, heritage practice, landscape; ELC, social relevance, Faro; future

1. LANDSCAPES OF THOUGHT AND ACTION

1.1 Metaphorical landscapes: disciplinary contexts and changing situations,

Landscape can be object and subject, material as well as perceptual, metaphor as well as reality. Rather
than dividing the field of research and practice, however, this diversity and multiplicity helps to provide
abroad field of common ground. Landscape is above all 3 shared idea and creates an unparalleled nexus

holidays,

Metaphorical landscapes also change and this book clearly shows how the landscape of archaeologi-
caland historjcal research has changed in recent years, creating new ways for research and practice. This
Might be traced back to New Archaeology’s discovery of ‘landscape’ or ‘total archaeology’ in the later
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al geography and in ‘field archaeology’ from the 1920s at least. But
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d explorations so far of inter- ‘

fchto

i i Nnso-
A false distinction can arise betwee ‘

Effective interdisciplinary work is not easy to achieve. No discipline has a monopoly of landscape,
but it is easy for a single discipline to see the ELC’s definition of landscape as endorsing ‘their’ approach
without noticing the full scope of its potential inclusivity. There will be conflicts between disciplines, of
course, because the perspective of ‘landscape’ does not guarantee the same views and there are funda-
mental differences between scientific and humanities approaches {e.g. on the nature of data or the role
of perception) and there can be conflicts or at least contradictions between cultural and natural heritage
viewpoints. On the other hand, these differences could be used as a platform for constructive tensions,
whilst interdisciplinary work offers reflexive advantages that help disciplines better understand them-
selves.

In the narrower, but interdisciplinary because of archaeology’s theoretical and methodological reach,
sphere of this book, landscape offers a new context for heritage management:
o TheBelvedere Memorandum (Belvedere 1999) marked the rise of new policy and practice over the past
ten years or more in the Netherlands. Alongside the more traditional heritage goals of preservation
and awareness-raising, Belvedere stimulated the integration of historical landmarks into planning in
order to create lasting improvement and a more socially sustainable and liveable environment.
The research programme PDL/BBO (Protecting and Developin_é the Dutch Archaeological-Historical Land-
scape) had a time frame parallel to the Belvedere policy programme. As explained elsewhere in this
volume, it aimed to study archaeoclogical values in relation to historical-geographical and develop-
ment values (see also Bloemers/Wijnen 2002, 4). Whereas Belvedere was about landmarks and plan-
ning in general, the BBO programme placed the archaeological-historical disciplines and practices in
the planning context as its central focus.
After ten years of experience and self-evaluation, Belvedere openly questions the success of the policy
for buried archaeological sites (Linssen/Witsen 2009, 249). On the other hand, Belvedere projects seem
mostly to deal with sites or objects, not with landscape, so it is clear that more steps are needed down this

road. Integrative strategies on a landscape level need to be further developed, as was done for instance by
PDL/BBO. More strategic research is needed.

1.3 Belonging and ownership: landscape and social archaeology

‘Landscape’ in its ELC manifestation is a powerful concept which partly returns to an earlier manifesta-
tion of the concept of landscape before it was taken over by elite art and aesthetics since the Renaissance,
This older ‘everyman’s’ landscape is landscape as customary territory, polity and community, a view of
landscape focused on shared use of land, community and fellowship - land to which a community or col-
lective group belongs, rather than land owned by someone. Land can be owned, but landscape is always
common; landscape can be kept with you in memory and thought, whereas land must be left behind,
where it sits.

Although often referred to as a Nordic concept of landscape, because it is most recognized through
the work of scholars in Scandinavia, notably of course Kenneth Olwig (e.g. Olwig 2002), it is tempting to
assume that it also existed elsewhere in Europe. Britain, for example, has its 1000--year old territories
known as ‘townships’, farmed and exploited as a unit, and it is difficult not to start to search for its traces

orsurvival further afield. It is a view of landscape with which the underlying mindset and objectives of
archaeological research sit easily.
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Recent approaches to archaeologically-informed understandings of landscape could be interpreted as
reaching back to this sort of landscape. The idea of landscape as biography {(Hidding/Kolen/Spek 2001;
Van Londen 2006) showcased within the PDL/BBO programme connects with this older idea of land-
scape. It makes an explicit link between long time spans of environmental history and the individually
short, but intergenerationally long, time spans of human lives and human biographies, lived between
birth and death in many different ways. On the other hand, the more distanced ‘vertical’ perspectives of
other types of landscape archaeology such as landscape characterisation give a second perspective. This
is one that accepts our separation from the past but supports it with the basic notion of stratigraphy and
historic processes through time afforded by the maps, aerial and satellite photographs used to under-
stand landscape, either filtered interpretatively through characterisation or unmediated through Google
Earth and Bing Maps (Fairclough 2003). A third approach is offered by more conventional empirical field

survey approaches to landscape archaeology. This can go as far as treating landscape as a social place,
embedding the researcher in the landscape itself, a form of lived, embodied landscape, bringing this ap-
proach closer than its practitioners often acknowledge to phenomenological approaches.

