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The EAC at 25: Looking Forward 

Jenni Butterworth 

Summary 

During the European Archaeological Council (EAC)’s 26th Annual Meeting in Gdańsk, 

Poland, in March 2025, workshops were held to explore four key heritage management 

priorities identified by members in a survey conducted in Brussels, Belgium, the previous 

year, namely: the potential of citizen science; the challenge of heritage crime; the role of 

heritage and archaeology in landscape management processes; and the issues posed by 

climate change and the need for sector sustainability. The priorities and key points raised in 

the workshops are reported here, with reflections regarding the future actions that EAC 

might take to support its members in addressing them. 

 

1. Introduction 

During the European Archaeological Council (EAC)'s 26th Annual Meeting in Gdańsk, 

Poland, in March 2025, workshops were held to explore four key heritage management 

priorities identified by members in a survey conducted in Brussels, Belgium, the previous 

year (EAC n.d.a), namely: the potential of citizen science; the challenge of heritage crime; 

the role of heritage and archaeology in landscape management processes; and the issues 

posed by climate change and the need for sector sustainability. The aim of the workshops 

was to consider how the EAC can help members respond to the challenges and 

opportunities facing archaeological heritage management in the coming years (Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Word cloud derived from the 2024 Brussels survey © European Archaeological 

Council 
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Around 100 EAC members and colleagues participated in the workshops. The four topics 

were discussed freely during each session, and the EAC offers its grateful thanks to all the 

facilitators and participants who made the workshops such a stimulating and interesting 

exchange. This report provides a summary account of the priorities and key points raised in 

the workshops, together with feedback provided by the Board at their June 2025 meeting 

regarding future actions. A fuller account of the workshops is also available (EAC 2025). 

2. The workshop topics 

2.1. Citizen science 

The Brussels survey showed that many EAC members are interested in developing methods 

for better enabling public participation in heritage management processes and promoting its 

benefits. The need to develop storytelling techniques, as well as dialogue with other 

professions, the wider public and local historical groups, to encourage community 

participation in archaeological decision-making was noted. Youth participation was raised as 

a specific need. 

The particular topic of citizen science – the participation of the general public in 

archaeological investigation and other heritage management activities – was chosen for the 

workshops, to complement the guidance already published by the EAC on the broader 

issues (EAC 2024a, 2024b). The workshops considered what practical steps heritage 

managers could take to promote citizen science, especially to young people. They also 

asked how citizen science research models can be used to increase public involvement in 

decision-making. 

The need to provide open and accessible data about archaeological research and decision-

making was noted, in order to explain to the public what heritage managers do, and to 

ensure public understanding of how the process of managing change within the historic 

environment operates. Without this, the ability to engage the public with the potential of 

citizen science and engage young people's curiosity is limited. However, there are sector 

training and capacity gaps regarding engagement and outreach skills that are a barrier to 

increasing communication with the public. 

For young people, greater understanding of what they value and want is needed to engage 

them more effectively. Embedding heritage and archaeology into school curricula and 

activities is a challenge, but piloting youth and citizen boards and assemblies to increase 

representation of young people in contexts of decision-making on heritage-related issues is 

a valuable option. 

In addition, the potential of citizen science to contribute to heritage management needs to be 

promoted to professionals, to demonstrate its usefulness within authorised decision-making 

processes. A focus on the Faro Convention (Council of Europe 2005) is desirable, to enable 

heritage managers to work more closely with heritage communities, and demonstrate 

heritage as an economic, cultural and intangible community asset. 

Questions and reflections for EAC: 

• Undertake a survey of values to provide supporting evidence for heritage managers. 

• Provide guidance and simple tools for local authorities, museums and other bodies 

on how to support effective citizen science. Provide models and help frame 

questions. 
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• Find cross-disciplinary case studies and map which citizen science initiatives are 

already successful. 

• Promotion activities, convening high-level meetings to encourage collaboration and 

best practice. 

• Look at the use and promotion of the Faro Convention. 

2.2. Heritage crime 

Heritage crime is a common concern for EAC members, but there are sharp differences in 

the prevalence of different types of heritage crime (e.g. illicit trafficking of antiquities, 

vandalism of monuments, production of archaeological fakes, looting of sites) and thus 

concerns across Europe. This is partly due to varying legal frameworks and enforcement 

strategies. However, the rise of armed conflicts has had a significant impact on the incidence 

of heritage crime in some areas and the ability of national and international agencies to 

combat it, which presents specific risks. 

