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The protection of the archaeological heritage
in Poland in the 20th century:
concepts and practices

Jacek Wysocki”

The history of the protection of archaeological monuments in Poland 1s closely
connected with the development of Polish archaeology in the 20th century. Although the
development of methodology of archaeological heritage protection began in the 19th century,
the realisation of the basic principles could only begin in an independent state. Several
periods of development may be identified in the history of Polish archaeological heritage
protection. In the past, the function of inspector of ancient monuments has been tultilled by
administrators, museum staff, and staff of cultural institutes. Archaeological preservation in
Poland has significant achievements, unfortunately the development of theory has not kept
pace with practice, as a result of which archaeological heritage protection is a branch of
archaeology at present requiring serious studies and theoretical work.
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Ideas concerning the protection of the archaeological heritage in Poland
developed together with the development of Polish archaeology as a scientitic
discipline (Jazdzewski 1966:77). In’ the history of these ideas we may observe
periods when they were closely related to the development of a general doctrine of
preservation of historical monuments (Rymaszewski 1988:8) and to the
development of archaeological research (Abramowicz 1991:105), as well as to the
political history ot Poland.

4 State Service for the Protection of Historical Monuments (PSOZ),
Olsztyn, Poland.
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1. IN THE PERIOD OF THE PARTITIONS

In the 19th century, Poland did not exist as an independent state, and its
territory was divided between the Russian, Austro-Hungarian, and Prussian states.
In each of these areas the territory ot the earlier Kingdom of Poland was to a certain
extent separate and had a ditterent legal status.

The beginnings ot the protection ot archaeological monuments appear in the
early 19th century and are connected with the activities in different scientific milieus
ot a voluntary (amateur) nature, and with the legal sanctions established by
individual partitioning powers. Towards the middle ot the 19th century the first legal
provisions tor the protection of archaeological monuments appear, after this one
may thus speak ot “archaeological heritage management” existing alongside
voluntary “monument protection”. This 1s primarily the case in the kingdom of
Prussia and the Austro-Hungarian Empire (Demetrykiewicz 1886:53). In the
Prussian area, the activities ot Polish archaeologists in a way supplemented the
otticial (state) organisation ot heritage protection and took the form of activity in
various associations and of museum work. In the kingdom ot Prussia there was no
single act on the protection ot monuments (Demetrykiewicz 1886:51-3), but
protection was achieved on the basis ot many acts issued after 1830. It 1s interesting
to examine the Prussian legal regulations, since they were utilised in the tormulation
ot the Polish legal tramework in the 20th century.

The decree of 1830 introduced the obligation to create an inventory of all
monuments in the territory ot the kingdom ot Prussia. Progress on this task was very
slow and fifty years atter the 1ssue ot this disposition, the process was still untinished
(Demetrykiewicz 1886:51). The decrees 1ssued 1n the years 1886-1887 were intended to
lead to real legal protection, but also included restrictions on access to archaeological
sources (Kaczmarek 1996:50-1). This created the obligation to obtain a permit for
conducting archaeological investigations on land belonging to the state and on
communal and Church lands, and also the obligation to have expert supervision of the
work. Archaeological investigation of sites on private land was restricted, as was the
amateur searching ot such land. This was accompanied by restrictions on the sale of
land - both communal and private - on which archaeological sites were known. At the
same time, attention was paid to the obligation to conduct campaigns ot education to
shape social attitudes; to the obligation on developers to report agcidental finds to
local administration otticials and to halt work; to the obligation to create appropriate
documentation of work carried-out and depositing it with the appropriate
administrative organs together with the tinds; to the obligation to inform the Main
Board ot Royal Museums ot archaeological discoveries and finds; and to the
obligation to deposit tinds from rescue excavations in state museums. The penalties
for crimes concerning the protection of monuments were laid down in the new
criminal code (Demetrykiewicz 1886:40).
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These decrees, while fitting and valuable trom the point of view ot the interests
of the state, could be perceived as discriminatory with regard to Polish archaeological
institutes, because the protection of monuments was undertaken by the state and in
the name of the state. Polish museums and scientific associations were non-state,
besides which the active Polish archaeologists did not posses a tormal archaeological
education, which exposed them to being treated by the authorities as amateur
treasure-hunters. An uniform act on the protection ot archaeological monuments
(the Act on Excavated Remains) in the kingdom ot Prussia was promulgated 1n 1914.
The result of this act was the necessity (in view of the danger of the closure of the
museum and confiscation of the exhibits) for the Poznan Association ot the Friends
of Science to employ a qualified archaeologist - Dr Jozet Kostrzewski - in their
museum (see also Lech, this volume, p. 34-5). _