All these techniques illuminate ordinary lives lived and landscapes experienced in the past in a genu-
inely longue durée well beyond written history. They are also beyond written records in other ways be-
cause they capture things and events that historic documents never mention, the ahistoric as well as pre-
historic aspects of landscape become of critical importance. They can also begin to guess at the cognitive,
sensual and mental landscapes as well as the environments, a much simpler task, of our predecessors
through the footprints they left on the land. They encourage archaeology and other historical disciplines
to look beyond land as property, to go beyond landscape as image and to take up landscape’s offer of a

social context for understanding the past.

1.4 “The play’s the thing...”: landscape as context
This social context for archaeology fits well with the ELC’s redefinition of landscape in terms of people.

In the twenty-first century, most people living in Europe have lives and landscapes that are largely urban
or urbanized, but conversely an individual's landscape is often more diverse than ever before, being mul-
tiple, polyvalent, mobile, virtual as well as real, multi-locational and global as well as local. Landscape
research, even when its main focus is in the past, needs to relate to these altered relationships between
people and land. The ELC relocates the idea of landscape in the realm of common current, present-day
and everyday experience, or of embodiment and living; this is not very far removed from emerging new
ideas of heritage either.

Whilst frequently equated with the ‘local’, indeed seen by many for policy purposes as the embodi-
ment of local values, landscape can however also be seen as an instrument of global understanding and

action and as a universal concept. A hundred and fifty years ago or so it was enlisted as a champion of

nationalistic definitions, just as heritage was, but three hundred years ago it was adopted to symbolize

the social and educational superiority of the landowning aristocracies. In this trajectory we perhaps see
a gradual broadening out of the concept to a more democratic and universal level. .

The ELC also reinforces landscape’s characteristic dynamism and continuous change, summarized by
the ELC as the ‘action and interaction of humans and nature’; landscape is not a static depiction: Land
scape changes all the time, whether we choose to define it as the world we see and sense around US{‘
as what exists in memories and imaginations. Being dynamic, living, fluid and unfix(ed)(able) is act
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rather than landscape as its medium. The Faro Convention, a Framework Convention on the Value of

Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro 20035), assesses heritage in terms of social, economic and environ-
mental gains and in doing so it broadly redefines heritage not as something given to people by experts
but something already existing, like landscape, in their world view and in their mentality. Experts can
help in its understanding and construction but cannot define it. Faro, like Florence, should have a direct
and significant bearing on the debates and ideas about archaeological and historical landscape research

and practice contained within this book.

2. STEPS ON THE WAY

2.1 Adjusting research
The current conceptualization of landscape means that material aspects of landscape whilst not disre-
garded are filtered through perception in varying combinations dependent on the observer. Landscape

is no longer only seen as an external object but as an idea and way of seeing; Landscape archaeology is

adjusting to these newer ideas in many ways:
Greater recognition that landscape and ‘environment’ are not the same, that landscap

tautological undertones of the term ‘cultural landscape’ are revealed, which ‘landscapes’ are not

eisnotnatural;

cultural?
Landscape, viewed as culture, reflects its place within human intellect and emotion (perception) as

well as in human actions of the past few thousand years.
« This‘culturalness’ oflandscapeislinked toitsembodied character. Aswellasbeing studied, represented

and characterized, landscape is also lived. Distinctions between objectivity and subjectivity dissolve
in landscape. A

. Itisnow seen as axiomatic that landscape exists everywhere, not just in a few well-known places with
good survival. The ordinary and the typical are seen as fundamental and the marginal can become
central.

« In historical-archaeological terms, a landscape-centred research requires the abandonment of the
traditional fragmentation of the past into constructs called ‘site’ and ‘period’; the idea of bounded
sites is irrelevant.

o Landscape is not always beautiful or green; ugly’ landscapes-abandoned, post-industrial landscapes =

and urban landscapes, the full extent of cities and towns, are seen as having their own values, notably

evidential ones, an important open door for archaeology.
There is no need to see landscape only as scenery. There are other important attributes such asco
biography, character, interest or familiarity that are more suited to historical research.

