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Chapter One

Introduction

For the last couple of decades the European Commission (EC) has drawn and followed specific
policies on cultural collaboration between its member states. A significant part of the outlined
policies has also been the funding of archaeological research and heritage preservation,
conservation and restoration. Following the above mentioned collaboration policy the EC and,
respectively, the European Union (EU) promote ideas of common heritage, which belongs to
the whole of the European community in the realms of the EU. Generally, funding of
archaeological projects (including research and heritage management) falls under the umbrella
of EC’s cultural programmes (e.g. Raphael 1997 — 1999, Culture 2000, Culture 2007 — 2013).
With consideration of the policy of these programmes, archaeological cultural heritage is

treated as common and pan-European in the realms of the European Union.

In Bulgaria, a relatively recent member-state of the EU, the introduction of European funding
for various purposes has, among other things, resulted in increased conservation and
reconstruction processes of archaeological heritage. This could be best observed with the
introduction of funding oriented towards regional development and regional economic growth.
After its inclusion in the Union in 2007, the Bulgarian member-state has been receiving funding
from two European programmes — Operational Programmes “Regions in Development (2007 —
2013) and “Regions in Growth” (2014 — 2020), as well as partial funding from the European
Regional Development Fund (2007 — 2013; 2015- 2020). A large part of these funds, aimed at
regional economic growth, has been and is being used for the reconstruction of immovable
archaeological heritage. Tourism development and its contribution to regional economic
growth are often used as main arguments for the justification of the majority of these

reconstructions.




Despite the fact that none of the above mentioned regional development programmes are
directly connected to the EC’s, and respectively EU’s cultural policies, the treatment of
archaeological heritage under their funding is supposed to be carried out with consideration to
all European and international legislation. This legislation, in the form of various legally binding
treaties and advisory charters, is signed and ratified by most of the member-countries of the
EU. The Bulgarian member-state has signed and ratified different European and international
preservation, conservation and reconstruction treaties and documents long before its official
inclusion in the EU. Nevertheless, most of the archaeological preservation and reconstruction
projects carried out with the implementation of EU funding fail to meet the standards set by
legally binding treaties. Often the conservation processes result in a complete reconstruction of
the archaeological site or monument, without them being based on any scientific and
archaeological evidence. The use of construction material that is either new or different from
the original further complicates the matter, turning restorations into reconstructions, while at
the same time having no regards for their authenticity. These reconstructions, termed
“hypothetical reconstructions” (e.g. Pehlivanova 2015, Krastev 2015) because of the lack of any
scientific background supporting their original outlook, have been a subject of debates on a
national, as well as international level. The issue has been repeatedly voiced over the last few
years by different stakeholders - heritage advisory bodies (Declaration of ICOMOS Bulgaria),
public NGOs (www.bta.bg!) academic archaeologists (Gergova 2014) and architects
(Declaration of the Chamber of Bulgarian Architects). A main concern that all of the above
mentioned institutions and individuals have raised is the loss of authenticity and irreparable

damage done the archaeological immovable heritage.

Almost a decade after the inclusion of the Bulgarian state within the EU and upon the
completion of the first Operational Programme “Regions in Development” (2007 — 2013), a
total of 46 archaeological sites had ended up being subjects of restoration/reconstruction
projects. These practices are still being carried out under the second programme “Regions in
Growth” (2014), which has an end date in 2020. Owing to the duration of the programme, a full

list of the archaeological sites approved for restorations has not been presented yet. However,

L http://www.bta.bg/bg/live/show/id/0_7zv8I8xg/




it is expected that their number will be close to the one of “Regions in Development”

programme (46 restored archaeological sites so far).

A huge part of the sites’ restorations continue to entering into a conjecture. Therefore, a
concern over what is being perceived as damage and destruction of archaeological cultural

heritage continues to be expressed by various stakeholders’ groups.

Purpose of the current study: whose heritage? Beyond ownership of the

past

The general purpose of the thesis is to explore and document the experiences of stakeholders
that are involved in archaeology and have expressed a dissatisfaction related to the practices of
Bulgarian heritage reconstructions. This dissatisfaction goes beyond the violation of European
and international legislation that these reconstructions are a result of. The legislation has been
and is being overlooked by policy-makers, many of whom are part of the national cultural policy
sector. The experience of dissatisfied individuals, whose involvement in heritage management
projects is important, is of an upmost significance. Since its documentation can present their
perspective, it also aims at unraveling the reasons for their dissatisfaction. This serves as
ground for the development of a wider discussion on the subject of hypothetical
reconstructions and the consequences of this practice. Moreover, the dissatisfaction, as well as
media and academic attention paid to this phenomenon are still on-going, which makes the

issue contemporary and relevant.

In order to explore other reasons for the general dissatisfaction experienced by individuals
primarily involved with the archaeological discipline, the following research question is

outlined:

What are the reasons behind the negative experience of Bulgarian “hypothetical

reconstructions” by individuals who are actively involved with archaeology?




The unravelling of those reasons is important, since it presents the opportunity to compare
them to the official argument supporting these restorations, made by the executors of these
projects (e.g. regional municipalities, the Ministry of Culture, religious institutions). The
conduction of hypothetical reconstruction practices is often justified by both the projects’
executors and by policy-makers. Therefore, the gathered data and documentation of
experiences of dissatisfied stakeholders could be used to look for the reasons behind this
negative experience and publically expressed discontent. By doing so, a balanced approach
towards the exploration of this phenomenon could be achieved. This is based on the
assumption that two main sides are explored in the thesis. The first one, representing executors
and policy-makers is generally satisfied with the realisation of the projects. The stand that these
stakeholder take upon is traced and observed by examining project proposals and policy-
makers’ statements. The second side represents individuals and institutions involved in
archaeology. They are mainly expressing dissatisfaction with the completed restoration
projects. This dissatisfaction, however, is harder to observe, since it addresses subjective
components, such as authenticity (Domicelj Am 2009, 153). Therefore, the obtainment of
primary data coming from dissatisfied stakeholders allows for an overall, balanced exploration

of the phenomenon.

It is important to note that the purpose of the thesis is not the conduction of a stakeholder
analysis. While such analysis would undoubtedly be helpful at a later stage, the current thesis
has a more specific goal. It rather aims at the exploration and documentation of the
hypothetical reconstructions’ phenomenon by an in-depth exploration of one of two opposing

arguments.

On a larger scale, the European community is another distant, but also theoretically involved
stakeholder. Its involvement has been mainly established by the EU’s and EC’s cultural
strategies, claiming archaeological cultural heritage within the realms of the EU as common and
pan-European (e.g. Niklasson 2016), which has also been legalised by the Valletta Convention
(1992). Further complicating this involvement is the funding coming through the regional

development Operational Programmes, which is used for the majority of the conducted
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archaeological reconstruction projects. While this subject greatly exceeds the scope of the
current thesis, the inability, or rather the decision not to follow the outlined cultural and
legislation policies of the EU and EC of the Bulgarian member-state will be briefly considered in

the discussion chapter.

In order to find a satisfactory answer to the research question, the subject will be approached
through a qualitative case study methodology. Detailed and in-depth information has been
gathered in the form of interviews, documentation, and visual material. The case study is
meant to serve as an illustration of the overall issue of the practice of hypothetical
reconstructions and the complex connection between these practices and the affect they have

on stakeholders actively involved with the archaeological discipline.

With the goal in mind to illustrate the issue, | chose the case study of the Yailata archaeological
reserve as an example of a recent hypothetical reconstruction carried out with EU funding
under Regional Development programmes. The Yailata archaeological reserve has received
wide media coverage and has been the subject of national and international debates since the
start of the project in 2008. A number of interviews have been carried out with participants
who were directly involved with it and openly expressed their dissatisfaction through media

interviews, academic articles and conferences on a national level.

The scope of this thesis covers experiences of stakeholders who did not have any practical role
in the reconstruction processes carried out at the Yailata archaeological reserve, and who
generally perceive these processes as “damaging”. In this sense the approach is oriented mainly
towards a specific target group and the study does not involve policy-makers. However, their
perspective and overall stand could be observed through their involvement in decision-making
processes regarding the conduction of these specific conservation practices. Thus, the study
allows tracing the experiences of individuals actively engaged with the archaeological discipline,

but whose roles remain as ones of external observers.
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Structure of the thesis

A central aspect of this thesis is formed by the case study, which is used illustrate, and further
explore the occurring phenomenon. As such, the case study is used as a tool, which operates
within an established theoretical framework. Therefore, following the outlined framework in
the second chapter, the hypothetical reconstructions’ phenomenon, together with the case
study, are then presented and examined. The obtained data and the respectively produced
results are then outlined, in order to allow for the presentation of a wider discussion on the
topic. This is achieved by answering the research question, which is also a main goal of the

thesis.

Following this structure, Chapter two provides an overall literature review on European and
international legislation of archaeological heritage preservation, conservation and
reconstruction. The on-going debate in heritage management of reconstruction practices will
be presented, together with a brief discussion on what constitutes a restoration project and
what differentiates it from a reconstruction one. Furthermore, the historical development of
conservation practices in Bulgaria will be explored. This is mainly done by following an already
set framework of historical development of preservation practices of architectural and
archaeological cultural heritage, outlined by Kandulkova (2007). Firstly, the period between the
establishment of the first laws regarding the protection of immovable heritage in the Bulgarian
state and the end of the Communist period (1888 — 1990) will be considered. The second period
focuses on the post-Communistic period, mainly outlined by the beginning of decentralisation
of this practice and the creation of the distinction between architectural and cultural

(archaeological) heritage.