In the Austrian zone, Polish archaeologists and inspectors of ancient
monuments were included in the process of the implementation ot monument
protection by the state. In Galicia in the middle ot the 19th century this problem was
not satisfactorily resolved, even though the Austro-Hungarian Empire had had
already a monuments protection act. The legal aspects of the problem of the
protection of monuments - including archaeological ones - was dealt with by
Wilodzimierz Demetrykiewicz (1859-1937), a lawyer who was also interested in
architectural, archaeological and artistic monuments. In the period 1885-1890 he
wrote many works concerning the concept and practice ot archaeological heritage
protection and gained the reputation of the most eminent (and only Polish)
theoretician 1n this tield (Antoniewicz 1931:55-62).

Demetrykiewicz’s activities led to a considerable improvement in the situation of
heritage protection, including the archaeological heritage, in the Austrian zone. Due to
his courageous interventions in the area of Galicia, Demetrykiewicz led to the creation
of an operative institution for monument protection, although this meant his making
a number of enemies which resulted in him having to resign from the study ot the
history of art and direct his interests towards archaeology. Among Demetrykiewicz’s
achievements should be counted the increase in the number of people involved in
heritage protection, and also the creation of two institutions, that 1s the Board of
Inspectors of Ancient Monuments of East Galicia with its headquarters in Lvov, and
its western counterpart with 1ts headquarters in Cracow. In 1914 these two bodies were
amalgamated as the National Board of Inspectors ot Ancient Monuments (Florek
1996:225). The form of the monument protection services in Poland atter the end of the
First World War owes much to Demetrykiewicz (1920:3-20).

The greatest advances in the development ot archaeological concepts and
practices in the field of the protection of monuments is seen in the Russian zone of
partitioned Poland and are connected with the work ot Erazm Majewski (1858-1922).
This Polish industrialist and archaeologist (Fig. 1) 1s eminently praiseworthy tor his
services to the protection of archaeological monuments. It was he who tormulated
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principles which had been previously formulated remained in the form ot the
Commandments ot Majewski.

The conditions of work for archaeologists in the Russian zone were similar
to those of the Prussian one. There was never a single uniform act for the
protection of monuments covering the whole Russian Empire, but as in the
Kingdom of Prussia there were many decrees and orders regulating protection.
These decrees were mainly restrictive in character and aimed at the retrieval of
archaeological artefacts for state collections, which to a great degree hindered the
work of Polish archaeologists in the Russian zone and created the impression of
a bad (restrictive) law. In assessing this state of atfairs, it 1s necessary to take into
account the specific situation of Polish society when there was no Polish state.
From the point of view of the state these decrees were to protect its interests and
such regulations as those against the removal of archaeological artetacts trom the
country and the state ownership of finds should be regarded as correct and
worthy of imitation.

In connection with this situation ot Polish society and also his aspirations 1n
the field of archaeology, Majewski became involved in the formulation and
publication of principles, which allowed for the collection of artetacts tor the
creation of Polish museum collections and the prevention ot the removal ot finds
from the area of Poland. He himself created a huge collection tor its time (which
later became the Museum of Erazm Majewski in Warsaw). Majewski probably also
took part in the creation of the first Polish law concerning the protection of
monuments (Pruszynski 1989:74), which was the decree on the Care ot
Monuments issued in Warsaw by the Regency Council (a Polish semi-government
set up in 1917 by the Germans and Austro-Hungarians for the administration of the
territories of the Russian Empire which had been occupied by them).

