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My soul looked down from a vague height with Death,
As unremembering how I rose or why,
And saw a sad land, weak with sweats of dearth,
Gray, cratered like the moon with hollow woe,
And fitted with great pocks and scabs of plaques.
Wilfred Owen, «The Show»

A war that destroyed many archaeological remains. The war which has already
become part of the archaeological heritage by itself.

Of course, the question of archeology and the First World War (WWI) can be
considered in many ways (for example, through personalities and institutions, creation
of memorial sites and cemeteries after the end of WWI, increasing of interest in
archeology within the borders of the formed nation-states, surveys on battlefields, etc.).

We will focus on the archaeological heritage management generated by the WWI
events.

Taking into account firstly — the conjoint of archaeological heritage in the sense of
the Convention for the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage of Europe (revised)
(Valletta, 1992) «as a source of the European collective memory and as an instrument
for historical and scientific study» [1], secondly — on the Western European states
experience which put this issue on the agenda especially in 2014-2018 [2].

WWI is unprecedented carnage, destruction and wastefulness. These are large
battlefields for millions of one-time victims — soldiers and civilians (this is
incomparable with tens or hundreds thousands of participants in previous wars).

This is a modern «industrial” war» [3] that has changed faces of previous wars.
WWI began with an outdated paradigm, and three years later its face has dramatically
changed. Battles lasted for months, on tens square km, with trenches, tunnels, pits,
heavy shelling, artillery firefights and bombardments. More people, more guns, more
shells.

This war affected the entire environment: both nature and culture, changing whole
ecosystems and landscapes. These are devastated lands, destructed forests, dirty
swamps of blood and death, craters in the ground from bombing and artillery shelling.
Of course, along with everything, archaeological sites in the soil were also ruthlessly
destroyed.

After the WWI end the question of dismantling the rubble, reconstruction,
development, and management of the territories got up.

In the first years it was exhumation, identification, reburial. We can read about the
organized experience of the British army already in 1919-1921, when they had
instructions to look for visible traces, symbols and marks, the order of digging and they
did it [4].

Although this wasn’t done to collect evidence of crimes or death causes, but for
humanitarian reasons. The result was hundreds thousands of buried people. This is
shows how the foundations of forensic archeology were laid. Over time, the traces
began to disappear.

What problems have arisen after?

1. The issue of dealing with the bodies — it is reburial but not the secret removal of
the remains.

2. Security issues — are unexploded ordnance, chemical contamination.

3. The issue of looting — illegal metal detector searches at battle sites to find
trophies and souvenirs, later — selling valuables.

4. The issue of «uninteresting research» — until very recently the material remains
of the WWI period were not considered as a sphere of professional archeology interest
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(many representatives of which considered maximum the Middle Ages to be their
sphere of interest), except — searchers interest.

5. The issue of stakeholders — tourism, museums, excursions. For comparison — the
British or Germans have a strong interest in such issue.

6. The construction issue — because over time the remains acquired the status of
«obstacle» for construction, the developers began to get rid of such archaeological
context from the plots.

7. Issues of legal regulation — concerning both regarding searches and excavations,
and regarding the metal detectors use or memorial places arrangement.

8. Issues of landscape management — it is about militarized landscapes and their
parts (trenches, bunkers, hideouts).

9. Issues of experts and myths — the right of heritage property (take into account
that people fought far from their homeland); what did they fight for? — for the tsar,
sultan, king or for a better world and against oppression. In fact — for empires, profits,
exploitation and violence.

10. The issue of methodology and new fields in archeology — is the excavation of
unusual objects as trenches, places of artillery battles, dugouts, positions, because it is
about trench warfare. Or even more complicated — in the Battle of the Somme (1916),
miners used to undermine the enemy’s trenches to detonate them. This requires
additional knowledge of military matters. Modern radars are needed to detect such
moves and routes. As new field Flemish archeology has developed. The study of the
Western Front — according to Timothy Saey et al. — is «one of the largest
archaeological sites in the world» [5]. Another field was the archeology of conflicts
(Nick Saunders was the first to talk about it in his book «Killing Time: archeology and
the First World War» (2007) [6]), not only about just archaeological battles, smell of
rotten bodies, gas of chemical weapons, or liquid trench dirt but more broadly about
archaeological conflicts — the scale of actions, multidimensionality, to understand why
the world went mad and condemned millions to a violent death.

As for management it is traditionally considered by levels — state, regional and
local. Proposals and measures may relate to investments, increased protection,
conservation, damage limitation, improved accessibility, spatial planning, etc.

Decentralization processes are active in Ukraine, more powers and responsibilities
are being transferred to communities, so let’s outline the regulatory, administrative,
financial and communication functions regarding the archaeological heritage
management in the context of WWIL.

