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London Convention (1969)
European Convention on the Protection of the 
Archaeological Heritage
Original impetus (from Italy) to counteract:

• clandestine digging & illicit traffic in antiquities;
• control unlawful export & import of cultural property.

Mainly concerned with archaeological excavation not illicit 
excavation & antiquities trade.
Did not deal with destructive impact of:

• increasing pace of large-scale infrastructure (motorways, 
airports etc);

• extensive redevelopment of town & city centres;
• Destructive changes in agriculture & land holdings;

No reporting or follow-through mechanism.
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Lausanne Charter (1990)
Charter for the Protection & Management of the 
Archaeological Heritage (ICOMOS/ICAHM)
Intended to be equivalent to Venice Charter (1966) on 
architectural conservation & provide a strong philosophical 
basis for protection & management of the archaeological 
heritage.
Identified need for:

• adequate national heritage legislation;
• proper identification & study of heritage;
• integration of protection policies with spatial planning & 

economic development;
• professional standards;
• international cooperation.

Broad principles but without any detailed provisions.
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Council of Europe
During 1980’s CoE began to explore some of these 
issues in more detail:

• Colloquium on Archaeology & Planning (Florence 
1984);

• Colloquium on Archaeology & Major Public 
Developments (Nice 1987)

• Recommendation Concerning the Protection & 
Enhancement of the Archaeological Heritage in 
the Context of Town & country Planning 
Regulations (1989);

Convened Select Committee of Experts on 
Archaeology & Planning to revise the 1969 
Convention 
1989-1991: 5 formal meetings
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Committee of Experts 
Chair: Gustav Trotzig (Sweden)

Hans Horcicka (Austria)
M P Darteville (Belgium)
Andreas Daveronas (Cyprus)
Carsten Lund (Denmark)
Torsten Edgren (Finland)
Marc Gauthier (France)
Christoph Rüger (Germany)
Charalambos Pennas(Greece)
Clelia Laviosa (Italy)
Willem Willems (Netherlands)
Fernando Real (Portugal)
Xavier Dupre i Raventos(Spain)
Charles Bonnet (Switzerland)
Metin Göker (Turkey)
Geoffrey Wainwright (UK)

CoE: Christopher Greyson (Secretariat)
Daniel Therond (Secretariat)
Patrick O’Keefe (Consultant)
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Committee of Experts
Differences of opinion & priorities:

• scope of convention, definition of archaeological heritage;
• developer pays principle to fund archaeological costs;
• inclusion of subsequent scientific studies in costs;
• illicit excavation and trafficking in illegal goods;
• Use of metal detectors.

Drafting also subject to the constraints of national law & 
approval of ministries.
Difficulties of translation between French & English texts.
Certain topics (eg ownership of archaeological heritage) 
avoided or softened because of irreconcilable differences.
Presented for adoption by conference of Minister in Valletta 
in 1992.
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Valletta Convention (1992)
Convention for the Protection of the Archaeological 
Heritage of Europe (revised) (Valletta, 1992)
Adopted 16 January 1992.
Came into force 25 May 1995:

• 46 states have signed and ratified;
• 4 states not signed. 

Reflected changing approaches to archaeological 
heritage management since London Convention 
(1969):

• nature of threats (impacts of major construction 
projects across Europe); and

• set new standards in line with emerging principles 
of integrated conservation within spatial planning 
context.
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Key provisions
Focus: preservation, conservation, management, & presentation of 
archaeological sites & monuments:

• national legal instruments to enhance protection of areas & sites;
• integration of archaeology & conservation with planning policies;
• non-destructive investigation rather than excavation where possible 

(preservation in situ);
• all archaeological excavation defined as research & to be 

undertaken by competent persons;
• public responsibility to provide financial support for archaeological 

research;
• archaeological work included in budget of development schemes;
• costs of all archaeological operations to include ‘full’ recording & 

publication of findings;
• provision for archives and storage made explicit; 
• framework for international cooperation (technical & scientific);
• obligation to disseminate information to the public.
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Achievements:
• redefined archaeological heritage as a source of collective 

memory rather than focusing solely on aspects of material 
culture;

