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Preface

That field archaeological research and the conservation 
of ancient remains are inseparable actions is now a com-
monly shared opinion. However, in practice this consensus 
does not come with a check-list of shared protocols which 
can help in identifying the best possible solutions in each 
case. The ways of presenting a site to the public are often 
conceived a posteriori, after the completion of an archaeo-
logical project and without taking advantage of all the data 
produced by secondary studies and analysis of the exca-
vated materials.
As field archaeologists we have long been confronted by 
these problems. We believe in the value of networking and  
of discussing from several points of view some of the main 
issues in the current scientific debate and research on con-
servation, enhancement and management of archaeologi-
cal sites. As a first step, we gathered a group of colleagues 
from the Universities of Bologna, Copenhagen and Zadar, 
to which some other key speakers were added. This book 
contains the results of our joint efforts in highlighting what 
we think may be some of the most promising avenues for 
future practice and research. We hope that it may contribu-
te in many ways to enhance our understanding and appre-
ciation of problems so significant for the present and future 
memory of our past.
The ARCHAIA project was funded as a Specific Support 
Action within the 6th Framework Programme for Research 
and Technological Developement of the European Union. 
Two training seminars were organized in Copenhagen (Jan-
uary 28th-30th, 2008) and Bologna (May 15th-17th, 2008). 
The seminars were attended by about 90 participants, both 
researchers and Ph.D. students, from 23 Countries all over 
the world. We would like to thank them for their lively 
contribution and for the constructive discussion after each 
presentation.
This book is dedicated to the memory of two colleagues 
of ours, part of the project, who tragically passed away in 
2007. Riccardo Francovich from the University of Siena 
envisaged some of the topics discussed here with asto-
unding clarity already thirty years ago and he has been a 
pioneer in creating thematic archaeological parks in Italy. 
Stine Rossel was a post-doc researcher at the University 
of Copenhagen. She had devoted her work to the study of 
zooarchaeology in the Ancient Near East in relation to cli-
matic change. Her achievements were remarkable for so-
meone so young.
Several institutions deserve to be mentioned with gratitude 
at the end of this project: the Research Directorate - Gen-
eral of the European Commission (Directorate I – Environ-

ment) has offered all the enthusiasm and support of its of-
ficers: Mr Michel Chapuis and Ms Caroline Woussen. The 
Universities of Bologna and Copenhagen provided the best 
possible environment for researching and for conducting 
the seminars. In Bologna, the Department of Archaeology, 
the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, the Complesso di San 
Giovanni in Monte and the Administrative Area for Rese-
arch offered skilled administrative personnel and logistic 
support. In Copenhagen the Department of Cross-Cultural 
and Regional Studies, the Faculty of Humanities all the 
way through the project offered professional support both 
in terms of academic activities and in the necessary logistic 
and administrative tasks. Also we would like to mention 
the fruitful and intense cooperation with the University 
of Zadar – in particular with its most eminent Antiquity 
scholar, Nenad Cambi – in discussing several field research 
topics before and during the seminars.
Among the many persons who helped us, our special than-
ks are extended to Massimo Bozzoli and Stefano Basset-
to in Bologna for setting up and maintaining the Web site 
www.archaia.eu (hosted on the servers of the Department 
of Archaeology thanks to an internal domain offered by 
CeSIA, www.archaia.unibo.it); to the assistant to the AR-
CHAIA project, Alessandro Campedelli, who has been in-
valuable in helping us in every possible way and solving 
many problems encountered. During the seminars, Luisa 
Guerri, Tatiana Incerti, Marie Risager, Aiysha Abu Laban, 
Hanne Nyman, David Walter Birk, Berit Jakobsen, Mar-
co Lammers, Ann-Sölvia Jacobsen were also very helpful. 
Among the administrative personnel of the University of 
Bologna, Pasquale Frattaruolo, Verdiana Bandini, Diego 
Torresan, Alessandra Baccigotti, Giovanni Paruto, Maria 
Concetta Chiaravalloti, Annalisa Mondini and Carmelo 
Geraci must be mentioned with gratitude; in Copenhagen, 
Lykke Ditlefsen and Jane Engelund. The Fondazione Cassa 
di Risparmio di Bologna with its president Fabio Alberto 
Roversi Monaco and the MAPEI group with its marketing 
director Adriana Spazzoli offered us also the stationery for 
the seminars, much appreciated by participants.
Finally, this book would not have seen the light of day in its 
present form without the help of Ivano Devoti (layout), Be-
nedetta Panciroli (editing of texts), Richard Hugh Barnes, 
Inge Demant Mortensen, Stephen Lumsden, Rachael Jane 
Dann (revision of the English) and Susanne Kerner (edi-
torial assistance). The staff of the Archaeopress at Oxford 
has proven of great assistance and we are very grateful for 
the inclusion of this book into their series.