A now commonplace recognition across many landscape disciplines that landscape c

do not need to be visible. This broadens the link between archaeology and landscape to t
‘hidden-scapes’ of buried archaeological and palaeo-

ntext;

omponents
he seabed

component of seascapes, for example, and the

environmental remains.
Other assumptions need reappraisal, such as that landscape is necessarily
expressed in concrete and tarmac as well as in trees and grass, by streets as well as by heathland. The recent

or contemporary past is a fit subject and a necessary one for landscape and archaeological study. It isalsoa
useful laboratory for addressing other heritage issues relating to the deeper past (Fairclough 2007 Penio:

et al. 2007).
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litical issues. In those spheres, too, a new revitalized idea of landscape is provoking adjustments, which

the next section considers briefly.

2.2 Adjusting policy and practice
Like landscape research, landscape policy and practice is also evolving. The ELC includes many significant

ideas which have the potential to change practice, but in our view the most significant are the democratic
nature of landscape as common heritage, the plurality of perceptions and the overriding need for public
awareness to be encouraged and used and for publicinvolvement to be easily enabled. The Faro Convention
with its notions of ownership and shared heritage is very relevant when read alongside the Landscape
Convention. The issue of landscape is now less about land-use and more about concepts such as place
(and placemaking), Quality of Life and cadre de vie and personal and collective identity; the ELC defines
Landscape Quality Objectives as the aspirations of the public for the places where they live.

The idea, as mentioned above, that spatial planning or heritage management for example can work
through landscape not simply for landscape (e.g. Selman 2006} is highly relevant. In other words, land-
scape can be used as a framework for shaping how we live in the world, one of the founding principles of
Belvedere. This change of perspective can already be tracked in a number of ways:

» The growing influence of the ELC emphasis on landscape being everywhere, not just the special plac-
es, which places traditional heritage management (monumentalizing, authoritative and top-down,
national, ‘looking after the best’) into a different context, calling for more widespread, localizing, con-
textualizing approaches.

In terms of the ELC, Landscape Management, the management of change, and Planning, the enhance-
ment and contextual creation of future landscapes, are more significant than Protection, which only

works at the level of landscape component.
The ELC has opened the question of agenda and aims. There exist few, if any, agendas specifically

designed for landscape management or planning. Most are borrowed or recycled from other spheres,
assuming for example that meeting biodiversity goals will necessarily also fulfil landscape objectives,
or trying to adapt conservation approaches from building protection when many key issues (authen-
ticity of fabric for example) do not translate into landscape.

Faro insists that all individuals (alone but also collectively, in ‘heritage communities’) have both a
right to their own cultural heritage and a responsibility to respect and look after other people’s. This
creates a multiplicity and diversity that challenges traditional heritage practice and indeed points

policy further, beyond heritage (Council of Europe 2009).
The character and style of the Florence (Florence 2000) and Faro {Faro 2005) conventions reflects their
content. The two conventions are different from the other Council of Europe conventions (Grenada, Val:
letta, Berne) because they neither prescribe nor prohibit. They recommend making no list of the special
but instead to keep sight of the whole. They offer no particular protective measures but instead recom-
mend more fluid ways of thinking whilst leaving detailed implementation to be tailored to national Of‘ .
local contexts. In some ways they even suggest a pulling back from control (although that is safer and ’
easier at this moment in time in some European countries than in others), offering instead the ideathat
both landscape and heritage need to become issues for all strands of policy from environmental t0 €¢

nomic, from social such as housing and placemaking to infrastructural.
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2.4 PDL/BBO themes revisited: learning through landscape

The insights from PDL/BBO programme have a strong resonance with the ELC. The three themes struc-
turing the results and experiences of the BBO programme as presented in this volume focus on the actors
and users that embody the knowledge supply-demand relationship and that represent this relationship
within research and between research, policy, practice and public (Ch.VI).

The PDL/BBO programme and the related Belvedere policy are a fascinating illustration of the adjust-
ing of research, policy and practice over a decade to the challenges and opportunities being presented to
the historical landscape disciplines and sector by Dutch society. Although the PDL/BBO programme has
adopted the central motto of Belvedere, ‘conservation through development’, it defined its own focus
by linking research with action as expressed by the methodological concept of action research. In this
way the participants in the programme, researchers and partners, have practised ‘learning through land-

scape’ by making use of the following three themes.