 

Figure 2: The 2025 workshops held at the Artus Court, Museum of Gdańsk © Tobiasz 

Bułynko, National Institute of Cultural Heritage, Poland 

The workshops (Figure 2) noted that there is insufficient data to understand heritage crime 

rates fully, or rates of success in combating its specific forms. This makes it difficult to 

demonstrate the harm caused by heritage crime, or the value of combating it, to decision-

makers. There are numerous barriers to effective enforcement and cross-agency, cross-

border, collaboration, and it is often seen as low priority. Although a number of legislative 

tools are available (e.g. the Nicosia Convention (Council of Europe 2017), Valletta 

Convention (Council of Europe 1992) and various United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) conventions (e.g. UNESCO 1970)), understanding of their 

role is often low, and the legal tests for proving heritage crime are difficult to meet. 

Looting and illicit trafficking are key concerns for some nations, but almost completely absent 

for others. There is not enough expertise regarding archaeology within, or coordination 

between, agencies for effective enforcement. Inability to identify objects or their provenance 

securely is a specific problem for combating archaeological crime. 
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Damage to monuments is a universal concern, whether arising from intentional targeting of 

heritage, or as a consequence of general vandalism. Participants noticed that unintentional 

damage, caused by lack of understanding of heritage vulnerability, particularly caused by 

tourism and online influences (e.g. the trend for attaching souvenirs to historic structures), is 

increasing. 

Metal-detecting has varied legal status and reporting practice across Europe, and the 

occurrence of illegal detecting varies. Illegal detecting is linked to cross-border trafficking 

and the risks are increased by armed conflicts. However, legal metal-detecting can fall within 

citizen science: it is important to distinguish this and profile positive case studies. Used well, 

metal-detecting can fill gaps in regional data and improve heritage protection outcomes. 

The ethical and legal issues related to past heritage crime and colonialisation, e.g. contested 

ownership of museum objects, was outside the scope of the workshop, but participants 

noted that EAC should possibly consider this as part of any future initiative on heritage 

crime, as it is an important issue. 

Questions and reflections for EAC: 

• Do we demonstrate the harm caused by heritage crime or the value of combating it 

sufficiently to decision-makers? 

• Explore the role of available international legislative tools, and consider why they are 

not better used? Is it possible to address this? 

• Tools for better data collection – we do not have good enough quality data to 

establish whether heritage crime is getting more or less prevalent, and what the most 

significant issues are. 

• Collaboration across borders and with other agencies. How do we convince other 

agencies that heritage crimes are crimes worth enforcement? 

• Need to be realistic about the degree to which there are resources to improve 

enforcement and legislation, so what are the most effective collaborations that EAC 

could encourage? 

• Tools for better objects and provenance identification – can existing tools be adapted 

to archaeology, using materials and forms to assist in proving heritage crime? 

• Influence behaviour – create tools for education, reporting, harnessing citizen 

science to reduce the causes and incidence of heritage crime. Consider the rewards 

and motivation for encouraging people to behave ethically. 

2.3. Landscape management and spatial planning 

Many EAC members are concerned that archaeology increasingly finds itself as one of a 

number of competing priorities during broader decision-making processes. In particular, the 

relationships between heritage management and pressures driven by sustainability, 

protection of natural environments or development needs were noted: not just those 

pressures themselves, but also the rate at which priorities are changing and the speed at 

which decisions are being made. Green energy and housing were identified as particular 

challenges. 

Heritage is sometimes considered a 'hindrance' but is mostly served adequately in the 

planning system. However, much landscape change, such as mining, forestry or peatland 

restoration, lies outside spatial planning processes or is not well integrated into them. There 



   
 

is little quantification of the ongoing impacts of agricultural activities on landscape and 

heritage, and few means to mitigate impacts. 

The importance of securing archaeology as a priority in landscape characterisation and 

change processes was noted. Heritage is often excluded, or an afterthought, in decision-

making regarding landscape, particularly in activities such as nature restoration, and there 

are risks from inconsistent practice and lack of oversight or integrated approaches to 

landscape. 