The Editors



InTRoDUCTIon



aRCHaIa  
fRoM exCaVaTIon sTRaTeGIes To aRCHaeoloGICal PaRks 

  
Nicolò Marchetti

Abstract
The ARCHAIA network aims at supplying an integrated perspective deriving both from the human and the natural sciences, i.e. a global 
approach towards the planning and management of archaeological parks, starting from the very first steps of field research and going 
through the characterisation of the materials retrieved and topographical studies, in order to mould every bit of historical information 
within coherent projects, properly displayed for the public. Dealing with the initial program of archaeological research in the field, in-
tegrated with techniques of archaeobiological and geoarchaeological investigation, the final goal is to contribute in moulding research 
strategies and in managing archaeological sites, in order to be able to publicly display the historical contents derived from research 
results and also effectively proceed to the protection of archaeological heritage.

The conservation of Cultural Heritage is a vast domain un-
derpinned by an immense literature: because of but at the 
same time notwithstanding that reason, not all the actors 
involved may be evident. Governmental Bodies normally 
have a direct responsibility for conservation, which they 
may delegate to selected operators, either through contrac-
ting (e.g., with private companies) or through concessions 
(as in the case of public research institutions). Alternati-
ve management models are possible, and to some extent 
desirable (Carman 2005), but they cannot be considered 
here (moreover, they are not likely to be implemented on a 
significant scale in a very near future).
Recommendations issued by specialized and/or supranatio-
nal Bodies are well available: while they fully retain their 
value, they may not necessarily apply to all, if not even the 
majority of cases. As a matter of fact, archaeological field 
research most often entails also conservation activities, but 
these are in many cases occasional and left to the discre-
tion of project leaders. True, the latter usually act under the 
approval of local specialized State Authorities, but, even 
then, control may be just slightly more than a formal one.
It is questionable if this state of the business should be ra-
dically reformed, since a centralized governance does not 
seem tobe an attractive solution either (cf. infra), but it 
is quite evident that an alternative should be sought for. 
Our concern here is not with, or rather not especially with, 
best practices in conservation, but in building articulated 
and effective action models. However, these should result 
from the evaluation of different experiences and methods, 
as those which have been collected in the present volume. 
The present paper should be seen as an introduction for 
the latter, based on the spirit which gathered us together in 
Copenhagen and Bologna.

1. A NETWORK AROUND AN IDEA

Networking seems to be a very effective mean for sharing 
and propagating awareness and contributing ideas to the 
problems touched by the ARCHAIA project. The integra-
tion of the results contributed by colleagues depends on an 

approach like the one adopted here, which is bottom driven, 
unstructured, non bureaucratic, non dogmatic, pragmatic 
and pluralistic. In fact, freedom of research and individual 
rather than collective responsibility seem to be the most 
flexible and fast response to new, global questions which 
are singled out at an increasing pace. The great plurality 
of actors, objects and aims can be managed, in the end, 
by a relatively complex model based on relatively simple 
premises.
In human sciences, a formal theory often follows an expe-
riment rather than the contrary: our daily practice (deriving 
from personal education and attitudes) may be at a certain 
stage described as a coherent theoretical construct, but this 
is actually often done in retrospect.