Moreover, examples of hypothetical reconstructions carried out with EU funding after 2007 will
be explored. The focus will fall on archaeological heritage sites directly connected with funding
from the programmes “Regions in Development (2007 — 2013) and “Regions in Growth” (2014 —
2020), as well as European Regional Development Fund (2007 — 2013; 2015- 2020). Since the
latter programme is still on-going, the outcomes of the former are explored in depth and

considered throughout the analysis.
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The third chapter introduces hypothetical reconstructions in a greater detail, and also presents
the case study of the Yailata archaeological reserve. The Yailata makes a suitable case study for
the current thesis for numerous reasons. Firstly, apart from being ascribed as an archaeological
reserve in 1989, it is also part of a European network of protected sites Natura 2000. As such,
the reserve is of both national and European natural and cultural significance. This is important
since this makes the site a subject of a complicated and strict legal framework which generally
goes against alterations of built heritage. Secondly, the wide media attention has made its
reconstruction recognisable and a subject of national and international debates. This made it
easier to find interested participants, who were able to observe the processes there closely.
Lastly, the nature of the archaeological remains chosen for the reconstruction process — the
fortress — is a representative example for the usual choice for reconstruction made by policy-

makers and municipality officials.

Chapter four deals with an in-depth exploration of data and methodology. The choice of
gualitative case study methodology is justified, together with presentation of data obtained
from interviews. The methodological tool (NVivo software) is introduced. This computer

software is used for coding analyses of the interview data and visual information.

Further into this chapter, the produced results are presented in the form of qualitative nodes
(or codes). The underlying themes of the different nodes are evaluated within the same

chapter, and later on discussed in-depth in the following Chapter five.

The fifth chapter begins with a proposed answer to the research question. It continues with a
wider discussion of the topic, considering different values associated with cultural heritage in
general and then further looking into the Bulgarian case. It considers issues of authenticity and

differences in the perception of national and European heritage.

Chapter six gives an overall summary and conclusion of the thesis. It also aims at presenting
different ideas that could serve as potential solutions to the previously posed issues. Finally, it
considers the study’s limitations, offers a recommendation for practitioners and gives grounds

for further research.
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Chapter Two

Theoretical Framework

Constructing Archaeological Restoration and

Reconstruction practices

The practice of reconstruction of built heritage in the realms of heritage preservation and
conservation has had a long history and has been a subject of debates for years (e.g. Jameson
2004, Molina-Montes 1982, Ruskin 1996). Some scholars have discussed the philosophical (e.g.
Stanley-Price 2009), historical (e.g. Stanley-Price et al. 1996) and ethical (Richmond and Baker
2009) aspects of archaeological reconstructions, with the topic remaining controversial and
often open to interpretation. With the completion of literature review on the conservation
practices of restoration and reconstruction | intend to discuss how exactly heritage restorations
can turn into reconstructions, and what the difference between the two is. In order to set the
issue into perspective, | aim at discussing these practices on both international and national

scales.

This chapter, therefore, is comprised of two parts: the first part discusses how restoration
practices are conducted on an international level, mainly focusing on the European context. |
will define and differentiate between restorations and reconstructions, discuss the historic and
philosophical development of the practices, and consider European legislation. The second part
of Chapter two discusses the same topics, but narrowed down to a national level, with a focus
on Bulgaria. The purpose of this chapter is to set the context in which the phenomenon of
Bulgarian hypothetical reconstructions occurs, by tracing the development of conservation by

restoration/reconstruction practices, both worldwide and in Bulgaria.
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Restoration and reconstruction: conservation practices in international

context

A lot of editorial volumes published over the years give a good overview on current stage of the
subject, here | will discuss a number of them (i.e. Jameson 2004, Stanley-Price et al. 1996,
Richmond and Bracker 2009). These volumes could be seen as a representative sample that
provides a set of main key points in the theoretical development in the field. By doing this | not
only attempt to explore the previous research on the matter, but also to look further into
possible reasons that typically underline archaeological heritage reconstructions. The act of
simply reconstructing the material fabric is often connected to issues such as contemporary
interpretations of the past, public perception, and multivocality of shared heritage. However,
in order to get a better understanding of these, | will first discuss what is actually defined as

reconstruction of built heritage in the archaeological conservation realm.

Defining reconstructions

Evidence for the desire to reconstruct architectural buildings can be traced back to the
Antiquity period, or as Molina-Montes (1982, 484) puts it, this desire is “probably almost as old
as architecture itself”. Nevertheless, a straightforward and undisputable definition of the
practice is hard to find, especially in academic contexts. According to Jameson (2004, 2),
“depending on the point of reference and experience of the experts involved, reconstructions are
sometimes synonymous and functionally overlap with restorations”. The main similarity that
Jameson finds between reconstruction and other such preservation and restoration practices is
that they involve new construction of components of the cultural landscape (Jameson 2004, 2).
Thus, it could be argued that in Jameson’s opinion restoration and reconstruction are often
interchangeable terms, depending on the context and expertise of the professional who is

applying them.

An advocate for conducting reconstructions as means of preservation and conservation in

certain cases is Catherine Woolfitt (2007). Woolfitt sees reconstruction processes as a suitable
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way of conserving vulnerable original fabric, but notes that this should be done in extreme
cases ( Woolfitt 2007, 508). She uses the definitions provided by English Heritage in 2001, which
are also based on the Burra Charter (1999). These definitions differentiate between three

conservation approaches:

Restoration - returning the existing fabric of a place to a known earlier state by removing

accretions or by reassembling existing components without the introduction of new material;

Reconstruction — returning a place to a known earlier state’ distinguished from restoration by

the introduction of new material into the fabric;

Recreation — speculative creation of a presumed earlier state on the basis of surviving evidence
form that place and other sites, and on deductions drawn from that evidence using new

material (Woolfitt 2007, 505).

Generally, the process of anastylosis is the preferred practice of restoration by the Venice
Charter (1964, article 15). It is defined as “the reassembling of existing but dismembered parts”,
and aims at reconstructing a monument through a minimum of conservation work done by
using entirely existing material (Woolfitt 2007, 505). In this sense, restoration and
reconstruction could also be interchangeable terms. The Burra Charter (1999), however, while
initially developed for Australian context, makes a clear distinction between the two by the
“introduction of new material into the fabric” (article 1.8), which is deemed as reconstruction.
Therefore, if the Australian distinction was to be applied worldwide, many restoration practices

would be deemed reconstructions instead.

Nevertheless, Woolfitt warns that restoration and reconstruction practices, in spite of what
defines them, should never be carried out on speculative basis. Moreover, restorations are
difficult to conduct without the introduction of new materials, which further complicates the

explicit definition of restoration and/or reconstruction.

Stanley-Price (2009, 33), does provide a clear distinction between the two. He defines

reconstructions as representing “in many respects an extreme example of restoration”.
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Furthermore, he differentiates between two other such practices: (1) reconstruction of
historical buildings after natural disastrous events or war actions and (2) recreation of buildings
known to have existed in the past but which are recreated later in time on purely conjectural
basis. The processes are usually carried out based on documentation of the previously existed
monument which is the case with reconstruction following a natural disaster (1), or they are
based on often sparse literally and pictorial evidence (2). The intentions of reconstructing these
types of buildings often differentiate from the desire to reconstruct archaeological monuments

as part of conservation or other planning.

The so framed definition (as discussed by Stanley-Price (2009)) of reconstructions narrows the
scope of the discussion to archaeological heritage monuments that have been chosen to be
conserved by reconstruction. This given definition compliments the observation provided by
Woolfitt (2007) that when new material is introduced (even in extreme cases) it turns
restoration practices into reconstruction. This type of archaeological heritage conservation, the
one that chooses a specific type of a site and introduces new materials in order to conserve it, is
also fairly widespread in the Bulgarian context. The majority of the completed restorations,
funded by EC’s Operational Programmes are a subject of the introduction of entirely new
materials, which defines them as reconstructions. A good example of this is the Antique fortress

at Yailata, which is discussed in detail in Chapter three.

Historical and philosophical development

In order to understand why the topic of reconstructing built heritage is so controversial, it is
worth to briefly follow the historical and philosophical development of reconstruction
practices. | will look at different literature and demonstrate how opinions on what a
reconstruction is and how it should be carried out changed and continue to change over time.
By doing this | attempt to illustrate the complex relationship between the simple act of
reconstructing the material fabric of a monument and the ideas and motivations that often

inspire it.
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In order to keep the discussion relevant, | will look at the development of this type of
conservation practices in three general time periods. The first one covers the 19t and the
beginning of the 20™ centuries. With the general start of formation of nation states, built
heritage became the focus of romantic reconstructions, and this will be discussed in a following
subsection. This discussion is important, since it not only shows how difficult the definition of
reconstruction and restoration could be, but also further draws a parallel between this practice

and the practice of romantic restorations that took place in Bulgaria in the 1930s.

The second time period covers the years prior to, and after World War Il. During this time
numerous charters and conventions have been drawn in order to establish international
guidelines, which define cultural heritage and form a conservation ethos for its protection. The
third period deals with more contemporary views on cultural heritage that occur after the
1980s, and deal with issues such as public involvement, interpretation of the conservation

ethos and critique on the traditional heritage management approaches.

The second part of this chapter takes the discussion of philosophical and ethical principles on a
national level. It also deals with three main periods. The first one looks at the development
during the 1930s and the beginning of the 1940s. Different traditions of restoration and
reconstruction are considered, producing two very different, but simultaneously existing

models.

Following this, | will trace the development during the years between 1950s and 1980s. This
period is difficult for observation on a national level. During the years between 1944 and 1989
the Bulgarian state was under a Communistic political regime, which followed specific cultural
strategy, mainly serving the ruling political ideology at the time (e.g. Savova — Mahon Borden
2001). This will be discussed in more depth in the second part of this chapter, when a review of

the national context of heritage conservation will be presented.

Finally, a more contemporary period of conservation development will be considered. This
period starts in the 1990s and is still ongoing. This is generally the time when interdisciplinary
discussions on heritage start being introduced and subjects like public involvement and

interpretation are being considered. This also relates to the period when heritage preservation
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and conservation is starting to be more widely discussed in Bulgaria, too, so a comparison could

be made.