The European Landscape Convention (Council of Europe 2000) could underpin the role of 

archaeology in landscape change, but interpretation and communication of heritage aspects 

is needed to ensure it is effective. Good communication about definitions of nature and 

heritage, data about landscape change, and positive, accessible messages about heritage 

significance, are needed. The absence of commonly understood standards (unlike in the 

natural environment sector) and good-quality data and supportive materials is a barrier to 

communicating effectively the public benefit of heritage landscapes (rather than sites). 

Questions and reflections for EAC: 

• How do we make a case for heritage at the landscape scale? How to make the case 

for the heritage of a landscape? 

• What are the principles of landscape management from a cultural heritage 

perspective? 

• How can we better integrate cultural and natural heritage in decision-making around 

landscape change? 

• Working examples of good practice from across the continent are needed. 

• Understand and predict the drivers for landscape change to prepare the heritage 

response (proactive). 

• Foster connection to other relevant EAC themes and discussions (climate 

change/sustainability). 

• How do we communicate with the public and raise the profile of historic landscapes 

and the heritage of landscapes to the wider public? 

2.4. Sustainability and climate change 

The Brussels survey showed that the concerns of EAC members fall into two related areas, 

and the workshops addressed these topics separately. 

2.4.1. Environmental sustainability 

Initiatives to consider environmental sustainability in archaeological working practices were 

highlighted, from grassroot initiatives addressing behaviour change, recycling and reduction 

in paper, to changing fuel supplies for excavation machinery. Many were at an individual or 

organisational level, and are not consistent nor represent sector-wide initiatives across 

member states or Europe. Challenges fall into three groups: 

1. The intellectual/philosophical/ethical challenge of balancing carbon considerations 

with the need to perform core activities underpinning the profession. This is 

exacerbated by the wider issue that initiatives to make European states more 

sustainable could have a negative impact on other world regions, and environmental 

https://www.coe.int/en/web/conventions/full-list?module=treaty-detail&treatynum=176
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sustainability is associated with a wider global context that is far larger than the 

archaeological sector. 

2. Archaeologists are not environmental sustainability experts, thus there is a gap in 

knowledge and skills to understand what sustainability means for the archaeological 

practice/sector. The challenge is how to fill these gaps, so that archaeologists can 

better understand how to build environmental sustainability into the design and 

implementation of archaeological practice at all stages of the process. 

3. Understanding the broader impact that building in actions to support environmental 

sustainability has on archaeological practice and beyond. For example: changing 

from paper to digital (do we understand the carbon footprint of digital archaeology 

and AI use within archaeology? how does it affect its audiences?); changing the 

energy source for machinery (new logistical issues, changes to work practice, cost 

increase); change to passive storage and archiving (how does it affect conservation, 

preservation and archiving practices?). 

Questions and reflections for EAC: 

• Share good examples of approaches, demonstrations of good practice and actions 

from across the member states to make them more available. This could be done by 

a bank of case studies, producing guidance and e-learning that could support 

building environmental sustainability into decision making (planning, designing, 

implementation) at all stages of the archaeological project cycle. 

• Consider risks/detriments to the archaeological work required to fulfil environmental 

sustainability aims and goals. 

• Forum/focus to connect with the professional environmental sustainability sector to 

help us become a more sustainable profession. 

2.4.2. Climate change and the archaeological resource 

The biggest challenge, but with great potential for knowledge exchange, was considered to 

be building an evidence base for the impact of climate change, and climate change 

mitigation measures, on the archaeological record. Related to this, the potential for 

archaeological work to become part of climate change adaptation schemes presented new 

professional and knowledge gain opportunities. 

The different legislative frameworks across Europe, with climate change adaptation being 

planned at national, regional and in some cases local levels – or not at all – produces 

inconsistencies in how the archaeological record is managed and impacted, particularly 

where climate change and the management of archaeological sites happen at different 

levels. 

Another very important concern raised was the perception that archaeology is becoming less 

important to society in the context of the need to adapt to climate change, e.g. green energy 

infrastructure will provide more public benefit than that produced by archaeology. The impact 

of climate change means that more difficult choices are being made and archaeology is not 

well enough integrated with adaptation measures being implemented: ecology and the 

environment are seen as part of the solution (nature recovery), and there is concern that 

archaeology should also be. 