[t 1s necessary to state that each of the three zones ot the partition made their
own contribution to the development of the concepts and practice ot
archaeological heritage preservation, which allowed - at the moment of gaining
independence - the creation of an eftective and modern archaeological protection
service based on a good theoretical and practical basis. This was developed and
enriched through the next decades.

2. IN THE SECOND POLISH REPUBLIC 1918-1939

>.1. THE DECREE OF THE REGENCY COUNCIL OF 1918

The Decree of the Regency Council of 1918 states that all historical and artistic
monuments found within the frontiers of the Polish state and recorded on the
register of monuments were protected by law, and adds: “All non-movable and
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movable works witnessing the art and culture ot past epochs, and older than 5o years,
are protected by law until they can be inventorized in the register ot cultural and
artistic monuments. The same applies to all excavated and accidentally found
archaeological artefacts which due to their nature cannot be included previously 1n
the register”. Such a definition of the subject of protection means that all
archaeological artefacts were automatically protected by the law.

The focus of protection in 1918 was on:«caves, strongholds and tfortitications,
burial mounds, cemeteries, earthworks, traces of wetland settlements, boulders
with “footprints”, cup-marks, crosses and horseshoe signs, stone sculptures, the
ruins of stone buildings, monuments, statues, excavated remains witnessing early
culture (graves, urnfields and urns, stone tools, metal and glass objects, textiles,
ceramics, coins, weapons). As can be seen from the above list, the state of the
doctrine of protection of monuments in the field ot archaeology did not allow the
formulation of a more general definition allowing the protection of all categories ot
sites. It seems there was as yet no concept of an archaeological monument as
composed of underground three-dimensional relict structures together with
movable objects. Instead it was visualised as single finds or their groups (e.g.,
urnfields) and immovable monuments having their own detinable form in the tield
(e.g., earthworks, ruins). In the case of the protection of urban monuments the
presence as an integral part of their makeup of archaeological sites had not been
recognised.

The document discussed places the onus tor the protection ot monuments on
the state in a manner which is both modern and very bold. It declares (Art. 2): “the
care of artistic and cultural monuments is in the hands ot the Ministry of Religious
Beliefs and Public Education”, and (Art. 3): “activities connected with the
protection of artistic and cultural monuments are entrusted to inspectors of artistic
and cultural monuments, nominated by the Ministry ot Religious Beliets and Public
Education”.

Obligations to protect monuments were placed on their owners, while allowing
for the help of the state in this matter. The state protection agencies had the
possibility of access to sites and monuments (for purposes ot evaluation and
inventorizing) and also the mechanisms allowing the examination of the state of
preservation. Inspectors also had influence on the state ot preservation of a non-
movable monument, and could control activities taking place on it - this applied also
to archaeological monuments.

The conducting of any activity on a monument Or In Its ViCInity was
dependent on a permit from the inspector, who was empowered to control the
work. The inspector had the powers to halt work conducted without a permit or
incorrectly.

An important element of the Decree was articles 16 and 27, which allowed
restrictions on the use of (or even taking into state ownership of) a monument,
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and the temporary expropriation ot a site tor archaeological excavations in cases of
threats ot destruction or damage to a monument. The Decree also forbade the
export of movable objects (including archaeological artefacts). A detailed
procedure (Article 24) was to be tollowed in the case ot the accidental discovery of
archaeological artetacts. This obliged the persons making such discoveries to
intorm the heritage protection services and allowed the latter to halt any work on
the site (or to lay down conditions for its continuation), which would - in theory
at least - allow tor rescue excavation. Apart trom this, the Decree restricted and
allowed control of field survey by amateurs and archaeological investigators, which
was dependent on a permit trom the Ministry ot Religious Beliets and Public
Education under the direct control of the Minister. This, 1n a situation where all
other acuivities were entrusted to the inspectors, placed the 1ssue of such permits
on the same level of importance as inscribing a site in the Register of Monuments.
The Decree also contained sanctions for transgressions, including those for
secretly exporting objects which were protected under the law. These were to be
contfiscated and through the jurisdiction system deposited in one ot the national
museums.