2. MULTIDISCIPLINARITY VS. INTERDISCIPLI-
NARITY, COORDINATION VS. STRATEGY

Although archaeology as an historical, global science de-
als from as diverse fields as artifact studies to landscape 
analysis, from site museums organization to environmental 
characterization, archaeologists themselves are becoming, 
understandably, more and more sectorial. Leaving interdi-
sciplinarity to other fields, in archaeology we should ra-
ther speak of multidisciplinarity to describe the array of 
different investigations carried out by different specialists. 
Even when working within the same project, it is doubtful 
whether their aims ever coincide. The constant feedback 
and retuning of each one’s intermediate results appear to be 
the best procedure to counteract fragmentation.
Thus, coordination takes up a leading role in a successful 
multidisciplinary project, provided it is based upon the 
principle of networking and at the same time checking that 
basic historical questions continue to be kept at least in 
background. Strategical planning on the other hand requi-
res a clear direction towards which the efforts of each spe-
cialist must be addressed: the coordinator is one of them, 
although her/his choices obviously may influence those of 
the others. For example, in planning an excavation over the 
years, one may decide to privilege horizontal rather than 



Nicolò Marchetti

12

vertical exposure for understanding the urbanism of a given 
site in a given historical phase: in this case, the project of 
the archaeological park will have to take into account that 
strategy. Given the main research theme, it seems to be but 
natural that the coordinator is in most, if not in all, cases an 
archaeologist.

3. A SINGLE TISSUE FROM MANY THREADS

We view each discipline, once applied to archaeological 
issues, as an autonomous source of historical information: 
it is the very logic of each different discipline that will sup-
ply new data and a first explanation in terms of its core 
methods. This does not mean that it is already historically 
meaningful, it will need a confrontation with other ongoing 
researches part of the same project before a (preliminary, 
by definition) interpretation may be put forward. The topics 
covered by the present volume do not exhaust in any way 
the potential contribution of natural and human sciences to 
archaeology: from anthropology to various chemical ap-
plications, from DNA analyses to geography, the array of 
possibilities has as its only limit the imagination of scien-
tists. It is thus the focus which makes the difference and it 
will be the coordinator as defined above who will ensure 
a certain degree of coherence, within each multidiscipli-
nary project. If somebody objects that unity is not reached 
by simple juxtaposition and that concurring researches 
may not result into a single picture, we may reply that it is 
doubtful whether this is (and will ever be) the aim of field 
sciences. Syntheses are only sketched to be surpassed in 
due time and should not thus be privileged in respect of 
analytical data presentation and explanation.
In this respect, I would like to add that it seems to be fun-
damental to provide open access to the data collected and 
analyzed, which should thus not just be summarized when 
presented in a scientific paper.1 Effective, low-cost solutions 
for this aim are now allowed by the Internet and hardware 
technologies.

4. ARCHAEOLOGISTS AND ENVIRONMENT

The archaeological community has since long become 
aware that an ancient site lived and continues to live within 
its environment, only within which a site can in fact be 
understood and appreciated. At a basic level, the protection 
we seek for ancient remains is now often extended to the 
natural setting which immediately contain and surround 
them, i.e. to the time-honoured (but often forgotten) notion 
of ‘ruin’. At a higher level still, environmental characteri-
zation and presentation should be taken into due account 
when planning an archaeological park, just like surveying 
and digging are operations basic to studying and presen-
ting ancient urban structures (Pl. I: 1-2).
The study and conservation of a site landscape is a very 

1 Although this topic is a key one, it cannot be developed within the frame-
work of the present article. On the subject, one can see for example the 
recommendations of the European Research Council at http://erc.europa.
eu/pdf/ScC_Guidelines_Open_Access_revised_Dec07_FINAL.pdf.

complex matter, not least because the latter depends in a 
sense from the position of the observer and thus cannot be 
owned (Carman 2005: 117-119). Important laws have been 
issued in Italy in the 1980s for the protection of landscapes, 
but in fact experience has proven that landscapes are often 
among the first victims, or costs in another terminology, of 
economic development. Effective solutions to this problem 
can be envisaged through cognitive ownership (cf. infra).