• embedded research values into protection mechanisms;
• integrated identification & protection with spatial planning;
• changed & extended the basis of funding for 

archaeological fieldwork;
• made no distinction between development-led 

archaeology & research archaeology; 
• led to substantial increase in knowledge about the past 

especially at landscape scale;
• took some steps to limit illegal circulation of finds;
• resulted in saving countless sites from destruction without 

recording;
• clear increase in public awareness & public benefit.
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Overview
Conventions are not model laws but guidelines built 
around a vision of key principles intended to set a 
standard throughout Europe. 
One of CoE’s most successful conventions.
Framework for integrated management of archaeological 
heritage based on shared responsibilities & more 
effective protection by integration with spatial planning. 
The Valletta Convention:

• is neither ideal nor perfect;
• has many strengths and significant achievements;
• contains inevitable compromises; 
• includes some areas of weakness;
• has inspired & reshaped archaeological heritage 

management across Europe.
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Overview
A wide-ranging statement setting out international 
standards for archaeological work & conservation. 
Each state applies Convention within its own legal 
system.
The aims & goals expressed in the Convention must  be 
translated into each state’s legal framework 
(ratification) accommodating all the complexities, 
constraints & technicalities of national law. 
A general standard for the way in which European 
states should manage their archaeological heritage.
Provides a pluralistic but broadly consistent framework 
for archaeological heritage management.
As a result archaeological heritage management has 
gained wide acceptance and been promoted by 
decision-makers.
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Some perceived problems
Standards:

• Divisive effects of commercialization & competition: 
sector isolation & fragmentation.

• Uneven standards & quality in self-regulated 
markets.

• Development-led work can be done simply for 
compliance with limited results.

• Poor pay, conditions, job security, and career 
prospects for archaeologists.

• High levels of disenchantment and fragmentation 
amongst some professionals.

• Little fundamental unity of purpose in the 
archaeological community.

• Can limit opportunities for voluntary (hobby) sector.
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Some perceived problems
Research:
• Preservation in situ has become an instrument that 

favors simplistic cultural resource management 
hampering innovation.

• Increasing gulf between heritage management & 
academic institutions.

• Inconsistent approaches to the management of 
archaeological information.

• Lack of academic focus in much development-led 
work – research potential often untapped.

• Responsibilities for bringing research potential to 
fruition are limited.

• Destabilisation of local research continuity.
• Limited delivery of explicit public benefit 
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Some perceived problems
Problems & inconsistencies may relate to:

• how the Convention has been interpreted in 
different jurisdictions;

• how it has been implemented & put into practice 
in different political, administrative, & economic 
contexts;

• Distinctive cultural differences between states in 
approaches to research.

Need to explore the actual cause & effect of these 
problems.
Some may be rooted in pre-existing heritage 
management practices and not direct consequence 
of the Valletta Convention.
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Consequences & Challenges
• Fundamentally changed the practice of archaeology in 

Europe since 1992.
• Significantly improved protection & conservation of 

European archaeological heritage.
• Massive growth in archaeological investigations but 

insufficient interpretation & synthesis.
• Inadequate dissemination of information & knowledge.
• Lack of involvement of people outside the 

archaeological profession.
• Financial pressures on developer funding can have a 

negative impact on quality of archaeological work.
• Implementation & practice is patchy and inconsistent.
• Public resources for archaeology in decline; private 

sector increasingly reluctant to meet costs.
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Is there a problem?
Preservation in situ?

• For most  sites there is increasing recognition that a 
stark choice between preservation or excavation is no 
longer feasible or practical.

• Concept of excavation as an adequate proxy for physical 
preservation is already being abandoned.

• Debate has moved on to explore the choice between 
which sites: 

• should be excavated (to meet explicit research 
objectives), or

• otherwise abandoned to their fate 
(cf EAC Amersfoort Agenda and Action Plan).