Development in the 19" and the beginning of the 20" century

With the beginning of architectural conservation practices, two opposing schools of thought
regarding architectural and archaeological reconstructions emerged in the 19t century. These
were best represented by two leading figures - Eugene Emmanuel Viollet-de-Duc and John
Ruskin — who upheld very different positions on the matter. The former saw ruins as something
to be reestablished in order to return architectural buildings to their pristine (e.g. Viollet-le-Duc
1996, 314-18) and to be cherished as new constructions. The latter, however, was a voracious
advocate for preserving the original state of ancient ruins (e.g. Ruskin 1996, 322-23) and to
leave them as undisturbed as possible. Ruskin’s ideas remain to a large extend adopted in
modern heritage management approaches, having respect for the original material and
attempting to apply nondestructive methodology, which aimed at preserving the original, even

though often deteriorated state of the monument.

Viollet-de-Duc’s philosophy, instead, was incorporated in a trend named “romantic
restorations” (Stanley-Price 2009), which was adopted by Western European countries in the
19t century, and applied to some of their built heritage. Both Viollet-de-Duc and Ruskin felt
nostalgia for the past. Nevertheless, while the former seems to have chosen to bring the past
back to life by visually reconstructing it, the latter praised it by preserving it authentic in terms

of fabric.

A prominent example of Viollet-de-Duc’s philosophy is the Carcassonne castle, restored by
Viollet-de-Duc himself in mid- 19t century (Fig.1). The project was conducted in the spirit of
romantic restoration practices, and the restoration was “aimed beyond the mere accuracy of an
archaeological reconstruction” (Guix 1988, 18). Rather, Guix finds the reason for its restoration
in conveying the French nation its first monument of military architecture and bring a specific

historical narrative, which resembled Viollet-de-Duc’s own “national spirit” (Guix 1988, 18).
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Fig.1. Restored towers at Carcassonne in the spirit of “romantic restorations” (www.carcasonnecastles.info)?

The example of the Carcassonne castle shows exactly how complicated the definition of a
reconstruction is. According to its restorer, Viollet-de-Duc, that is an example of a romantic
restoration, bringing the castle to its primer glory (Guix 1988, 22). However, if considered by
today’s standards, and especially by the Venice Charter, it would be deemed a reconstruction
owing to the introduction of new material and its hypothetical nature of reconstrucion (Venice
Charter 1964, article 15). Moreover, according to English Heritage, for instance, this type of

romantic restoration would be defined as a recreation instead (Woolfitt 2007, 505).

During the 19* century, and generally until the end of the 1940s, romantic restorations were
generally widespread and a main inspiration behind their conduction was the desire to evoke
national pride and to glorify the past. However, views on restorations as conservation practices
have changed a lot over the years, and the period between the 1930s and 1970s saw the
drawing of different charters and treaties, directed at creating internationally accepted

guidelines for the protection and conservation of cultural and archaeological heritage.

2 www.catharcastles.info/carcasonne.php
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1930s — 1970s: towards the creation of a conservation ethos

The period after World War | saw the creation of numerous charters with international
significance, aimed at the protection and conservation of tangible and intangible cultural
heritage. Many of these also focus on restoration practices in an attempt to outline general
ethical principles. Therefore, | would briefly like to discuss two main charters and a convention
that were drawn during this period, and as a result completely changed the way cultural

heritage is being treated.

As early as the 1930s, international charters on heritage conservation practices start being
introduced. The first charter of an international significance that focuses specifically on
restoration practices is the Athens Charter (1931). Setting out guidelines for restoration and
conservation of monuments, the charter has received an international appraisal in the years

before and after World War Il.

In 1964 another charter was drafted starting from the Athens Charter, and further expanding
the ideas behind built heritage restoration. Discussed in depth in a following section of the
current chapter, the Venice Charter (1964) became one of the most influential documents in
heritage preservation. It is more explicit in its definition of restoration and reconstruction,
placing the focus on historic monuments, but this time including the surrounding landscape and

urban and rural settings (Venice Charter 1964, article 1).

The year of 1972 marked one of the biggest changes in the conduction of heritage management
with the introduction of the UNESCO World Heritage Convention. This treaty, which is legally
binding for the signatory countries, defines cultural heritage as belonging to all nations of the
world. It places the responsibility of heritage preservation and conservation with the state
controlling the territory where it is found, obligating it to draw and adopt a general policy that
aims at heritage protection (World Heritage convention 1972, article 5). As such, it creates
international legislative guidelines, not only aimed at the preservation of heritage with

outstanding universal value, but of all cultural and natural heritage. The protection of these
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remains a responsibility of the many different State Parties (World Heritage Convention 1972,

article 11).

As it could be seen from the brief discussion above, the period before and after the World War
Il was focused on defining cultural heritage, as well as on shaping international guidelines for its
protection. Once these general ground rules were set and accepted on an international level,
diversification on how cultural heritage is being perceived and treated began. This stemmed

from academia, or from various intra- and inter-disciplinary approaches.

1980s — present: contemporary views on restoration and reconstruction

Issues like public involvement and interpretation and formulating the conservation ethos seem
to be the focus of such academic discussions. Stone and Planel (1999), for instance, provide a
wide-ranged discussion on the importance of “reconstructed sites” — sites, constructed with the
aim to serve as tools for studying the past based on contemporary interpretations of that same
past. The essays are written for a European context and are oriented towards promoting
multivocality and recognition of a shared past, with a priority given to communication with the

public.

Jameson (2004) provides a further discussion on the topic in an editorial volume on
involvement with the public in heritage conservation management. Despite receiving critiques
for justifying reconstructions (e.g. Stanley-Price 2009, 35), the volume provides the reader with
insights on the relationship between public interpretations and the physical reconstruction of

the past.

Furthermore, reconstructions are often discussed in the context of a growing academic
conservation ethos. Examples are two combined volumes of work (Stanley-Price et al. 1996 and
Richmond and Bracker 2009). Stanley-Price et al.’s volume is designed to serve as a teaching

tool in a context of a conservation ethos that addresses the concept of “world heritage” which
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is also of “universal value”. According to Stanley-Price (1996, xii) conservation is a Western
concept and as such requires historical and philosophical assessment in order to provide
professionals and practitioners with better understanding of the matter. Examples of

reconstruction practices form a significant part of this assessment.

The volume by Richmond and Bracker (2009) aims at forming an ethical code using critical
theory from a variety of different fields (Richmond and Bracker 2009, 2) and contributing to an
already set line of theory. Reconstructions are discussed as extreme examples of restorations
(e.g. Stanley-Price 2009, 33) and looked at in the framework of international charters and

guidelines.

Overall, looking at the published volumes on heritage studies from the period after the 1980s, a
general concern with the diversification of heritage management could be noticed. The
introduction of intra-disciplinary approaches and involvement of the wide public seem to be a
significant part of this diversification. As a result from this, the period also sees the creation of
more and new international charters and treaties, which form the basis for the formation of an
internationally approved conservation ethos. Both this conservation ethos and international

legislation will be discussed in more detail in the following section of the chapter.

Conservation ethos

Predominantly, in the realms of heritage management restoration and specifically
reconstruction practices are guided by charters and treaties, which while not legally-binding,
are strongly encouraging (Stanley-Price 2009, 35). Thus they form an unofficial conservation

ethos which is generally agreed upon and accepted by heritage professionals.

Many charters and international documents are concerned with the subject of restoration
and/or reconstruction (e.g. Venice Charter 1964, Nara Document of Authenticity 1994, Krakow
Charter 2000, The ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage

Sites 2007, Riga Charter on Authenticity and Historical Reconstruction in Relationship to
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Cultural Heritage 2005). However, not all of them are ratified by the Bulgarian state, apart from

the below considered Venice Charter and the Nara Document of Authenticity.

The Charter of Venice (1964) has been established as a guideline for the principles of
restoration and reconstruction on an international scale. It addresses both reconstruction and
restoration practices in articles 9 through 13 and article 15. | would like to pay a closer

attention to articles 9 and 15:

The process of restoration is a highly specialized operation. Its aim is to preserve and reveal the
aesthetic and historic value of the monument and is based on respect for original material and
authentic documents. It must stop at the point where conjecture begins, and in this case
moreover any extra work which is indispensable must be distinct from the architectural
composition and must bear a contemporary stamp. The restoration in any case must be

preceded and followed by an archaeological and historical study of the monument (article 9).

All reconstruction work should however be ruled out "a priori". Only anastylosis, that is to say,
the reassembling of existing but dismembered parts can be permitted. The material used for
integration should always be recognizable and its use should be the least that will ensure the

conservation of a monument and the reinstatement of its form (article 15).

It is clear that both articles are wary of the practices. Restorations seem to be acceptable only if
detailed evidence for the structures is provided and reconstruction is generally ruled out, with

the exception of anastolysis.

While not legally-binding, the many international charters have built upon one another over the
years in order to provide a better understanding and a more informed practice of heritage
management. They form a conservation ethos that is mostly noninvasive and aims at causing as
little alteration as possible to both tangible and intangible heritage, but also at communicating
the conservation and, subsequently, the presentation of this heritage with the public (The

ICOMOS Charter for the Interpretation and Presentation of Cultural Heritage Sites 2008, 1).
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Here | would like to firstly present some generally agreed upon principles on reconstruction, as
summarized by Molina- Montes (1982, 486) and Stanley-Price (2009, 41). The first three

principles had been observed by Molina-Montes, and the following four — by Stanley-Price.

1. “Restoration (in this context, also reconstruction) attempts to conserve the materiality —
the material aspects — of the monument”;

2. “The monument has a double value: a historical value and an aesthetic value”;

3. “It is necessary, in restoration (also reconstruction) to respect both aspects and so as
not to falsify either the historic or the aesthetic document” (Molina- Montes 1982, 486).