1. Heritage protection — preservation and control of places, accounting, condition
monitoring, keeping lists, conclusion of protection contracts, digitization of
information.

2. The development strategy and implementation program determination — inclusion
the information in strategic plans for the territory development, SWAT analysis of
investments, protection, accessibility, limitation of damage during spatial planning, in
environmental impact assessment reports in general, and on heritage in particular.

3. Financing — budgeting, but also — attracting grants, sponsors, patrons.

4. Interaction with stakeholders — institutes, commissions, international
organizations, with experts — historians, local historians, archaeologists.

5. Public involvement — meetings, open resources on websites, memorial events
(memorial services or other commemoration).

For the management functions implementation communal memorial and search
enterprises as example «Pamiat” and “Dolia» work in Ukraine for search and
exhumation research, arrangement of burial sites.

Archaeologists are also involved. Large-scale archaeological excavations are
problematic due to the huge area of battle sites, the large number of unexploded
ordnance and human remains. An alternative is geophysical surveying and modern
aerial photographs and topographic models.
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Thus, the basis for the archaeological heritage management of WWI is using an
interdisciplinary approach (archaeology, history, geography, landscape, remote
sensing, GIS technologies, SWAT analysis, Earth sciences), awareness, and the most
non-invasive methods possible.

It is especially important to remember that the legacy of this war is not only the
front line, but also a variety of airports, ammunition storage sites, trenches, earth
barriers, military fortifications, dugouts, bunkers, cemeteries, etc.

Let the WWI remain the First only because the Second was, but not the Third will
happened ever in the World.
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Oxkcana I KUBPA
6UKNA0AY CyCcninbHux oucyuniin I'aniybkuii paxosutl Koneoxuc
imeni B’auecngea Yoprnosong,
TPATEJISA MEPIIOI CBITOBOI BIMHM,
II BIZJIYHHS HA TEPHOHIJII)HII/IHI

Munyno cro necsrs pokiB Bin modatky Ilepuroi cBiroBoi BiliHM — oxHiei 3
HAHOLIBIINX KaTACTPO B iCTOPIT Tr0ACTBA. BikoBHii f0BiNmei CYTTEBO aKTyalizye yBary
CBITOBOI ¥ yKpaiHChKOi crinbHOTH 10 moxiit Ileproi cBiToBoi Biitnu abo Bemukoi
BifiHU 1914—1918 pp. Cain Bixnatu nomany rep013My MpEeAKiB HEe3aJIeXHO BiJ TOro, HA
queMy Oowl BOHH OOpOINCh, Ta BIIAHYBATH [AM’SThb YCIX IOJCINMX y Uil cBiTOBii
GoiiHl. 3BICHO, HCOOXIZHO MEPEOCMUCICHHS HACIIIKIB 1 PYHIaMCHTAIBHUX 3PYIICHD,
70 SKHX CIPHYMHAIIO L€ TII00aIbHe MiTiTapHe AifiCTBO, SIKE MOPOIUIIO CBIT CYy4aCHOro
3paska. 3a CBOIMH YHIBEpCAIbHIMH MAcIITA0aMK # 1eMOrpadiyHUME BTpaTaMU L
BiliHAa 3HAYHO IEPEeBEpIINIA BCE, WO BiAOyBamocs 10 HEl y Xo&i HaiOumbmmx
MDKHapOHMX BOEHHHUX KOHQJIIKTIB B iCTOPIT JIFOJCTBA.

BiiiHa — e MakcuMalbHE HampyKeHHS BCIX HasBHUX CHJI HapOIiB-yYacCHHKIB, L€
BEIMYE3HUH BHIUIECK TBOPYOi Ta JECTPYKTHBHOI €HEprid, me KoJOoCalbHUM
Jep’)KaBOTBOPUMK E€HTYy31a3M. 3rajgaiiMo, M0 TUIBKH y «HEHOPOIJISITHOMY MEKIi»
Bepaena no kxinust 1916 p. migipano 26 mMiH 3Bu4aiiHux cHapsiaiB i 100 tuc. cHapsais,
HAUMHEHUX OTpPYHMHHMMH rasamu. llepima razoBa aTtaka y BIMCBKOBIH icTopii Ha
3axinHomy ¢ponti 1915 p. npodecop dbplu ['abep, HiMELBKUH XIMIK, CTBEP/DKYBaB,
11O L5l HOBA 30posl Ja€ 3MOry IiJ 4Yac BiiffHU LIBUJIIC i TYMaHHIIIC 3HELIKOLKYBATH
BOpoXi Bilicbkka. BiH Texx OyB Ha wmichi moaii mixg vac BUIPOOOBYBaHHS CBOTO
BUHaxony. ['a3omomiOHMI XJIOp CTaB HACHIAKOM >KaxJIMBOrO CHycTomeHHs. Jlioan