Summarising the state ot the archaeological heritage management doctrine in
Polish archaeology in the 1920s, it 1s necessary to stress the lack of a strong
theoretical basis tor preservation ot archaeological sites and monuments in this
period, which 1s visible in, tor example, the lack of any criteria in the Decree for
the evaluation ot monuments. The way that the subjects of legal protection are
itemised 1s evidence of a lack ot awareness ot the need to protect archaeological
sites as three-dimensional underground structures. Apart trom the protection ot
the landscape form of some sites and single movable objects, or their groups, the
need to extend protection to the cultural layers torming archaeological sites and
occupying the space between the artetacts was not recognised. In the period when
the Decree was tormulated, although Polish archaeologists saw the need to
investigate and document layers, this awareness had not penetrated to those
responsible tor the creation of the legal acts, probably due to a lack of theoretical
retlection.

[t seems that in Polish archaeological heritage protection there was still no
consciousness ot the specitic nature ot archaeological research. Despite the fact that
in this period many archaeologists had published articles concerning the techniques
ot excavation, the problem was completely ignored in the Decree, though the term
“private investigations” was used. However, the necessity ot obtaining a permit to
conduct such work is evidence ot a certain awareness of the need to regulate and
control this type ot activity. Thus even though this requirement could not be strictly
respected, i1t should be regarded as important tor later developments.

In the Decree of 1918 there was a lack of awareness of the need for inventories of
“archaeological sites to serve as a basis tor decisions on various activities concerning
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protection. The legal articles directly concerning archaeological monuments only
mentioned the possibility ot halting earthmoving works and detining the conditions
tor their continuation. The total lack of regulations concerning the role of rescue
excavations 1n the destruction of a site may have been due to a lack of awareness. It
was realised, however, that 1t was necessary to preserve sites which have a definite
torm 1n the landscape. A lack of awareness about the character of archaeological sites
and artetacts seems to be detectable in the regulation regarding them as “treasures”,
and not as state owned cultural assets, though the Decree allowed the possibility of
changing their status and their expropriation by the state.

2.2. THE STATE BOARD OF INSPECTORS OF PREHISTORIC MONUMENTS

At the end of 1918 the Ministry ot Art and Culture was created. It became
responsible for the protection of other monuments, but the responsibility for
archaeological monuments was left in the competence of the Ministry of Religious
Beliets and Public Education, although the latter was not really equipped for such
a task. The Decree ot 1918 did not designate any specialised vehicle for the protection
ot archaeological monuments, but - after discussions - at the beginning of 1920 the
Ministry employed a number ot Polish archaeologists as civil servants, that is
Regional Inspectors (Antoniewicz 1927:519) which created the semi-formal, so-called
State Board ot Inspectors ot Prehistoric Monuments (Panstwowe Grono
Konserwatorow Zabytkow Prehistorycznych) which tultilled such a function until
1028 (that 1s untill the introduction of new legal regulations concerning the
protection of monuments in the territory ot the Polish Republic).

Although Wilodzimierz Antoniewicz (1922:267-73) originally regarded this board
as the “central administrative body supervised by the Ministry with its own budget
assigned by the government, and inspectors having the status of civil servants”,
already by 1924 he had changed his opinion, writing that “the Board ... 1s losing the
ability ot turther operation, due to its semi-voluntary, semi-official construction
which does not agree with the established principles of the organisation of state
administration” (Antoniewicz 1024:229).

Since 1924, alongside the Regional Inspectors, university protfessors and other
eminent archaeologists had belonged as “honorary inspectors” to the State Board of
Inspectors ot Prehistoric Monuments (Antoniewicz 1927:519). The Statute of the
Board envisaged its activities in the tields of: protection of monuments,
constructing inventories of monuments and conducting rescue excavations, the
legal protection of monuments, the issuing of dispositions concerning the
preservation, protection or investigation of monuments, and the contacting of
other organisations 1n matters concerning the necessity of undertaking protective
measures and the issuing ot opinions on legal measures concerning monuments
protection. The degree of competence of the Board was formulated in a very
modern manner - even seen trom today’s perspective. This was very probably the
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result of the achievements of Prussian and Austrian archaeological inspectors, as
well as the Polish archaeological heritage protection doctrine derived tfrom them,
which - even if it was never explicitly-formulated - had a visible ettect on the
organisational character of the Board and its range of competence. The Board ot
Inspectors of Prehistoric Monuments had the character of what we would today
term a centralised specialist administration for the protection ot archaeological
monuments. It is necessary to stress that the system for the protection of the
archaeological heritage, which was liquidated in 1928 and 1s now regarded as the best
period of archaeological heritage protection in Poland (Jazdzewski 1966:86-7), was
reinstated for only a short period atter 1990.