4. “A reconstructed building — if based primarily on excavated evidence — must be
considered a new building (reconstruction as a creative act)”;

5. “Reconstruction of one or more buildings is to be considered only if the values
(including the landscape value) of a site will be better appreciated than if the buildings
are left in a ruined state (the ruin as a source of inspiration or as a memorial)”;

6. “The surviving evidence for the former building must be fully documented in such a way
that this record is always available in the future (a scientific and ethical obligation to
record for posterity)”;

7. “The surviving evidence for the former building, or for different historical phases of it,
must not be destroyed or made inaccessible by the very act of reconstructing it (a
scientific obligation to allow (built) hypotheses to be verified or rejected)”;

8. “The evidence — its strengths and its limitations — for the reconstructed form must be
interpreted clearly to all visitors (an ethical obligation not to mislead or misinform the
public)”;

9. “Buildings that have been wrongly reconstructed in the past could, on a case-by-case
basis, be preserved as they are (reconstructions as part of the history of ideas) (Stanley-

Price 2009, 41)”.

These principles are the result of academic discussion and are in no way obligatory or legally-

binding for heritage managers. However, | consider them valuable guidelines for the scope of
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this thesis and they will serve as basis for later discussion when evaluating and considering the

Bulgarian case study.

Most of the so far mentioned conservation charters support the idea of preservation of cultural
values associated with built heritage (such as aesthetic and historic values). Since the process of
restoration is invasive in nature, it is generally considered the subject of a specific operation, a
one that involves specialists and researchers. These principles are in fact so crucial for the built
heritage’s preservation that serve as a basis for the creation of heritage conservation

legislation. This statement is better observed in the following section.

International and European legislation

Heritage professionals have been working on the creation of international legislation on the
protection and preservation of archaeological cultural heritage since the end of World War Il.
The issue of restoration and reconstruction of tangible archeological heritage also forms a part
of this international legal framework. International charters and declarations establishing
guidelines for the architectural restoration date back to the first part of the 20t century, a
prominent example of which is the Charter of Athens (1931), a product of the International
Congress of Restoration of Monuments. Nevertheless, conventions and treaties which are
legally-binding for the State parties that ratified them were established only after the 1970s.
While treaties such as UNESCO’s World Heritage Site Convention (1972) and the Valletta
Convention (1992) are presenting unified standards for the countries that have signed and
ratified them, this is rarely the case with charters and documents. Despite the fact that the
various charters and documents produced after the start of the 20™" century are created by
professionals in the field of heritage management, they remain advisory in nature. In addition,
many of them vary in their interpretation of what reconstruction and restoration practices are
(Stanley-Price 2009, 34-35) or are only applicable in certain contexts. Therefore, it is important

to distinguish between the official legislation on the matter and the numerous advisory
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documents that could be, in certain cases, overlooked by policy- makers, funding agents and/or

agents carrying out the restoration/reconstruction processes.

On an international scale, the convention that sets the standards for protection and
conservation of natural and archaeological cultural heritage sites is UNESCO’s World Heritage
Convention (1972). It addresses the practice of restoration and reconstruction of archaeological

buildings under article 11D (86):

In relation to authenticity, the reconstruction of archaeological remains or historic buildings or
districts is justifiable only in exceptional circumstances. Reconstruction is acceptable only on the

basis of complete and detailed documentation and to no extent on conjecture.

As such, the practices of restoration and/or reconstruction are rarely justified and generally

discouraged worldwide.

On a European level, the treaty signed and ratified by most of the European countries is the
Valetta Convention (1992). The main focus regarding conservation and protection of the
archaeological heritage falls onto the idea of preservation in situ, and therefore does not
directly address the issue of restoration and/or reconstruction. Nonetheless, the arguments
given for practicing preservation in situ as a preferred practice for conservation are also
indicative for the practices of reconstruction and restoration. It could be argued that the overall
idea of the Valetta Convention is for any interference to be as non-intrusive as possible. While
this is generally addressed in the many articles of the Convention, here | want to mention a few
which | think are illustrative of the overall idea of noninvasiveness. These are the articles 2 (ii),

3(ii) and 5 (v).

(...)Each Party undertakes:

The creation of archaeological reserves, even where there are no visible remains on the ground
or under water, for the preservation of material evidence to be studied by later generations

(article 2 (ii));
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To ensure that excavations and other potentially destructive techniques are carried out only by

qualified, specially authorized persons (article 3 (ii));

To ensure that the opening of archaeological sites to the public, especially any structural
arrangements necessary for the reception of large number of visitors, does not adversely affect

the archaeological and scientific character of such sites and their surroundings (article 5 (v)).

The preservation of the scientific value of the concerned archaeological heritage seems to be a
priority for the Convention, together with the concern to leave the tangible heritage intact for
the opportunity to be studied by later generations. While the prioritization of preservation in
situ has been questioned in recent years and tends to be criticized (e.g. Willems 2012), it is still
a main legislative key point for the European countries which have signed and ratified the
Valetta Convention. This nondestructive and noninvasive philosophy also seems to be
discouraging for the practices of reconstruction and restoration, since those would (more often
than not, irreversibly) alter the tangible heritage. Furthermore, this would inevitably affect the
scientific value of the archaeological heritage, which is largely stressed on by numerous articles

in the Convention.

Overall, it could be concluded that international (and specifically European) legislation together
with the conservation ethos form an overall framework for conservation practices. This
framework is widely accepted as all-embracing among professional heritage practitioners.
While complex and multi-layered, it follows several main principles, discussed above. These
serve as a basic framework, in the light of which Bulgarian conservation practices will be

discussed in the following part of this chapter.

Exploring restoration and reconstruction in Bulgarian context

Historical and philosophical development of conservation practices
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Extensive publications on the principles of conservation and preservation of archaeological
heritage in national context are generally missing from Bulgarian literature. A prominent
exception is a doctoral thesis by Yordanka Kandulkova (2007), the main focus of which is the
investigation of the historical development of protection of architectural heritage in Bulgaria.
The thesis discusses the issues of restorations and reconstructions (also termed romantic
reconstructions, romantichni rekonstrukcii) of historical and archaeological buildings by
investigating their practical and theoretical development. One of the main aims of this
doctorate research is to set a basis for comparison between Bulgarian and European theoretical
development of restoration practices and to examine them as a part of the European cultural

policy development (Kandulkova 2007, 2).

Kandulkova proposes a chronology for preservation and conservation practices of cultural
heritage in Bulgaria, which is comprised of three periods. The first one starts 10 years after the
official formation of the Bulgarian state, lasting until World War |l (1888 — 1944). The second
coincides with the communist period in Bulgaria and dates 1945 — 1991. The final period starts
in 1991 and is still ongoing (Kandulkova 2007, 2). For the purpose of this thesis it suffices to
follow Kandulkova’s structure, and then review the reconstruction practices in the present

period after 1991.

1888 — 1944: development in the early years of the Bulgarian state

A main argument that Kandulkova supports is that Bulgaria is not only living up to the
conservation and preservation standards and traditions developed in other European countries,
but also contributing to the European preservation strategy in the years since the official
creation of the Bulgarian state (1878) up until the World War Il (Kandulkova 2007, 30). She
follows the development of two very different approaches towards restoration practices. The
first one (1) is termed “archaeological restoration” (arkheologicheska restavratsiya) and
respects the original fabric, following the policy of preserving its authenticity. Authenticity,

according to Kandulkova is explained explicitly as preservation of the original fabric, an
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argument that is generally still supported by Bulgarian academics (e.g. Krustev 2014,
Pehlivanova 2015). This approach to restoration is also said to be in sync with the other
European developments in this realm at the time. The second (2) approach closely resembles
the principles of “romantic restorations” and is also termed so (romantichni restavracii). The
romantic restorations that Kandulkova discusses are to a large extent influenced by the above
described Viollet-de-Duc’s ideas (Kandulkova 2007, 60). Often these are almost entirely based
on hypothesis and lack detailed scientific study. Kandulkova justifies these practices by saying
that they were, in a way, needed and in demand by the public and policy-makers alike.
According to Kandulkova (2007, 7) after being a part of the Ottoman Empire for nearly 500
years (1396 — 1878), national identity and self-determination were distorted and somewhat
even distant concepts for people who defined themselves as Bulgarians. Even though
Kandulkova’s observation is somewhat contradictory, since it is difficult to talk about national
identity in the context of Europe before the 18™ century, she makes the point that these led to
difficulties recognising and appreciating historical and archaeological heritage. This, she argues,
was of a significance in the years prior to World War Il. Furthermore, she also stresses that
romantic restorations were, despite a few prominent examples (e.g. Veliko Turnovo), rarely

practiced in the time before World War Il (Kandulkova 2007, 31)

A concluding remark that Kandulkova (2007, 32) makes is that the Bulgarian practices of
conservation and reconstruction of cultural heritage are a product of a century-long tradition.
Moreover, they are “European” in their nature, following and developing according to
European standards of the time. She observes that these practices are also incorporated in the
present stage of cultural heritage preservation (Kandulkova 2007, 32). Therefore, it could be
concluded that prior to the start of World War Il, generally two kind of restoration practices
were being conducted in Bulgaria: reconstructions that more often than not entered into
conjecture, and restorations, which were following the then internationally outlined

conservation ethos.

1945 — 1989: cultural heritage management under Communism
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During the years between 1945 and 1989 Bulgaria was ruled by communist governments. This
new political regime brought a lot of changes that affected governmental policies, and this was

also the case with the management of the cultural sector.

Generally, information about the way archaeology and heritage management were dealt with
during this time period is scarce. In academic literature cultural policies are mainly discussed in
relation to overall analyses of the Communist regime. An example is a doctorate dissertation by
Borden Savova-Mahon (2001) on the politics of nationalism under Communism in Bulgaria. In
her PhD dissertation, Borden Savova-Mahon discusses the general cultural policies of the
Bulgarian government (then, Politburo) which were attuned to the Communist ideology. Two
main periods of different cultural policies could be distinguished during that time — the first
one, starting in the 1940s had lasted until the 1980s (Borden-Savova Mahon 2001, 144-172).
The second one, beginning in the 1980s (Borden-Savova Mahon 2001, 190) signified a crisis in

the Bulgarian communist politics and lasted until the fall of the regime.

