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COST-ARKWORK?

Focus of COST-ARKWORK

•Understanding of how archaeological 
knowledge is produced

•By studying archaeological practices, 
knowledge production and use, social 
impact and industrial potential of 
archaeological knowledge

All of you 
who are archaeologists are 
the object of study in this 
action!

The main aim of ARKWORK is to build a trans-disciplinary 
network that brings together the multidisciplinary work of 
researchers of archaeological practices and their current 
projects in the field of archaeological knowledge production 
and use to make a major push forward in the current state-of-
the-art in knowing how archaeological knowledge is produced, 
how it is used and how to maximise its positive impact in the 
society. 

We are social scientists, museum 
researchers, archaeologists, ethnographers, 
computer scientists, management 
researchers etc. studying archaeologists and 
archaeology.
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Objectives
Develop a common understanding 
of archaeological practices (what 
counts as archaeological practices, 
where, when and how 
archaeological knowledge work 
and knowledge production 
happens)

Strengthen and consolidate the 
research and understanding of 
the making and emergence of 
archaeological knowledge and 
provide input for diverse 
stakeholders responsible for 
making, regulating, coordinating, 
preserving, managing and using 
archaeological knowledge.

Engage the diverse actors in the field 
of archaeological practices and 
knowledge production in the 
development of their work to increase 
the relevance of the produced 
archaeological knowledge, its direct 
outcomes and indirect implications 
and uses in the society

Form a pan-European, trans- and 
multidisciplinary network and 
community that creates, shares 
and pools the current and 
emerging knowledge on 
archaeological knowledge 
creation while building a critical 
mass of people with necessary 
competences. 

Promote research on 
archaeological knowledge work 
through a series of targeted 
events. 
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Stakeholders: Administrators and 
curators, Academics, Policy makers, 
Industry-based, Global non-profit 
communities, Extra-archaeological 
actors etc.

Working groups
1. Archaeological fieldwork
2. Knowledge production and archaeological collections
3. Archaeological knowledge production and global 

communities
4. Archaeological scholarship

Fragmentation of 
what?



COST Workshop at EUROMED 2018 31/10/2018

Isto Huvila 2018 4

All of you 
who are archaeologists are 
the object of study in this 
action!

What does this mean in practice?

What is needed, 
really?

Introduction
Much has been written about archaeological practices 
but a critical understanding of the practices of knowl-
edge production in and about archaeology, based on 
explicit and openly problematizing interrogative reflec-
tion, remains fragmented. Consequently, insight into 
what constitute archaeological practices and knowledge 
work in the contemporary context remains vague. The 
introduction of new tools, techniques and infrastructures 
to support archaeological and archaeology related work 
has broadened the field and diffused boundaries between 
traditional disciplines. Simultaneously, the expansion and 
reorganisation of archaeological work, its closer integra-
tion with land development, and an increasing focus on 
public archaeology, have altered the archaeological sphere 
of interest along with a growth of interest in archaeology 
in society at large.

Even if the question of defining or describing what con-
stitute archaeological practices might sound like a non-
question for practicing archaeologists, it is a prerequisite 
for understanding where and how archaeological and 
archaeologically relevant information and knowledge are 
made, what counts as archaeological information, and 
where the limits are situated. It has been recognized for 
some time (cf. Geser & Selhofer 2014; Lambourne et al. 
2014) that a major limiting factor in the development 

of archaeological work and its infrastructures is not so 
much available technologies or tools, but an insufficient 
 understanding of how archaeological remains are docu-
mented, how the documentation and archaeological col-
lections are used to create archaeological knowledge 
about the past, how collections are digitised, preserved 
and made available, and how the various stakeholders 
from land development and academia to education and 
tourism conduct their work. Even if individual actors are 
able to describe their ways of working, practices tend to 
become routinized and only a few have time to reflect on 
their work to an extensive degree amidst their daily work. 
Furthermore, practices vary from one project, organisa-
tion, and country to another, and a precise understand-
ing of how others are engaging with archaeology leaves 
much to desire. Recent initiatives have begun to address 
this issue, including a number of research projects and 
national initiatives focusing on archaeological work (e.g. 
Atalay 2008; Bernbeck 2012; Castañeda & Matthews 2008; 
Edgeworth 2006; Hug et al. 2012; Huvila 2006; Huvila 
2014), as well as multi-national projects such as CARARE 
(Gavrilis, Dallas & Angelis 2013; Gavrilis et al. 2013; 
Hansen & Fernie 2010), LoCloud (Angelis et al. 2013), 
DIPIR (Faniel et al. 2013; Faniel & Yakel 2017), Europeana 
Cloud (Versprille et al. 2015), ARIADNE (e.g. González-
Pérez & Hug 2013; Selhofer & Geser 2015) and DARIAH 
(e.g. Dallas et al. 2016) and other transnational efforts 
such as the work of the Europae Archaeologiae Consilium 
(e.g. Perrin et al. 2014; Van der Haas & Schut 2014). These 
have contributed to the emergence of new knowledge 
on archaeological practices both through evidence-based 
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POSITION PAPER

Archaeological Practices, Knowledge Work 
and Digitalisation
Isto Huvila* and Jeremy Huggett†

Defining what constitute archaeological practices is a prerequisite for understanding where and how 
archaeological and archaeologically relevant information and knowledge are made, what counts as 
 archaeological information, and where the limits are situated. The aim of this position paper, developed 
as a part of the COST action Archaeological practices and knowledge work in the digital environment 
(www.arkwork.eu), is to highlight the need for at least a relative consensus on the extents of archaeo-
logical practices in order to be able to understand and develop archaeological practices and knowledge 
work in the contemporary digital context. The text discusses approaches to study archaeological prac-
tices and knowledge work including Nicolini’s notions of zooming in and zooming out, and proposes that 
a  distinction between archaeological and archaeology-related practices could provide a way to negotiate 
the ‘archaeologicality’ of diverse practices.

Keywords: archaeological practices; practices; knowledge work; information work; digital practices; 
 digital tools; technology
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Abstract: Archaeology and material cultural heritage enjoys a particular status as a form of heritage that, 
capturing the public imagination, has become the locus for the expression and negotiation of regional, 
national, and intra-national cultural identities. One important question is: why and how do contemporary 
people engage with archaeological heritage objects, artefacts, information or knowledge outside the realm 
of an professional, academically-based archaeology? This question is investigated here from the perspective 
of theoretical considerations based on Yuri Lotman’s semiosphere theory, which helps to describe the 
connections between the centre and peripheries of professional archaeology as sign structures. The centre 
may be defined according to prevalent scientific paradigms, while periphery in the space of creolisation in 
which, through interactions with other culturally more distant sign structures, archaeology-related non-
professional communities emerge. On the basis of these considerations, we use collocation analysis on 
representative English language corpora to outline the structure of the field of archaeology-related non-
professional communities, identify salient creolised peripheral spaces and archaeology-related practices, 
and develop a framework for further investigation of archaeological knowledge production and reuse in the 
context of global archaeology.

Keywords: archaeology-related communities; semiosphere theory; Yuri Lotman; digital heritage; non-
professional archaeology.

1  Introduction
The proliferation of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) has created new practical 
opportunities for improvement in many fields, but, more importantly, it has caused major changes in how 
society functions (e.g., Castells, 2000). It has affected economic, political and cultural processes on a global 
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Overcoming fragmentation of 
defining a common ground –
or a boundary object 
everyone can deal with.

More on COST-ARKWORK

www.arkwork.eu
#costarkwork
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