• Problems remain but any continuing shortcomings in 
development-led fieldwork should not be ascribed as 
the unavoidable consequences of preservation in situ.
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Is there a problem?
Bureaucratization:

• Problems in implementation are more likely to 
relate to inadequate resourcing than to inherent 
issues of increasing ‘bureaucratization’ resulting 
from implementation of the Convention.

• In the UK & elsewhere, the resourcing of heritage 
management in the spatial planning process is 
reaching crisis point.

• Solutions are urgently required to support and 
improve heritage management so that the 
processes work and can be used to achieve the 
outcomes and consistent quality that is aspired to 
by the Convention.
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Is there a problem?
Volume of material?

• The sheer volume of material & difficulties in 
accessing it have been a deterrent to exploiting 
the results of development-led projects to the full.

• This is being overcome by various initiatives. 
• The success of ongoing programmes shows that it 

can make significant contributions to thinking.
• ‘Big Data’ and new digital technologies (power 

quantification, data modelling, & AI) are extending 
the ways this material can be used and integrated 
with other disciplines.

• The results of development-led fieldwork are 
revolutionising understanding of the past across 
territories, regions, and states.
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Is there a problem?
Publication & Dissemination?

• Changes in practice continue to evolve.
• Issues of content & quality can be addressed by 

strengthening heritage management in spatial planning 
process.

• Accessibility to data continues to improve, but digital access 
& open access are not always synonymous.

Significant challenges remain:
• future of development-led client reports;
• changing nature of archaeological process & product;
• democratisation of research;
• current approaches often one-way: ‘educating’ the public in 

‘scientific’ & ‘professional’ values;
• listening to, understanding, & incorporating public values & 

perceptions of the past.
19



Changing context
External demands & social pressures
Heritage management practice 
continues to evolve.
Significant developments include:

• the continuing integration & 
merging of heritage institutions; 

• major changes in legal frameworks;
• development of more open 

principles for the conservation and 
management of heritage; 

• increased expectation for better 
cooperation and communication 
between different fields.
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Changing context
Management frameworks are changing to accommodate 
changing practice
This requires:

• making results of investigations more accessible;
• securing maximum value from private sector 

investigations to ensure information is secure and 
accessible;

• extending joint working with higher education sector 
to address strategic and front-line priorities;

• extending responsibility for research & 
knowledge-sharing to national & local communities;

• Increasing public access to knowledge & information.
At a high level all these principles are already embedded 
in the Valletta Convention
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Changing objectives
Moving away from protection
Council of Europe: focus on Human rights, Rule of 
Law, and Democracy.
‘promoting diversity and dialogue through access to 
heritage to foster a sense of identity, collective memory, 
& mutual understanding within and between 
communities’

• enlarged cross-disciplinary approach within 
concept of a common European heritage;

• asserts the principle of every person’s right of 
access to the cultural heritage of their choice;

• while respecting cultural diversity & the rights & 
freedoms of others.

Heritage belongs to everyone but is owned by no-one
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Changing objectives
Integrated heritage conservation & management with 
an emphasis on social and cultural aspects and 
sustainable development.
Florence Landscape Convention (2000):

• public aspirations and ownership;
• public participation in decision-making.

Faro Framework Convention (2005):
• values-based approach;
• individual & collective responsibilities;
• everyone’s right of access to the cultural heritage 

of their choice;
• respecting the rights and freedoms of others and 

cultural diversity.

23



Heritage management today
Significance

• How do we identify the most important, most valued, 
& most significant: which elements of heritage can & 
should be conserved?

• Effective management is about defining significance at 
a point in time & making choices to manage change.

• In a dynamic world change is inevitable - knowledge is 
infinite - are existing outcomes appropriate?

• In what circumstances can preservation, conservation, 
or management of change be realistic & attainable?