During the first period (1940s — 1980s), the Bulgarian state was generally presented as part of
the Slavic world and Slavonic culture, and hence, closely related to Russia (Borden-Savova
Mahon 2001, 144-172). This means that any Slavic heritage was largely stressed upon by the
Politburo. This was mainly portrayed through the language connection: the Bulgarian language
was seen closely related to the Russian language. From this, it was also generally concluded
that the Bulgarian people, by thus being overwhelmingly Slavs, were directly related to Russians

(Borden-Savova Mahon 2001, 146).

Generally, during this period new architectural styles were introduced - ones that conformed to
the Communist agenda. Not much literature is present regarding reconstructions of
archaeological heritage, with relation to the pan-Slavic ideology. However, reconstructions still

occurred, serving different agendas of the Communist ideology.

For instance, a leading political strategy of the Bulgarian Communist Party was to portray
Turkey as the natural enemy of the Bulgarian people (Borden-Savova Mahon 2001, 152). This
served a specific agenda of the Party, and for its purposes Bulgarians were portrayed as long-

suffering under the “Turkish yoke” (that Borden-Savova Mahon considers a myth) which
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occurred when the Bulgarian territory was part of the Ottoman Empire (Borden-Savova Mahon
2001, 152). This myth was further represented in the reconstruction of the city of Plovdiv
(Newby 1994, 222). In this context, the long struggle of the Bulgarians against the Turks was
deliberately chosen as the central theme for the interpretation of the expensively conserved
and reconstructed city (Graham et al. 2000, 192). The (largely hypothetical) reconstruction of
major monuments around the city was used to stress upon the differences between the
national (Bulgarian) and the other (Turkish), thus serving the Communist agenda. A parallel was
made between the communists as ancestors of the Second Bulgarian kingdom (1185 — 1396)
and the Turks as inheriting the Ottoman Empire, and as such, even representatives of capitalism

(Borden-Savova Mahon 2001, 152-3).

The second period (1980s) saw the raise of new cultural policy, aiming at separating the
Bulgarian culture from the pan-Slavonic ideology, and therefore creating a policy of cultural
nationalism (Borden-Savova Mahon 2001, 190). Buildings with introduced “new” architecture
and depicting Bulgarian symbols were being constructed, mainly in the capital (Borden-Savova
Mahon 2001, 192). That left little space for restoration of archaeological heritage, and it is
indeed difficult to find records of these in academic literature. In fact, after the fall of the
communistic regime a coherent national cultural or heritage preservation strategy has not been

outlined by the democratic governments.

1990 - 2016: contemporary views on conservation practices

In general, published volumes on cultural heritage preservation from this time period in
Bulgarian literature are scarce. The topics of archaeological heritage and its management are

also rarely mentioned in academic literature.
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Instead, the issues of heritage preservation and protection are mainly discussed in relation to
economic development and/ or architectural technicalities and mainly in the form of short

articles and conference papers (e.g. lordanov 1998, Rangelova and Traykova 2015).

A historical and archaeological discussion on the topic has been started by Bozhidar Dimitrov,
the director of the National Historical Museum, in 2008 with a newspaper publication of his
article “Every town (with) its own fortress”(Vseki grad sys svoyata krepost) (Dimitrov 2008).
Shortly after the official inclusion of the Bulgarian state into the EU (2007), Dimitrov advocated
that the country should incorporate a more European image with regards to its archaeological
cultural heritage. While Dimitrov’s unofficial cultural strategy will be discussed in greater depth
in Chapter Five, it is important to note that after 2007 and the introduction of European
funding, more restoration projects than ever before have been conducted in Bulgaria, many of
which deemed “hypothetical reconstructions” (defined as such by Krustev 2014, Pehlivanova
2015, and Stoyanov 2014, and heritage management institutions like ICOMOS Bulgaria). The
introduction of new materials made these reconstructions, and the lack of scientific evidence
defined them as hypothetical. Nevertheless, there are constantly being approved by the
responsible institutions, like the Ministry of Culture. This tension is at the heart of the current
thesis, and the way hypothetical reconstruction projects are justified and executed will be

explored in detail in Chapter three.

However, in order to get a better understanding of the legislative framework that allows for
this to happen, the definition of archaeological heritage reconstructions and the laws that

accompany them will be outlined in the following section.

Defining reconstruction in contemporary Bulgarian context. Legislative

framework
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In Bulgarian legislation protection of archaeological heritage falls under the country’s general
legislative framework of cultural policy. The year 1890 marks the beginning of official legislation
on cultural heritage and after 1911 first attempts at restorations have already been made

(Kandulkova 2007, 12).

In recent times, the main law concerned with cultural policy and protection of heritage is the
Cultural Heritage Law (Zakon za kulturnoto nasledstvo) (Ministry of Culture 2012), first ratified
in 2009 and then modified in 2012. Archaeology and all the related practices to it (e.g.
excavation projects, heritage and museum management) are listed and governed by this
legislation’s framework. According to the Cultural Heritage Law, the Ministry of Culture is the
main body responsible for the management of cultural heritage, organizing and controlling all

activities related to it (articles 14.12 and 14.13).

Chapter 8 of the Cultural Heritage Law is devoted to Conservation and Restoration of Cultural
Values (Konservaciya i restavraciya na kulturni cennosti) which is considered in detail under
articles 163 — 171. However, an explicit definition of what constitutes conservation or
restoration is not given. Instead article 163 vaguely states that “ Conservation and restoration,
as well as adaptation of cultural values is a systematic process of activities which are aimed at
preventing the destruction [of cultural values], stabilization of their condition, and facilitation of

their interpretation and perception while preserving their authenticity” 3 (my translation).

It is interesting to note that restoration is not included as merely a method of conservation, but
rather as a prioritized process on its own even for built heritage. Other types of conservation
processes are not explicitly mentioned. Moreover, preservation in situ is not discussed
anywhere in the articles concerned with conservation and restoration, despite it being the

preferred method of conservation outlined by the Valetta Convention (article 4 (ii)).

3 'KOHcepBaLI,VIH 1 pectaBpauuna, Kakto n aganTalnATa Ha KyATYPHU LEHHOCTU € CUCTeMeH npouec oT p,eVIHOCTI/I, KOUTO Uenar
npeaoTepaTtABaHe Ha pPa3pyLllaBaHeTo, CTaﬁMﬂVBaLI,VIﬂ Ha CbCTOAHMNETO UM, KaKTO U y1eCHABaHE Ha TAXHOTO Bb3npunemaHe un

OoueHKa Npu MaKCUMa/ZiHO 3ana3BaHe Ha aBTEHTUYHOCTTA um'.

34

——
| —



Another remark that deserves a close attention is the definition of reconstruction and the way
it is approached by Bulgarian legislation. The term reconstruction is not directly addressed in
the Cultural Heritage Law, and nor is restoration explicitly defined. The lack of a specific
definition means that often it becomes hard to distinguish between restoration and
reconstruction conservation practices. This could be observed in a statement made by the vice-
minister of culture (www.standartnews.com)?, in which she addresses a number of
archaeological sites that were reconstructed in the period between 2001 and 2009. When
addressing the conservation projects (at Tsari-Mali grad, Pernik, and Preslav), the vice-minister
refers to them as restorations, further arguing that they were “restored on the basis of
surviving engravings and photographs, as well as still standing similarly constructed buildings in
neighbouring countries” (my translation). The blurring of the lines between restoration and
reconstruction procedures is evident, and is possibly to a great extent dictated by the lack of
clear definition of either of these conservation practices in the legislative documents. It,
therefore, becomes difficult to grasp the difference and the potential outcomes of both these

practices on a national level.

By law, a collaboration in the creation of restoration/reconstruction projects between
architects and archaeologists is compulsory (Zakon za kulturnoto nasledstvo 2012, article
169(2)). Even though that is a good approach towards the diversification of experts involved in
the restoration itself, the law does not include the involvement of other professionals, such as
heritage managers or the wide public. The main decision of approval or disapproval of projects,
however, is made solely by the Ministry of Culture, making this institution a crucial agent in the
process. Therefore, despite the somewhat diverse and inter-disciplinary approach that is
foreseen in the projects’ creation, the final approval/disapproval of conservation procedures is
still restricted by the decision of a single institution. As a result, this creates an imbalanced

perspective on how a restoration/reconstruction project should be carried out.

4 http://www.standartnews.com/mneniya-

analizi/za_spasyavaneto_na_kulturnoto_nasledstvo_ili_za_kozhata_na_edin_direktor-290538.html

5 ,CbLIECTBYBAT CTOTMLY TPaBIopK, A0pn GOTOrpaduM — MHOFO KPenocTy ca paspylueH™ (...). HAKou nameTHULm umat
MpeKpacHM aHano3mM B CbCeAHUTE CTPAHM, 3anaseHn 40 NOKPMB, 1 ToBa e fob6pe U3BECTHO Ha aBTOPMUTE Ha npoeKkTuTe.”
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Concluding remarks

Exploring the subject of heritage preservation and conservation on international and national
scale, several concluding observations can be made. During the years following the 19* century
the topic of restoring built heritage has been a subject of various discussions. Even nowadays, it
is often difficult to draw a clear line between restoration and reconstruction, depending on the
geographical context. Therefore, a conservation ethos has been developed in the form of
various charters and academic principles, which often serve as a basis for legislation. A part of
this legislation is the Valletta Convention (1992), drawn for a European context, which still sets

the general framework in which conservation practices are to be conducted.

On a Bulgarian level, it could be observed that already in the 1890s, just several years after the
official establishment of the Bulgarian state, laws for the protection of cultural heritage have
been drawn. The majority practices of restoration projects at that time, and until the 1930s,
fully conform to standards in heritage preservation set by leading European specialists.
However, another simultaneously existing trend could be observed, and that is the practice of
romantic restorations. Paralleling the Western European romantic reconstructions from the
19t century, this practice is entered into conjecture in order to restore built heritage that
enhances national glorification. It continues to be practiced during the Communist period,

serving the political agendas of that time.