Linking knowledge and action
It is commonplace that knowledge of the past can, some would say should, underpin actions in the

present (Rigney 2000, 7-9). For landscape, the knowledge we need is about the past within the present
(the ‘present past’), rather than about the past per se. Landscape-led research in the archaeological and
historical disciplines needs to be drawn towards a greater concern for the present and future. This will
create more social and cultural relevance. Archaeologists {and historians) are not usually well-embedded
in landscape policy and decision-making at a European level (or, often, at national levels), either in the
academy or in the ‘real’ world, and neither in research nor practice. In most countries, for example,
leadership in implementing the ELC is given to Nature or Environment ministries. Archaeologists and
historians need to talk their way deeper into the landscape mainstream if the potential of léndscape for

archaeological heritage management is to be realized.
This should not be so difficult. There is a research role in all the stages outlined in the ELC imple-

mentation guidelines and there is potential for input from archaeological landscape research in all of
them, from creating knowledge of the landscape, through defining and starting to achieve landscape
quality objectives, to monitoring landscape change (Council of Europe 2008). But archaeological ideas
and preoccupations need to be embedded more deeply into spatial planning at all scales and stages, and
this means focusing on the present day as well as the past and on making archaeological data relevant to
others. One of the implications of the ELC is that research disciplines should try to become more involved
with public perception and awareness-raising and with the design and planning of new landscape.

Imagination: facts and constructions
Progress with this theme requires interdisciplinary work and additionally the combination of scientific
knowledge of landscape with public understanding. This is problematic. The ELC definition oflandscape
contains a tension between materiality and perception and this does not necessarily privilege scientifl
ways of seeing. It is clear that the scientific and academic community cannot have a monopoly okaOWk ‘
edge about landscape and it is not possible to dictate which ‘facts’ people use in constructing their land-
scapes, but information can be offered that might modify or enrich how people know, see ot understan
the world around them. The Dutch policy to present and promote the ‘canon’ concept is an example‘:‘

this and of the diverse reception it has received (Adams/Hendriks 2007; Van Qostrom 2007). Itis clé
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Archaeological research and heritage management also have their own challenges. The recent expan-
sion of archaeological work in Europe since the 1980s, accelerated by the Valletta Convention in 1992 (Val-
letta 1992), shows us that there are archaeological remains everywhere. We are collecting more data than
we can handle, with an ever greater need for research to be rigorously question-led. We have a different

perspective now than in the 19708 and 1980s when protection and rescue seemed crucial tasks. Now under-

standing is most important, knowledge is seen as more than just data and as something that gains in value

when transmitted beyond the discipline.
There is well-trodden ground here on the question of the identification (as the ELC calls it) of land-

scape, indeed there is a plethora of landscape survey and analysis techniques. More comparative work
is needed on these methods of understanding, characterisation and assessment {see Fairclough/Rippon
2002; Fairclough/Grau Magller 2008}, to be followed by more exchanges of expertise between countries
and disciplines: “there is an acute awareness of the inadequacies of the most frequently used theoretical
and methodological instruments for operational needs. Too often, they belong to compartmentalized dis-
universes, while the landscape demands adequate responses within cross-disciplinary time and

ciplinary
" (Council of Europe 2008 with added emphasis).

space constraints.....
The ELC also offers a framework to use understanding of landscape and perception for social and there-

fore economic and environmental goals, and Faro offers a similar framework for heritage. Old-fashioned
archaeological data need to be converted into landscape synthesis in order to fit into these changing intel-
lectual frameworks and paradigms. This is not landscape archaeology in its traditional sense, but archaeol-
ogy using landscape as the PDL/BBO did to connect with current socio-political issues rather than merely

heritage protection, and using landscape as Belvedere did for wider planning goals.

Even greater challenges were illuminated in 2008-2009 during the process of preparing the Landscape

Science Policy Briefing for the European Science Foundation and the COST programmes mentioned

above (Synergy Initiative 2010). Carried out through a multidisciplinary network of networks, with the
contribution of 120 landscape researchers attending one or more of the network’s five workshops, and

through debates at other conferences and arenas, the Briefing was conceived as a collaborative explora-
tion between a number of landscape disciplines within the Humanities to explore the scope for further
interdisciplinary work.

There is already a strong drive within the European Research Area towards the lowering of boundaries

pline and domains, and landscape was seen by the ESF Humanities committee, for example,

between disci
sical,

as one of the primary spheres in which the humanities and the sciences might reach out to the phy
earth and social sciences where there are equally flourishing landscape disciplines. The network drawing
up the Briefing located this drive for collaboration in the light of major social, economic, demographic
and environmental challenges. It was felt that fully interdisciplinary approaches to landscape research,

underpinned by the social and cultural aspirations of Florence and Faro, could begin to help address

those big issues facing European and indeed global society.