• What is the appropriate balance between legislation, 
regulation, & other conservation & protection 
mechanisms? 
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Heritage management today
Values:
The heritage management cycle requires:

• understanding & articulating multiple values & how 
they may be vulnerable to harm & loss;

• systematically assessing impacts of proposals for 
change on values and significance;

• making value judgements to reconcile conflicting 
priorities:

• old vs new;
• science vs belief;
• preservation vs restoration.

• using a values-led approach to underpin more 
effective conservation management;

• developing long-term strategies to sustain values.
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Heritage management today
A values-led approach can:

• contribute to & inform knowledge about Europe’s 
past.

• make heritage management policies & practice 
more relevant to society at large.

Consistency in decision-making processes requires 
open, questioning, & flexible approaches supported 
by appropriate standards and guidelines.
Solutions to enhance or sustain significance can be 
unique & directly appropriate to specific places.

3
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Heritage management today
New questions & new approaches:

• How do changing political & operational circumstances 
impact on heritage management?
(national, cultural, legal, social, economic values)

• What is the role of the professional?
(Author; Owner; Creator; Expert; Guardian; Scientist; 
Arbitrator; Facilitator; Advisor)

• Whose values? 
(Public, professional, academic, administrative)

• Where does public benefit lie: how can this be 
achieved/demonstrated? (Knowledge & understanding)

• How can public values be incorporated in 
scientific/professional decision-making)? (awareness 
raising & public access).

• Is consistency achievable? (spatial planning decisions)
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Heritage management today
New challenges:

• understanding how development-led work can be be 
used to advance understanding & drive practice in new 
areas of research;

• monitoring & evaluating effects of change to inform 
future decisions;

• comparing effects of alternative courses of action;
• making & justifying decisions to present & future 

generations openly & publicly;
• providing a robust basis for reviewing & adjusting 

management.
• deciding who should be responsible for paying for, 

protecting, & conserving heritage;
• realising that awareness raising is not enough;
• translating public consciousness into political support
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Heritage 3.0 Framework
Heritage 1.0 (Conservation):

Preservation is the priority;
Heritage is for connoisseurs

Heritage 2.0 (Entertainment machines):
Attracting people & making profit is the priority;

Heritage is for customers

Heritage 3.0 (Community sense-making): 
Involving everybody in the production, 
circulation & conservation of heritage; 

Heritage is made, preserved & 
enjoyed by the whole community

  (after Pier Luigi Sacco)
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Heritage 3.0 Framework
• Heritage 3.0 does not cancel Heritage 1.0 & Heritage 

2.0 but it builds on them.
• The only sustainable way to preserve physical 

heritage is to ensure it has meaning & importance for 
the whole community (not only experts).

• Economic instrumentalism about heritage puts at risk 
the future sustainability of everything that has no  
clear economic return.

• The entertainment dimension of heritage is only 
sustainable if the whole community takes 
responsibility & monitors its impact.
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Heritage 3.0 Framework
• Participatory governance can only work if it 

questions and re-designs the representation of 
interests through participation.

• It is about trust building
• To generate real social responsibility we need to 

make space for the unengaged & disenfranchised;
• The only way to entitle the next generation to the 

transmission of heritage & defend it from threats 
is to help build an intrinsic motivation through 
active cultural participation 

• If no-one is entitled or enabled to transmit the 
heritage, it will inevitably get lost.

• This calls for a strategy of massive cultural capability 
building (empowering).
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New Opportunities
Each stage in the management 
cycle requires different inputs.
But much less attention has been 
given to engaging with society:
•  to understand public values, and
•  incorporating those values into 

the management process.
We are still learning how to engage 
with Society…
…and communication is often still 
one-way.
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New opportunities
Public 
Engagement
Must engage 
with the 
public in a 
meaningful 
way to deliver 
real public 
benefit and 
build 
effective 
public 
awareness 
and support
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New opportunities
Europa Nostra: Heritage Counts