After the 1980s, a general trend towards diversification of what constitutes heritage and how it
should be perceived can be noticed in heritage literature. Cultural heritage is once again the
subject of various debates, but this time they are occurring more and more often on a global
scale, discussing issues such as public inclusion and multivocality. In Bulgaria, however, even
after the 1990s and the end of the Communistic regime, a trend towards the practice of one-
sided, and often hypothetical reconstructions can be noticed. These violate international
legislation and do not comply to the conservation ethos. Nevertheless, these restoration
projects are being approved by the State, and are still ongoing. The reasons for this are complex

and multi-layered, mainly lying in the national legislation itself, which do not clearly define
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restorations and/or reconstructions, therefore allowing for blurring of the lines between the

two practices.

The realization of these hypothetical reconstructions has its consequences, and they are quickly
felt among archaeological experts and heritage managers. Their dissatisfaction with the

practices has been voiced over through various media platforms and academic articles.

By the presented review and outlined theoretical framework in Chapter two, it seems safe to
conclude that while the occurrence of hypothetical reconstructions in Bulgaria is not an entirely
new, or strictly contemporary phenomenon, the completion of such projects has dramatically
increased after 2007. In order to observe the tension between the approval of these projects,
and their violation of international legislation, it is worth to closely explore the phenomenon as
it occurs nowadays, and look at already completed “restorations” of archaeological sites.
Furthermore, to further illustrate this, the restoration project at the Yailata archaeological
reserve will be presented and discussed in Chapter three. This will serve the purpose of a small-
scale context, in which the issue can be examined and further discussed, as well as in which the

data used in this study is introduced.
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Chapter Three

Hypothetical reconstructions.

Introducing the Case Study of the National

Archaeological Reserve “Yailata”

Exploring the phenomenon of hypothetical reconstructions

A great interest in the practice of restoration of archaeological cultural heritage could be
observed in Bulgaria shortly after the country’s inclusion as a member-state of the EU in 2007.
The completion of restoration projects has mainly been made possible by the introduction of
funding from various programmes of the European Commission, most of them oriented
towards regional development (Operational Programmes “Regions in Development”2007 —
2013 and “Regions in Development 2014 — 2020). Within these programmes, projects related to
restoration of archaeological heritage fall within the tourism sector, and are generally expected
to bring economic growth to different regions (e.g. Operational Programme “Regions in
Growth”2014, 216). While not solely funding the restoration projects, the Operational
programmes are still the main funding bodies. Other funding also includes donations from

private parties, the Ministry of Culture and religious institutions.

Different beneficiaries (e.g. Operational Programme “Regions in Growth” 2014, 236), or
executors are appointed for the conduction of the restoration projects. Among these, regional

municipalities represent the majority of creator and executors of these projects.

The first Operational Programme, “Regions in Development” was completed in the period

between 2007 and 2013, and its successor, “Regions in Growth (2014 — 2020) is still ongoing.
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After the end date of “Regions in Development”, 72 archaeological sites have been the subject
of restoration projects. More reconstructed archaeological sites are expected to be completed
by the end of “Regions in Growth”. Often, the monuments have been fully reconstructed, and
in several cases the projects had added new construction either to the monuments themselves,
or in close proximity (e.g. Fig.2, Fig.3, and Fig.4). These actions were supposed to enhance the

touristic interest, and hence to induce economic growth for the regions in question.

Fig.2. Krakra fortress after restoration (photograph by museumpernik.com)
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Peristera fortress after restoration (photograph by peshtera.bg)
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Fig.4. Restored fortress at Tsari Mali grad (photograph by carimaligrad.com)




Fig.5. Reconstructed fortress at Kaliakra (photograph by the author)

This practice, however, met a lot of criticism from the academic realm and the public alike (e.g.
Krustev 2014, Pehlivanova 2015, Stoyanov 2014). The criticism is mainly induced by the physical
characteristics of the monuments after the restoration has ended. In addition to a
hypothetically reconstructed general outlook, criticism has considered the fact that whether
the correct height of these monuments was known before their reconstruction took place.
Therefore, the completed reconstruction of many of them has been denounced by many.

Instead, most of them are a subject of construction in accordance and comparison to buildings
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from the same historic periods, instead of being based on scientific research

(www.standartnews.com)®.

The introduction of new building materials together with the conjectural raising of
archaeological heritage buildings was seen by many as destructive for the monuments’
authenticity (e.g. Krustev 2014). Despite being labeled as restorations in their official project
reports, academics determinately term them “hypothetical reconstructions” (Krustev 2014,
Pehlivanova 2015). They would also be defined as reconstructions according to the Venice

Charter (1964, article 15).

According to professionals and many representatives of the public these types of
reconstructions are damaging to the Bulgarian built archaeological heritage (Krustev 2014,
Pehlivanova 2015, Declaration BNK ICOMOS 2014, Declaration of the Chamber of Architects
Bulgaria 2014, www.sofiazanas.com’). A main concern is the destruction of authenticity, which
seems to be highly valued by these stakeholder groups. At the same time the question of “lost”
authenticity is rarely openly discuss by policy-makers, who instead reason these hypothetical
reconstructions as economically and socially beneficial (e.g. Rashidov 2015). The issue of

authenticity often seems to be in the heart of the debate.

The question of authenticity has been a subjective and debatable concept on an international
level both before and after the introduction of the ICOMOS Nara Document of Authenticity
(1994) in Japan. According to some, the concept of authenticity is highly dependable on the
cultural context within which it is discussed (Jokilehto 2006). However, the debate over
authenticity of archaeological heritage is happening within the same cultural and national
context — the one of Bulgaria. As such, the concept of authenticity that is ascribed to cultural

heritage is important and will be more extensively discussed in Chapter five.

6 http://www.standartnews.com/mneniya-

analizi/za_spasyavaneto_na_kulturnoto_nasledstvo_ili_za_kozhata_na_edin_direktor-290538.html

7 http://sofiazanas.blogspot.nl/2016/02/blog-post_24.html
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In order to explore this phenomenon in depth, a case study of a hypothetical reconstruction
funded by the EC’s Operational Programme “Regions in Development” and conducted by
Kavarna municipality has been chosen as a representation of other reconstruction projects. As
such, the following presented case study closely observes the reconstruction of the Antique

fortress at the Yailata archaeological reserve, in the region of Kavarna.

Introducing the case study

Several reasons make the Yailata archaeological reserve a good case study through which the
phenomenon of hypothetical reconstructions could be observed. The extensive publicity that
the restoration project there received during the years has helped to draw more attention to
Yailata. With the time this has allowed the involvement of many different people, both
archaeological experts and members of the public, to contribute with various opinions on the
matter. The discussion has since been ongoing on a national, as well as on an European level,
which brings more participants to the table and further diversifies the perspectives on the

issue.

The implementation of funding from the European Commission, as well as its inclusion in
Natura 2000 makes the Yailata archaeological reserves not only a national, but also a European
cultural heritage site. All of the other projects discussed in this thesis have been carried out
with European Commission’s funding coming from Operational Programmes “Regions in
Development” (2007-2013) and “Regions in Growth” (2014-2020). As such, they have all been
officially approved by both the Ministry of Regional Development and Ministry of Culture.
Naturally, all of the parties involved — the executors of the projects, the ministries, the
archaeological experts and the wide public — are stakeholders of the presently discussed
archaeological heritage. However, the current study does not offer a full stakeholder analysis,

but aims at documenting the experiences of just one of the involved parties.
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In this chapter | introduce the site of Yailata and briefly touch upon the historical development
of the archaeological research conducted there. This is done in order to give a clearer idea of
the nature of the site and the restoration activities that took place there. Furthermore, | also
present the restoration project itself, and discuss its goals and outcomes. The chapter ends with

concluding remarks.

Yailata: archaeological background

Yailata archaeological reserve is located around 2km south of Kamen bryag, Dobritch Region. It
has been ascribed a national archaeological reserve in 1989. Yailata area’s national and
European cultural and natural significance is substantial. The archaeological reserve holds

evidence for numerous archaeological periods of occupation.

Generally, three main occupational phases have been detected. The earliest one dates back to
the 5™ century BC (Salkin and Toptanov 1987). This consists of a Thracian sanctuary and a
number of necropolis (Minchev 2013,250). Despite an extensive research of both those periods

in the 1980s, little has been published on them.

A better studied historic period is the Late Antiquity/ Early Byzantine occupation phase. Dated
to this phase are the remains of a fortified town, of which some stone and brick houses have
been excavated. Another remnant is a small gate close to the Western wall (Minchev 2013,
250). Opinions on the precise dating of the site deviate. According to the original excavation
publications (Salkin and Topalov 1987) the town and fortress have been built between the end
of the 5% - the beginning of the 6™ century AD, although later researchers date the fortress
differently (e.g. Minchev 2013, 250). The fortress surrounding the living area is still standing and

has been the main subject of restoration in 2008.

The latest occupational phase dates back to the 10™ century, when a small church was built

that is still in use today. Some restoration work has also been carried out there after 2008 with
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the goal of conserving it from future destruction, owing to partial destruction after an

earthquake activity (Investment project 2008).

Despite the well-recognised occupation periods, documentation and publications on the
archaeological research carried out at Yailata are scarce. This further complicates the
conduction of any restoration/reconstruction projects. Since the excavation process of the Late
Antiquity occupational phase came to an end in the early 1990s, a few short articles have been
published on archaeological finds at the Yailata archaeological reserve. All of the published
articles tend to be brief and discussing partial issues in relation to the site, either sticking to just

one of the represented time periods or focusing on a narrow area of research.

A slightly better studied period, the Late Antiquity, was also the subject of the restoration
project. The level of research of the reconstructed Antique fortress has not, however, been
explicit. This can be observed when considering the fortresses’ physical appearance and

characteristics as described by Minchev (2013, 249-251).