Climate change is a global issue and Europe needs to learn from, and work together with, 

the global majority on how others are approaching historic environment/archaeology 



   
 

management in this context. Also, archaeology needs to work more closely and effectively 

with other sectors, e.g. ecology and natural environment organisations, to provide more 

holistic solutions. 

Questions and reflections for EAC: 

• Making a case for archaeology as part of the climate change solution, particularly 

regarding green energy. 

• The EAC could initiate a study across its members into how archaeology is managed 

within the individual climate change legislative frameworks, to identify common 

threads to support members. 

• Building the climate change risk evidence base and dealing with loss: guidance or 

case studies – could a high-level map of European climate change risk be produced? 

• Guidance on scenario planning and how the process of loss can be managed 

(documented and decisions made). This could be an addition to the existing suite of 

EAC guidance (EAC n.d.b) – a decision framework for adaptation/loss/preservation. 

• Showcasing the positive contribution that the past can make to a more sustainable 

future: case studies highlighting how environmental sustainability was managed in 

the past through reuse of materials, recycling and water management. 

3. Discussion and conclusions 

In 2015, the EAC published the Amersfoort Agenda (EAC 2015), which provided a strategic 

approach to meeting the challenges facing archaeological heritage management in Europe 

at that point. Based on consultations with its members, the Agenda aimed to support 

heritage management practice to move from the context of the Valletta Convention 

(Protection of the Archaeological Heritage of Europe, Council of Europe 1992) to that of the 

Faro Convention (Value of Heritage for Society, Council of Europe 2005). Three key themes, 

which have guided the work of EAC in the 10 years since, were identified: 

• Embedding archaeology in society 

• Dare to choose, i.e. transparent decision-making based on sound structures and 

broad perspectives; and 

• Managing the sources of European history 

It produced the Making Choices initiative (EAC 2018), which has delivered a suite of 

guidance, as well as informing the topics of the annual heritage symposia (EAC n.d.c). 

The concerns raised by the Brussels survey in 2024 and explored in the Gdańsk workshops 

in 2025 show that, to some extent, the challenges facing archaeological heritage 

management in Europe remain broadly within the themes expressed in 2015. However, 

there have been some shifts in emphasis. 

Within the 'Embedding archaeology in society' theme, an increased desire to further the 

potential of society to participate in, rather than simply engage with, heritage management 

builds on the earlier Making Choices initiative, and it is clear that the EAC has not finished its 

work on this developing topic. The primary needs are for (1) clear messages to show to 

decision-makers, and (2) practical guides and examples to help heritage managers improve 

practice. Further work is required to decide what the EAC's target outputs should be, and 

finding interested persons to explore this work will be the essential first step. 
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Heritage crime is an increasing problem facing members, one largely absent from the 

priorities expressed in 2015; this is in part is linked to broad-scale geopolitical and economic 

change. The 2026 EAC heritage symposium in Altamira, Spain, is going to explore the 

questions raised in more detail, to help establish where EAC activities might best be focused 

to address this complex issue. 

Finally, the workshops on landscape management and spatial planning, and climate change 

and sustainability, show there is a large, interrelated area of potential work for EAC and its 

members on these topics. While climate change and increasing development priorities have 

created new pressures and an urgency to act, the themes remain similar to those expressed 

in the Amersfoort Agenda; the need for transparent decision-making, advocacy for 

archaeological heritage and standards to support good management, and accessibility of the 

valuable European heritage resource. 

In 2025, the focus is on exploring these themes beyond site level: to broaden understanding 

about the scale of protection needed for archaeology and heritage at a landscape level. Two 

potential areas for EAC work are (1) advocacy concerning the headline message and (2) 

technical help with definitions and practice. Clearly, climate change and sustainability are 

pressing and related topics, which members have significant concerns about. However, 

further work is needed to define what effective EAC work can be done: many elements of 

concern relate to skills and broader issues that are not within the control or expertise of the 

heritage sector. 

As EAC already has working groups on topics that relate to these very broad landscape 

management issues, the first task will be to consider the overall framework they work in and 

how their activities interact, to ensure there is no duplication of effort. From there, EAC will 

be able to define areas of action to support its members in tackling these significant 

challenges and opportunities. 
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