The condition of archaeological preservation theory in the Decree of 1918
underwent rapid change in the course of the 1920s. This was caused on the one hand
by the exceptionally dynamic development of Polish archaeology as a science, by the
rapid improvement of investigative methods and a growth in the number ot
archaeologists, and by an increasing awareness of the need for full protessionalism ot
the whole investigative process and the protection of archaeological sites. A complete
change of views on the character of archaeological evidence followed, together with
a huge quantitative growth of that evidence as a result of increased economic growth,
and an expanded social awareness of archaeology 1n general.

The deliberate building of the theory of archaeological heritage management did
not however keep pace with the development ot archaeology as a science. Very little
happened in this field in contrast to the situation in other fields ot Polish historical
monument protection (cf. Jazdzewski 1996:92-3). Archaeological inspectors,
struggling on the one hand with permanent organisational ditficulties due to a lack
of adequate material conditions, and on the other with the huge demands connected
with keeping pace with protection needs, were not involved in general in the
development of archaeological heritage management theory, the more so because as
active archaeologists they also realised their own investigative aims, which were
sometimes in contlict with their duties as heritage inspectors.

2.3. THE ORDINANCE ON THE PROTECTION OF MONUMENTS OF 1928
On 6th March 1928 the President of the Republic of Poland issued an Ordinance

“On the Protection of Monuments”. It was part of a larger legislative scheme
concerning the unification of the legal acts for the whole country. Unul that time, in
many fields of life, separate laws had applied tor each zone of the tormer Partitions.
Thus, for example, there were three sets of building regulations in Poland, and only
in that year were they linked by an ordinance of the President into a unitied set ot
rules for the whole country. The 1928 Ordinance on the protection of monuments
was a watershed, reflecting the changes which had taken place in the theory and
practice of heritage preservation in the first decades of Independence. The scope of
legal protection, however, was reduced in comparison with the Decree ot the
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Regency Council of 1918, and this applies especially drastically to archaeological
monuments. All objects, both movable and non-movable, characteristic of a certain
epoch and having artistic, cultural, historic, archaeological or palaeontological value,
were regarded in the law as monuments and - as a result - worthy ot protection. It 1s
necessary to note that there was some progress in the theory ot historical heritage
preservation because the concept of the value ot the object was introduced into the
legislation. The scope ot legal protection tor archaeological monuments (and indeed
other monuments also) was, however, reduced 1n a drastic manner, and the criterion
ot value was undermined by bureaucratic procedures.

The important regulation, concerning the automatic legal protection otfered
all monuments and (movable) archaeological tinds “which by their nature cannot
previously have been inventorized” disappeared and was not replaced by any other
measure. This category ot artetacts was lett without any torm ot protection, until
it was included on the Register of Monuments. The categories ot protection
became: caves and grottoes together with the area in tront ot their entrances;
strongholds; ramparts; traces ot settlements (both on land and in wetlands);
inhumation and cremation cemeteries; urntields and individual graves; barrows
mounds; prehistoric mines (tor tlint, salt, amber, copper, iron and mineral
pigments); pottery Kilns; smelting turnaces; stone circles and standing stones;
prehistoric stone tigures; and worked boulders (querns, boulders with marks, with
footprints, cupmarks, crosses, horseshoe signs, hollows, etc.); as well as
“excavations” - prehistoric and archaeological tinds. These categories repeat those
of the Decree ot 1918 and although widened by several new categories of
immovable archaeological entities, they again torm a random selection. Once
more, those preparing the legislation did not create a general detinition, though
from the list we can see that not only those archaeological sites with a definable
form in the landscape, but also those hidden beneath the ground, are treated as
archaeological sites scheduled tor protection.