5. EXTRACTING, MANAGING AND PRESENT-
ING INFORMATION

From the perspective which has just been sketched, it is 
clear that the core problem lies in extracting each bit of hi-
storical information from very different sources and moul-
ding them into a coherent project, properly displayed for 
the public. From an initial program of archaeological re-
search in the field, integrated with techniques of bioarcha-
eological, archaeometric and geoarchaeological investiga-
tions, the final goal must be to supply a proper framework 
for setting research strategies and managing archaeological 
sites at the same time (thus, the two aspects should not be 
in a consecutive order): we will then be able to publicly 
display the historical content derived from research results 
and effectively proceed to the protection of the archaeolo-
gical heritage (which cannot fully happen, in fact, unless 
awareness on all aspects has been raised).
A few, connected aspects may further be mentioned here 
to illustrate progress and intertwinment in archaeological 
research. One of the first issues concerns the use and role 
of geophysical investigation: while it is often undertaken 
in order to provide data for selecting new excavation are-
as, it should rather be intended as an autonomous source, 
complementing the excavations (the scale and nature of 
the information retrieved will be varying of course, only 
in a minority of sites being possible to reach sufficient da-
ting probabilities for what is observed beneath the surfa-
ce). This not only allows to address in a new, extensive 
way questions such as urban history and ancient settlement 
strategies, but also to employ a noninvasive and nonde-
structive research technique, contributing also to keeping 
the fascinating ‘ruin’ effect – resulting from a monument 
in its setting – so intimately connected with the notion of 
archaeology and much appreciated also by visitors.2 Preci-
sely to this end and to a theory of restorations which has 
known its most advanced elaborations in the Italian milieu, 
a clear stance must be taken in favor of a restoration of the 
archaeological remains intended as simple conservation 
(reversible whenever possible), never attempting at any 
reconstruction except for the limited sake of structural sta-
bility and even in this case taking care to distinguish newly 
added part from the ancient ones.3

2 That this feeling is however not a universal one in all cultures, is shown 
by the contrast analyzed by Settis (2004: 82-91) between a Western and 
an Oriental attitude towards seeing or not the ruins as memories of the 
Past. ‘In altre civiltà domina il pathos della tradizione di cui si è portatori; 
nella nostra, il pathos delle rovine, di una frattura irreparabile che è neces-
sario sanare: rinascere, insomma, come condizione indispensabile della 
tradizione e della memoria’ (Settis 2004: 91).
3 See Brandi 1977: 31 ‘Il riconoscimento della qualifica di rudero fa 
tutt’uno, allora, con quel primario grado di restauro che è individuabile 
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In realising the archaeological and environmental park of 
Tilmen Höyük in South-Eastern Turkey, officially opened 
in October 2007, we have tried to keep all these issues in 
the foreground (Pl. I: 3) (Marchetti 2008), but at the same 
time the interaction with local Authorities and communi-
ties has been particularly fruitful, allowing us to integra-
te scientific needs for public presentation with traditional 
usage of the site by hikers, hunters, fishermen, shepherds, 
etc., thus contributing to keeping it as a living place wi-
thout changing it into an open-air vitrine (Figs 1-5).

6. PLANNING AND ACTING: THREAT, RESPON-
SIBILITY, VISION

That these issues are not at all familiar with or agreed by 
the majority of scholars is shown, I believe, by many exam-
ples: most of these derive from an ill-conceived need to 
face and actually favor mass-tourism (Walsh 1990). If ar-
chaeological remains are considered a ‘resource’ – as well 
as a heritage of course – they can be exploited economical-
ly: actually, exploitation may bring development and at the 
same time protection, in areas where this would otherwise 
be at least difficult to get. On the other hand, archaeologi-
cal tourism entails the consumption of sites (Winter 1997), 
as well as leading to highly questionable choices: large sca-
le reconstructions over ancient remains are certainly one of 
the most visible, and most problematic, outcomes in this 
respect, even altering a site landscape (Seeher 2007; cf. 
note 3). At the same time, in many of the most important 
touristic archaeological localities management plans have 
– surprisingly – been lacking thus far (Schuster 2008).
As an empyrical science, we may accept that archaeology 
and the other disciplines with which it is connected may 
meet some failures. However, due to the unique nature of 
the object of our study, we have a great responsibility: fai-
ling to preserve a site or a monument, because of the lack 
of conservation or of the ineffective methods employed, re-
sults in an irreparable loss.4 The fast, ever changing world 
around us creates greater risks, and needs quick responses: 
a centralized attitude is unlikely to successfully stand to 
the challenge.
A conscious strategy needs to limit potential damages by 
creating networks in which archaeologists open up a con-
structive dialogue with the other actors involved (cf. also 
Moser et al. 2002). To put it with Carman (2005: 120):