Minchev goes into an in-depth discussion of the state of the Late Antiquity fortress, describing
its physical appearance among other things. He determines that before the restoration project
the fortification was quite well-preserved, and the walls reached about 4m. in height and 2.60m
in width. Moreover, four rectangular towers were in existence which ranged from 2.90m to
3.90m in length, and from 4.45m to 5.15m in width. Three staircase were also documented by
Minchev (2013, 250) as reaching between 1.2 — 1.3m in width. Having this idea in mind it seems
safe to conclude that the Late Antiquity fortress at Yailata was well visible with most of its
original fabric preserved before the restoration that was carried out in 2008 (fig.7). This
observation is important and | will get back to it when discussing the official report, since the
lack of visibility is given as one of the main reasons for conducting restorations at Yailata

(Project for restoration-partial integration 2008, 2-3).
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Fig.6. The Yailata fortress, on its vantage point overlooking the Black Sea, before restoration work began

(Stoyanov 2014,15).

The restoration project: goals and outcomes
Project’s aims and justification for restoration

The restoration project at Yailata, officially termed “A project for restoration and partial
regeneration” was composed by the regional Kavarna municipality and approved by the
Ministry of Culture and Ministry of Regional Development in 2008 (Project for restoration-
partial integration 2008, 2-3). A further project for the emergency conservation of the rock
church “St. Constantine and Helena” was approved in 2011 (Investment Project 2011).
Extensive media and academic coverage on the project’s destructive results did not start until

2013 and 2014, after its completion (Stoyanov 2014, 14).

The initial project report for restoration and regeneration of the Late Antiquity/ Early Byzantine
fortress contains five brief sections which focus on the aims and justification of this project
(Project for restoration-partial integration 2008). Apart from simply restoring the fortress, it

also aims at regenerating it (Project for restoration-partial integration 2008). The term




“regenerating” is used in the sense to make the site more easily accessible and interesting to
the public. The general goal of regenerating the Antique fortress at the Yailata archaeological
reserve is also given as a main justification for the conduction of the project. Below | would

briefly discuss the content of the project and, what is given as, the general idea behind it.

The first part of the project deals with a brief historical overview of the fortress. The overview is
not backed up by scientific or archaeological references, and seems to be the product of
observations by the creators of the project. Furthermore, a note is been made that a previous
partial restoration project has been completed in 2005 which used almost entirely the original
fabric (Project for restoration-partial integration 2008, 3). The minimal introduction of new
materials and the usage of almost completely authentic materials made this restoration
acceptable by international standards and conservation ethos. While the official report of this
restoration conducted three years prior to the second one was difficult to obtain, in the 2008

III

report it is described as “successful” and with “preserved authenticity" & (my translation).
Three years seem to be a short time for the fortress to be in a need of a new restoration or
conservation project. Therefore, it is interesting to discuss the justification behind the

conduction of the 2008 restoration project, given by the official report.

The reasons mentioned as justifications for this conduction are twofold: (1) there is not
enough visualization of the monument (fig. 7), and (2) a potential restoration would make the
monument more attractive to tourists in general (Project for restoration-partial integration
2008, 3). The second justification seems to be living up to the goals of Operational Programme
“Regions in Development” (2007-2013) which aims at tourism promotion, despite that a
specific tourist strategy is not explicitly discussed. However, the first one seems difficult to
sustain given that the fortress has already been previously documented as well-preserved. The
geographical position of the antique fortress at Yailata makes it well visible from numerous

locations. The original building is still standing, at points reaching the height of 4 m.

7 M3non3BaHu ca MMHUMANEH 6p017| HOBU 6}10KOBe, KaToO € OCTaHa/10 HeJOBbpPLEHO Bb3CTaHOBABAHETO Ha Ky/a
Homep 1. CDopMleaH e Y6e,CI,MTeﬂeH CTbnanosngeH cMnyet CbC 3anNa3eHa aBTEHTUYHOCT Ha MaMeTHUKa.
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al?

Fig.7. A view of the Yailata fortress after the conducted restorations (photo by the author).

With accordance to the above given reasons for restoration and regeneration, the report

further outlines the plan of action.

The restoration of towers N.1, N.2 and N.4 and the reconstruction of the staircases is
introduced, despite it being explicitly mentioned in the report that there is no evidence for the
original heights of the walls, or the original length of the staircases (fig. 8). Furthermore, from
the measurements listed for the Western tower-gate (fig.9), it seems that the original height of
the gate has been hypothetically concluded (Project for restoration-partial integration 2008).
Clear distinction is said to have been made between the new and authentic material (fig.10), in
accordance with the Venice Charter (1964). However, the main used materials listed in the
project seem to be limestone from another region and concrete (Project for restoration-partial
integration 2008) which both are different from the original, authentic fabric. Moreover, the
crude addition of these materials to the original fortress does not correspond with the

aesthetics of the building (fig. 10).

48

——
| —



Fig.8. Staircase after the restoration, showing the difficulty to observe evidence for the original height or

length (photo by the author).




Fig. 10. Observing the distinction between the new and authentic fabric (photo by the author).

From the so far discussed project plan it seems that the restoration activities that had taken
place at Yailata often do enter into conjecture, assuming measurements and the general
outlook of the fortress. The introduction of an entirely new material further turns this project
into a hypothetical reconstruction. This is evident when considering how not only after, but also
during the conduction of the project some stakeholder groups have expressed their

dissatisfaction with the “restoration” project at Yailata.

Outcomes of the restoration at Yailata and following critique

The project met a lot of criticism from the public, media and professionals alike. On a national
level the media paid a close attention to the ongoing process, with archaeological experts

denouncing the project a result form a “corruption scheme” (Gergova 2015). In a further
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response the “Citizens Initiative for the Protection of the Cultural Heritage” (GIOKIN) was
formed and authored an official letter to the European Commission’s Directorate-General
Regional and Urban Policy (Appendix 1). Main concerns that the NGO raises are with regards to
outdated and destructive restoration techniques, aesthetical disfigurement, and impossibility to
carry on further scientific and archaeological research (Appendix 1). The reply from the
European Commission’s Acting Head of Unit Directorate-General Regional and Urban Policy
(Appendix 2) is not reassuring, restating that it is every state’s responsibility to implement the
funding, and that the Yailata project has been approved by the according monitoring national

institution (NIICH).

On an international level the debate has gone beyond the issue of legislation. Stoyanov (2014)
raised the concern that the practice of hypothetical reconstruction of Yailata, while perhaps the
most prominent one, will not be an exception from the rule. A number of international experts
have given their opinion on the Yailata restoration project, listing it as outdated, incompetent

and causing irreparable damage (International Expert Opinions) (Appendix 3).

As a result, ICOMOS Bulgaria came out with an official statement, denouncing the practices at
Yailata as “hypothetical reconstructions” and expressing concern that this practice is still
ongoing and even becoming a standard for practicing restorations on national level (ICOMOS
Bulgaria National Committee Declaration 2014). Further, the declaration raises concerns
regarding loss of authenticity, irreparable damages done to the national heritage and the
violation of European legislation and conservation principles. It also calls for the ceasing of

these practices and changes in the national legislation.

Concluding remarks

From the so far presented brief review on the Yailata’s archaeological background and the

project report, a number of observations can be concluded. First, while there are several well-
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known occupational phases at the Yailata archaeological reserve, the site itself is not well
researched. The archaeological research that has been conducted at Yailata has been
sporadically, or not at all published. Nevertheless, a restoration project was set in action,

overlooking the possibility to conduct a more explicit scientific research beforehand.

Second, the arguments given as official justifications for the project’s conduction do not seem
to be strong enough. Two major arguments supporting the conduction of the restoration were
explicitly stated in the report. The first one, concerning the issue of visualization was shown to
be lacking good grounds. This is due to the specific character of the antique fortress: it was
already high enough to need additional construction. Furthermore, a restoration using the
authentic fabric of the fortress had already been carried out in 2005, as stated in the report
from 2008. This makes any need of further restoration unlikely in the short period of three

years.

The second main argument is given with regards to tourism attraction. However, the lack of a
detailed scientific research at the site also leads to a lack of a coherent or explicit archaeological
narrative. However, it is questionable whether there is evidence for an actual touristic interest.
The interest is rather assumed, instead of researched by the creators of the project, and no
official records of touristic attendance were found by the author. The lack of a coherent
archaeological narrative complicates the presentation of the site and makes the restoration,

with the sole purpose of attracting tourists, controversial.

Having this in mind, it seems safe to conclude that the desire to restore the antique fortress at
Yailata for solely regional development benefits was a driving force behind the restoration
process. While this seems obvious and in accordance with the goals set out by the Regional
Development Operational Programmes, it also means that it became a reason for important
arguments against the conduction of the restoration to be overlooked. The fortress was well
preserved and any potential conservation by restoration or reconstruction of the physical fabric
was not needed. Furthermore, the restoration entered into conjecture. The Ministry of Culture,
which is in the role of an advisory body and has the power to control the process, has not

expressed any concerns with the restoration. Neither has the European Commission, which can
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be clearly seen in the reply given to GIOKIN by the EC’s Directorate-General of Regional and

Urban Policy (Appendix 2).

A general sense of dissatisfaction, however, has remained with different stakeholders. It is
important, and relatively easy due to the media and academic attention, to explore their
reasons for dissatisfaction and negative experience of the hypothetical reconstruction carried
out at Yailata. This is especially curious to observe, since despite that the hypothetical
reconstructions are in violation with the international and European legislation, the advisory
and legal bodies are not taking any actions against them. This exploration presents the
opportunity to draw conclusions about the overall phenomenon through closely examining the

case study.

Therefore, the following chapter introduces the data and the methodology used for its analysis.
The produced results are presented and evaluated in Chapter four and deal with some of the

main reasons for this dissatisfaction.
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Chapter Four

Methodology, Data Analysis and Presentation of

Results

For the purpose of the current study, a qualitative research has been conducted. Three
interviewees, who closely observed the restoration/reconstruction process at Yailata
participated in the current study. The decision to approach these specific individuals in
connection to the study is justified in the current chapter. First, however, the chapter
introduces the methodology by giving a brief overview of the chosen approach, and the
methodological tool in the form of computer software. Then, it presents the data collection
process and analysis. Finally, the obtained results are discussed and evaluated in the form of

categorised codes.