The Ordinance does not, untortunately, state precisely who is responsible for
the protection of monuments. It is only stated that administrative control was in
the hands ot the heritage preservation authorities, and in the case of monuments
belonging to the Roman Catholic Church - a joint commission (regulations treating
the Catholic Church as a separate case appeared as a result of the signing by the
Polish government ot the Papal Concordat in 1925). Besides this, in connection with
the authoritarian character of the state authorities in Poland atter the coup d’état ot
1926, all torms of administrative independence were swept away, and all
administrative authorities were subordinated to the provincial authorities
(voievodes). Inspectors nominated by the Minister of Religious Beliets and Public
Education were incorporated as specialists within the administration ot the
provincial authorities. In addition, commissions tor historical monuments were
created as collegiate bodies which were intended to operate in common with the
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administrative authorities concerning the protection of monuments. The
Ordinance of 1928 did not allow the existence ot a separate protection service tor
specific classes of monuments, and thus the State Board ot Inspectors ot Prehistoric
Monuments was disbanded.

In the field of the protection of monuments, including archaeological ones,
the new ordinance differed very little from the Decree ot the Regency Council,
and 1n many places duplicated some of its resolutions. It also allows the
preservation authorities access to monuments in order to evaluate them. Besides
that, there was introduced a regulation allowing the halting of the process of
destruction of a monument before 1t 1s enveloped by legal protection. The
preservation authorities could also torbid the disposal (by financial transaction or
for free) of such a monument. If in the course of three months trom the date ot
this prohibition, however, there had not been 1ssued a decision on the value of the
monument, the prohibition became invalid. This regulation, on the one hand
rather restrictive and on the other somewhat inettective 1n protection practice,
survived all changes and revisions of the legislation, and was still to be tound 1n the
projected new Act on the Protection of Monuments prepared in 1997. A certain
novelty was the addition to the regulation ot the possibility ot halting work done
without a permit or incorrectly. It was now (Article 15) possible to order 1t to be
done correctly, though this would have been somewhat ditticult to achieve in the
case ot archaeological heritage protection.

Apart from priority in the purchase of monuments by the state, the possibility
of expropriation was also introduced. The export ot archaeological tinds trom the
country was restricted, though not completely banned, since i1t could be done with
the permit of the inspector. It should be noted however that a tinancial barrier was
imposed, as a condition of gaining a permit, the exporter was to pay the state
treasury the equivalent of the value ot the exported item.

The 1928 Ordinance contains considerably more penal sanctions than its
predecessor, and in this offences relating to archaeological monuments have first
place. For infringing the regulations concerning the destruction, digging-up or
conducting of work of any kind on an archaeological site without the permit of the
inspector, the penalty was imprisonment and significant tine. In the case of not
reporting an accidental find by the supervisor of works, he may even be deprived ot
the right to practice his profession. A tine - and a very high one - may be incurred
by preventing or hindering the execution ot the inspector’s duties.

In comparison with the previous legislation, in the Ordinance ot 1928 we
detect the existence of theory of Polish heritage preservation, as in the appearance
of the concept of value of archaeological monuments in the legislation. Among
other things the existence of an “archaeological value” i1s mentioned, although 1n
present heritage preservation theory such a concept does not exist (at present
(1998] we speak of such values as those ot age, scientitic, artistic, and material
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values, which can be applied to archaeological material). The introduction of the
concept of “archaeological value” should be considered as an important stage in
the development ot heritage preservation theory, although today it seems a
somewhat archaic one. The use ot such criteria probably resulted in a drastic
restriction of protection to only objects recorded in the Register of Monuments,
that 1s those monuments regarded as having a higher value than others not
included in the Register. Such a construction ot the legal norms - although
regarded as worse than the previous one trom the point of view of the realisation
ot protection, is undoubtedly an expression ot the state of heritage preservation
doctrine 1n 1928.

The Ordinance ot 1928, untortunately, did not change the definition of the
archaeological cultural assets which could be subject to protection. Although from
the reterences in it concerning archaeological sites it seems that they were envisaged
as residual three-dimensional underground spatial arrangements, there was still no
generalised definition which could be used to protect sites not belonging to the
specitied types. This may represent a lack of precisely defined and delimited
concepts concerning archaeological sites and movable archaeological material.