Integrating 
cultural heritage
with wider 
societal issues
& moving 
cultural heritage
upstream.
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New opportunities
Common cause with the Landscape Convention:
Interactive democracy enables stakeholders to engage in 
discussions between political power & society, & within 
society  itself (Rosanvallon 2008)
This requires:

• spatial planning policies that incorporate real public 
participation in plans & decisions;

• public participation in protecting, managing, & planning 
the historic & natural environments;

• participatory action programmes;
• developing experimental approaches to governance;
• exploring the relationship between scientific & technical 

knowledge & expertise, & action;
• using research in social science & ecology which are 

already active in this area.
Landscape and  the European Landscape Convention’s  contribution  to democracy, 
human rights and sustainable development: Prieur & Luginbuhl 2017
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New opportunities
New dynamics
Finding new ways of using the environment that 
people occupy (landscape, open space, buildings, 
culture, and heritage):
• to increase the role that local populations play in 

understanding and defining their heritage; 
• to build links between the past, the present, and 

the future to develop a stronger sense of place;
• to help them engage with decision making (spatial 

planning etc) that impacts on the environment in 
which they live every day;

• so that the local inhabitants of any ‘place’ become 
actors in their own territory and administration.
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New opportunities
Concepts of social cohesion & sustainability:
• Engagement: empowerment requires radical changes in 

methods of participation (Elizabeth Auclair 2015);
• capabilities: helping people become aware of their 

potential to gain more power & change their (living) 
conditions (Amartya Sen 1985 & Martha Nussbaum 2011);

• commons: collective identification of resources 
considered essential for the whole group (including 
tangible & intangible heritage);

• collective governance: to protect & valorise these 
resources for the well-being of all;

Help people understand & appreciate their local 
environment, acknowledge their everyday heritage, & 
become proud of the ‘place’ where they live.
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New opportunities
The Valletta Convention promotes public awareness 
and access, but…
…now need to move on & blend the best of existing 
heritage management practice with mechanisms for 
genuine public engagement to create:

• exemplary & productive citizen-science;
• inclusive place-making;
• community participation (at all levels and in all 

processes);
• collective & democratic management;
• seamless integration of social & heritage values that 

sustain and legitimise conservation;
• meaningful partnerships to share in the creation, 

circulation, enjoyment, & understanding of heritage.
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EAC
State organizations in Europe charged by law with the 
management of the archaeological heritage.
Since 2002 has worked regularly with CoE & on its to explore 
different aspects of the Valletta Convention (implementation & 
practice). 
Making choices (2017) survey revealed that more united state 
approaches than divided them (despite a significant variety of 
policies & practices).
The results demonstrated very clear & strong need for:

• articulating a convincing case for development-led 
archaeology, &

• guidance and case studies on:
• assessing & articulating significance;
• developing national research frameworks;
• managing archaeological archives.
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Conclusion
After 30 years the Valletta Convention remains the core text for 
archaeological heritage management.
Still work in progress & unfinished business:

• re-evaluation of orthodoxies & shift to value-led decision-making;
• relationship between archaeological fieldwork, spatial planning, & 

research;
• continuing pressing need for standards, guidelines, training, & 

information exchange;
• proper creation, maintenance, and care of archaeological 

archives;
• harvesting knowledge – research agenda & synthesis;
• better integration with other sectors to articulate mutual 

dependencies;
• embedding heritage in society – recognizing social values & social 

benefits;
• building higher levels of public engagement and political support. 
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Conclusion
Effective archaeological heritage management requires 
informed decisions about a similar range of choices

• regardless of whether or how the Valletta Convention 
has been ratified and implemented in each state;

• or of the specific nature of different national  legal 
frameworks, practices and approaches.

Guidelines and good practice case studies can continue to 
be developed at a high (supra-state) level without requiring 
any legal changes to state approaches.
This work (by the EAC & other bodies) supports & 
contributes positively to achieving the ambitions of the 
Valletta Convention, 
without any need either for lengthy & complex 
redrafting/revision or (impractically) for an entirely new 
convention.
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Thank you !
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