3.2 Thinking bigger
The abiding message of Belvedere, the PDL/BBO programme

and the papers within this book is that landscape archaeolog
“think bigger”. The greatest general threat to Jandscape research was identifie

and its results, the Landscape Convention
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3.3 The biggest step - outside the academy?
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NOTES

1 English Heritage, London, England.
2 Amsterdam University, Amsterdam, the N etherlands.
3 Examples of recent major literature on landscape archaeolo

country include, for example, Archaeologies of Landscape {
Landscapes (Barker/Darvill {eds.}1997)
ravelling the Landscape (Bowden 1999),

gy and heritage in the first author’s
Ashmore/Knapp 1999), Making English
. Landscape: politics and perspectives (Bender 1993), Un-

The Archaeology of Landscape (Everson/Williamson (eds.)
1998), Yesterday's World, Tomorrow’s Landscape (Fairclough/Lambrick /McNab (eds.) 1999}, Ideas of

Landscape (Johnson 2007}, All Natural Things: Archaeology and the Green Debate (Macinnes/Wick-
ham-Jones (eds.) 1992), Approaches to Landscape (Muir 1999)

they include Landschap in meervoud: perspectieven op het
(eds.) 1999), De Biografie van het Landschap (
Bodemarchiefin Behoud en Ontwikkeling,
rificial landscapes. Cultural Biographies of
the southern Netherlands {Fontijn 2002)
350 AD settlement concerns of Noord-H

- In the the second author’s country
Nederlandse landschap {Kolen/Lemaire
Hidding/Kolen/Spek 2001 in Bloemers et al. 2001),

De conceptuele grondslagen (Bloemers et al. 2001), Sac-
persons, objects and ‘natural’ places in the Bronze Age of
»Landscaping the Powers of Darkness and Light. 600 BC -

olland in wider persective (Therkorn 2004), De biografie van
hetlandschap, drie essays over landschap, geschiedenis en erfgoed (Kolen 2005), Midden-Delfland.

The Roman Native Landscape Past and Present (Van Londen 2006), The homecoming of religious
practice: an analysis of offering sites in the wet low-lying parts of the landscape in the Oer-IJ area
(2500 BC-AD 450) (Kok 2008), Living Landscape: Bronze Age settlement sites in the Dutch river area
(c.2000-800 BC) (Arnoldussen 2008).
4 Examples of pan-European landscape-based research include Pathways to Europe’s Landscape
(Clark/DarIington/Fairclough {eds.) 2003), One Land, Many Landscapes (Darvill /Godja (eds.) 2001),
Landscape as heritage COST A2 (Fairclough /Grau Mgller 2008}, Europe's Cultural Landscape:
archaeologists and the management of change (Fairclough/Rippon {eds.) 2002), Envisioning
Landscape Archaeology (Hicks/McAtackney/Fairclough 2007), Frithe Kulturlandschaften in Europa
(Kelm (ed.} 2005), People and Nature in Historical Perspective (Laszlovszky /Szabo {eds.) 2003), The
Archaeology and Anthropology of Landscape: Shaping your landscape (Ucko/Layton {eds.)1999).
Examples from other landscape disciplines such as geography, planning or ecology include Paysage:
de la connaissance a 'action (Landscapes: from knowledge to action) (Berlan-Darque/Terrasson/
Luginbuhl {eds.) 2007), Perception and Evaluation of Cultural Landscapes (Doukellis /Mendoni (eds.)
2004), Nordic Landscapes (Jones/Olwig (eds.) 2008), Multiple Landscape. Merging Past and Present
{Van der Knaap/Van der Valk (eds. ), Landscape Interfaces: Cultural Heritage in Changing Landscapes
(Palang/Fry (eds.) 2003), Leggere il paesaggio. Confronti internazionali (
Landscape (Wylie, 2008}
5 Afew examples of landscape research in practicein s
age Reader (Fairclough/Harrison/}ameson/Schoﬁel
plines (Hernjk {ed.} 2009)
and Governance |
(Meier (

Scazzozi (ed.) 2002} and

patial planning and heritage include: A Herit-
d (eds.) 2008, Cultural Landscape - across disci-
: Stretching Beyond the Horizon: A Multiplanar Theory of Spatial Planning

Hillier 2007, Landscapes Under Pressure (Lozny (ed.) 2006), Landscape Ideologies
ed.) 2006), Planning at Landscape Scale (Selman 2006).
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6 Far too many to cite, some examples include Landscape Archaeology - An Introduction to
Fieldwork Techniques (Aston/Rowley 1974), Unravelling the Landscape, an Inquisitive Approach
to Archaeology (Bowden 1999), The Future of Surface Artefact Survey in Europe (Bintliff/Kuna/

Venclova (eds.) 2000).
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