‘By allowing the growth of multiple systems of 
“cognitive ownership” in relation to a heritage pla-

nel restauro preventivo, ovvero mera conservazione, salvaguardia dello 
statu quo, e rappresenta riconoscimento che implicitamente esclude la 
possibilità di altro intervento diretto che non sia la vigilanza conservativa 
e il consolidamento della materia, sicché nella qualifica di rudero già si 
esprime il giudizio di equiparazione fra il rudero dell’opera d’arte e il 
rudero puramente storico’.
4 I will not discuss here the problem represented by the removal of evi-
dence in the excavation process. Nowadays, sites should in general be 
selected and searched according to their main phase of occupation: deeper 
levels – no matter how interesting – are then available for research only 
in particular cases (on slopes, etc.), while upper levels should not be com-
pletely removed but partly left in spots as part of the overall ongoing 
display and conservation process.

ce, the enhanced value given that place led to its 
protection by very different “owners” even though 
their own values were potentially in conflict’.

We will probably have to rethink intertwined issues that 
many would instead like to think as settled: the concept of 
cultural property (which in fact limits access to the archae-
ological heritage by stakeholders), the illegality of the anti-
quity market (which as a matter of fact exists and it is thus 
not useful to ignore if we wish to control a phenomenon that, 
especially after recent large-scale looting in Iraq, has become 
clearly impossible to limit in any significant way)5 and the 
presentation of archaeological sites (where not just architec-
tural monuments, but also the environment and the landsca-
pe, contextual and analytical information should merge into 
a coherent, interconnected multidisciplinary discourse).
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Fig. 1 - View from the south-east of Fortress P (Middle Bronze II, ca 1800-1600 BC) in the 
western lower town at Tilmen Höyük, Turkey, at the end of the 2007 season; to the left the 
entrance to a neighbouring contemporary casemate.

Fig. 2 - 3D reconstruction (by M. Soldà and G. Vescovi) of Fortresses P and P2 at the end of MB II in the lower town at 
Tilmen Höyük, as seen from the south-east (cf. Fig. 1). Extreme photorealism has been avoided, although a sufficiently 
detailed idea of the possible original appearance of the ancient buildings is offered to visitors.
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Fig. 5 - The archaeological and environmental park of Tilmen Höyük: throne room L.38 in 
Royal Palace A (ca 1800-1600 BC) and its relevant didactic panel; the 3D reconstruction on 
the panel is taken from the same point of view of the visitor in that spot.

Fig. 4 - 3D reconstruction (by M. Soldà and G. Vescovi) of the MB II town at Tilmen Höyük. The model has been created at 
a 1:1 scale, with a high level of scientific accuracy; all the architectural elements have been modelled one by one. In some 
cases, instead of using textures the detailed drawings of floors and façades have been imported into the 3D model.



 Pl. I

1 - Quickbird satellite imagery of the land-
scape around Tilmen Höyük, Turkey (shot 
in June 2003; © Digital Globe Inc.), DTM 
model of the Islahiye valley (by G. Bitelli) 
and the mound of Tilmen from the north.

2 - A remote control monitoring system at Tilmen 
Höyük, in which probes in the ground measure soil 
characteristics, while steel bars monitor walls stabil-
ity. Through data loggers, the data  collected are sent 
wirelessly to a main station off the site, which trans-
mits into the Internet (system by Ecosearch Ltd.).

3 - Excavation of the Middle Bronze 
II (ca 1800-1600 BC) residency in 
area K-5 at Tilmen Höyük in 2006.
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