In comparison with the Decree ot 1918, a change is visible concerning the
restrictions and control over archaeological excavations. Permits for excavations had
to be obtained by all excavators, and they were issued by inspectors. The referral of
authority to issue such permits to the provincial administration is evidence that the
1ssue of such permits was regarded as an action applicable to individual cases (for the
execution ot certain detined tasks by a specialist and not a “licence” to conduct
investigations). Such an approach i1s a symptom ot the development of the
methodology of excavation, as well as an awareness of the necessity of putting it into
practice.

An examination of the Ordinance fails to produce evidence of an awareness of
the need tor the compilation of inventories of sites, although from the literature
from the years 1918-1928 one can see that some inventory work was done.

There 1s a continued lack of any reterence 1n the legislation which would
show awarenéss ot the need for rescue excavations. The restrictions concerning
the halting ot work and the detfinition of the requirements for its continuation
relate to the need tor salvage work in connection with development rather than
measures to conduct rescue investigations. Only slight changes retlect the need to
preserve archaeological sites as underground spatial structures. There was some
recognition of the desirability ot extending at least passive protection to
monuments by the requirement obliging owners to keep them “in a suitable state”
- that 1s ensuring their survival in undeteriorated torm. This article, however, for
reasons which are unclear, does not apply to private citizens - but it should be
noted that a similar situation applies in other cases mentioned in the Ordinance
and 1n connection with ditferent kinds of monuments. We still observe a lack of
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awareness of the social nature of the ownership of archaeological sites and tinds,
which is visible in their being treated as “treasures” and not as state-owned
cultural assets. The Ordinance also allows the possibility ot the permanent or
temporary expropriation of a site for the purpose ot conducting excavations, and
the priority of the state in the case of the sale of archaeological tinds. The reasons
for this state of affairs should be sought in the influence ot external tactors on the
shape ot the legislation.

The activities of the State Board of Conservators ot Prehistoric Monuments
(disbanded on the basis of the Ordinance of the President of the Republic of Poland
on the Protection of Monuments) as a whole should be assessed 1n positive terms,
the more so because it operated in the most difficult period ot the existence ot the
Second Polish Republic (see Jazdzewski 1966:86-7). In the last years ot 1ts operation,
however, its activities were criticised by archaeologists from outside its ranks
(Antoniewicz 1927:518-26), who complained about the creation of a monopoly of
inspectors on the conducting of excavations, the realisation of private scientific
programmes by members of the Board at the expense of archaeological heritage
preservation, and also that the inspectors carried out excavations outside the regions
for which they were responsible.

».4. THE STATE ARCHAEOLOGICAL MUSEUM
In place of the disbanded Board, the Ordinance of the President of 22nd March

1928 called into existence the State Archaeological Museum in Warsaw in the form
of an institution with a scientific-investigative character. In the Disposition calling
it into existence and its Statute, the second of the more important ot its functions
was stated to be “the preservation of prehistoric monuments in the territory of the
Republic of Poland”. The calling into being ot the State Archaeological Museum to
fulfil the role of inspector for the whole country, while its temporary headquarters
was in Warsaw, marks the end of a stage in the development ot archaeological
heritage protection in Poland, and opens a new one, which lasted to the beginning
of the 1950s.

This stage is characterised by the preservation activities detined by the
principles laid down by Roman Jakimowicz (1889-1951) 1n his article published in
“Wiadomosci Archeologiczne” (1929). Jakimowicz (Fig. 2) took research needs as
the only aim of the protection of prehistoric monuments. This thesis resulted on
the one hand from the tendency to oppose the German archaeology of the period
(cf. Lech, this volume, p. 43-4), and on the other from a mistaken understanding ot
the principles of archaeological heritage protection. The author saw archaeological
monuments in a manner archaic even for the 1920s. He treats immovable
monuments (sites) having a definable landscape form, together with “heavy”
movable monuments, as a single group of monuments, which is easy to preserve by
the correct care. Other categories of archaeological sites and movable