Methodology

The methodology that | chose to use in order to explore the research question is qualitative
case study. This specific type of qualitative research has been described as a “detailed, intensive
study of particular, contextual and bounded phenomena” (Luck et al. 2006, 104). A main goal
of such methodology is to explore a phenomenon, or a topic of interest in depth (Baxter and
Jack 2008, 544). This takes place via a case study. Despite the fact that the phenomenon
remains the main point of focus, the case used as a tool for obtaining data, and drawing general

conclusions about the phenomenon. By using a case study approach, the researcher is further
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allowed to develop a theoretical framework that explores and/or explains the phenomenon
(Hennink et al. 2011). The further exploration of the phenomenon through a discussion of
stakeholders’ experiences is a goal of the current thesis, and makes the qualitative case study

approach especially appropriate.

The key approach that | have chosen to guide the current study is the instrumental case study
approach, as pinpointed by Stake (1995, 2000). Below | will briefly outline what defines the

instrumental type and what makes it an appropriate choice for the current study.

According to Stake (1995) the instrumental case study approach is used to accomplish
something more than simply understanding a particular situation. Instead, it provides insight
into an issue or helps to refine a theory that later serves for an explanation of a phenomenon.
The case itself is of a secondary interest and plays a rather supportive role, facilitating the
understanding of something else — usually the phenomenon itself. The case study is used as a
part of a whole; often looked at in depth, it is documented in detail and helps pursue external

interests (e.g. Stake 1995).

| chose this particular methodology carefully and in accordance to the previously outlined

research question:

What are the reasons behind the negative experience of Bulgarian “hypothetical

reconstructions” by individuals who are actively involved with archaeology?

Generally, with the conduction of a qualitative research case study approach the issue in
guestion is not explored through one lens, but rather through many different lenses by using a
variety of sources (Baxter and Jack 2008, 544). In this thesis, the different data lenses that
explore the phenomenon come from interviews, visual material and a review of academic
literature. The participation of interviewees with different backgrounds and level of
archaeological expertise diversifies the data and gives a variety of personal perspectives on the
same phenomenon. Evaluating and discussing the gathered data | aim to provide a detailed
exploration of Bulgarian hypothetical reconstructions and find a possible explanation for their

conduction. Ideally, this explanation will be, at least to a certain extent, applicable to other
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cases of hypothetical reconstructions in Bulgarian context funded by the EC Operational

Programmes “Regions in Development” (2007-2013) and “Regions in Growth” (2014-2020).

Data collection process and analysis
Participants

The data in the current study comprises of three in-depth, semi-structured interviews. The
participants in this research are actively involved with the archaeological discipline by being
either professionals or interested in the subject of archaeology. Moreover, all of them have
observed the restoration process carried out at the Yailata national archaeological reserve.
They have voiced their opinion on the matter in media interviews, as well as through academic
articles. Below | provide some brief information on all of the participants, explaining how they
came to be direct observers of the Yailata restoration. | will also justify their involvement as

participants in the current study.

The first interview was conducted with Dobri Dobrev, a professional archaeologist. In the years
between 2002 and 2011 Dobrev was the main curator and director of the Archaeology
department of the History Museum in Kavarna, Dobritch municipality. He was also the curator
of the Yailata national archaeological reserve. In 2014 he was appointed as a director of the
archaeological department of Dobritch Regional Museum, as well as exercising the position of a
vice-director of the Dobritch Museum (Appendix 6/Appendix 7,1). Dobrev was supposed to be
involved in the creation of the Yailata restoration project in accordance with the Cultural
Heritage Law (article 164), since he was appointed as the main archaeologist managing the
archaeological reserve during the time when the restoration project was launched (2008).
Despite his expertise on the subject, he was not involved in the discussion leading to the

creation of the project.
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The second interview was conducted with Professor Diana Gergova, who specializes in Thracian
archaeology, heritage management and cultural legislation. Her active involvement with
ICOMOS Bulgaria further makes her a good representative for the group of heritage managers.
Through her expertise she participated in several conservation and restoration projects
(Appendix 8/Appendix 9, 1). Gergova’s involvement with the Yailata restoration project is direct
through her involvement with Bulgaria ICOMOS’s Declaration in 2014, and her expert opinion

has been sought in a number of media interviews.

The final participant is Vlado Rumenov, a public figure, activist, and a professional artist
(Appendix 10/Appendix 11). Rumenov is also often involved with the artistic restoration of
icons. From 1985 onwards he was a member of the archaeological researching team at Yailata,
however, he does not identify himself as an amateur archaeologist. Furthermore, Rumenov is
one of the founders of GIOKIN (Citizens Initiative for the Protection of the Cultural Heritage),
and an author of the official letter of complaint to the European Commission’s Directorate-
General Regional and Urban Policy (Appendix 3), which has been discussed in the previous

chapter.

A main departing point for the choice of the above described participants was the fact that they
were all directly linked with the Yailata archaeological reserve. Some, like Dobri Dobrev and
Vlado Rumenov, were observing closely the Yailata restoration process. Diana Gergova, on the
contrary, mainly voiced her professional opinion on the matter through the media and
academia. Overall, the professional expertise and archaeological knowledge of the participants
were valuable components for the purpose of this study. In the developed questionnaire | tried

to balance the questions between national (Bulgaria) and regional (Yailata) scale.

For the purpose of data analysis | first transcribed the interviews in Bulgarian, and then
translated them in English. This was needed because the format of the computer software
employed for analysis does not support Bulgarian language. However, since every translation is
also a subjective interpretation, in the appendix section | am attaching the English, as well as

the Bulgarian version of the interviews.
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Questionnaire

The questionnaire developed for the interviews was composed of 17 questions (Appendix 5).
Five of those are opening and closing questions provided to get more background information
on the participants, as well as to introduce and close the discussion subject. Overall, there are 5
opening and closing, and 12 core questions, dealing with three major topics: the state of
restoration at Yailata (3 questions), experience of restoration projects on a national level (5
guestions) and perception and association with European cultural heritage (4 questions). The
guestions regarding restorations on national scale and perception of European heritage and
sense of belonging were created in the context of the previously outlined theoretical
framework in Chapter 2. They aimed at outlining the processes of restoration and the overall
experience on the matter. A similar approach was undertaken regarding the questions dealing
with European sense of belonging and perception of common European heritage. These
guestions aim at exploring the personal perception of stakeholders having prior knowledge in
archaeological conservation and restoration theory and legislation framework, and therefore,

providing an informed opinion on the matter.

Finally, the three questions concerned with the restoration project at Yailata aim to cast light
upon the issue of the restoration process in question. Because of the familiarity with the
archaeological reserve, the participants managed to give detailed information on the
conduction of the project. Their answers led to the production of new data which will be

presented in the following section.

Data analysis: coding and NVivo software

After obtaining of the data, a computer-based qualitative methodological tool was used to
analyse it. This tool is the NVivo software, used for the coding of data, as well as for visualizing

the relationship between the sources and concepts more clearly.

Qualitative coding was used as the main research tool for the current data analysis. The codes

or concepts are usually being developed in order to pinpoint underlying themes in the data (in
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this case, interviews). They are essentially topics discussed by participants and identified
through reading the data. Usually, two types of codes are distinguished — deductive and
inductive (Hennink et al. 2008, 218). Deductive codes usually originate from the researcher and
could be outlined as topics in the interview guide, and for this reason also developed first.
Inductive codes, however, could only be identified after careful examination of the data, since
they are usually raised by the participants themselves. As such, they hold valuable insights
about the issues of importance mentioned by the participants. Often, these are different from
the assumptions that had been anticipated by the researcher and as such lack any possible

input from the researcher themselves (Hennink et al. 2008, 218-9).

The codes, both inductive and deductive, are organized into concepts and/or categories. A
category generally outlines a main topic that has been discussed and keeps on reoccurring
during an interview. For example, in the present study the code “national framework” is a
concept, since the interviewees have mentioned different aspects of the overall theme of the
national framework (Table 2). The concepts are distinctive, and more detailed fragments of the
discussed categories that the participants have stressed upon. An example given within the
context of the thesis would be “national identity”. This concept falls within the national
framework category, but is more specific and discusses a certain issue (Table 2). When
presenting the results in the following section, the concepts will be presented within the outline

of their categories.

Using the NVivo software five main categories were outlined, with distinctive concepts
emerging from some (Table 2). The categories’” main underlying themes that were discussed

during the interviews are as follows:

- (1) Economic factors and implementation of funding (inductive);
- (2) European framework (deductive and inductive);

- (3) national framework (deductive and inductive);

- (4) restoration/reconstruction projects (deductive);

- (5) professional expertise (inductive).
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The concepts emerging from some of those categories are further presented in Table 2. Most of
those were deductive, but some were also inductive and brought upon by the interviewees
themselves. These will be presented when the different categories are discussed in detail.
Therefore, the following section of this chapter deals with presentation of results as produced
by the NVivo software and further evaluates the formation and importance of the above

outlined codes and categories.

Table 1.Data analysis. NVivo coded categories and associated concepts.

professional economic
expertise factors
y N
national i European | restoration/reconstruction
L framework y _ framework : projects
legislation European I restoration as
sense of authenticity hypothetical new
beloning reconstructions construction
successul
restoration
processes

Presentation of results

In order to present the qualitative results in a comprehensive way, three tables have been

produced with the assistance of the NVivo software (Table 2, Table 3, Table 4). By entering the

transcribed interviews into the system, the software codes the data and presents codes, which

are usually later distinguished into categories and concepts by the researcher.
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Within the tables the categories and their associated codes are represented by the same
colour. As such, the economic factors and the implementation of funding (1) are designated by
orange, the European framework (2) - blue, the national framework (3) - pink, the

restoration/reconstruction projects (4) by yellow, and the professional expertise (5) — green.

Table 2. Codes distinguished in the interview with Dobri Dobrev
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Table 3. Codes distinguished in the interview with Diana Gergova

Table 4. Codes distinguished in the interview with Vlado Rumenov
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Evaluation of results

Before interpreting the results, | would first like to outline the way different nodes have been
discussed by the participants. As can also be seen from the interviews’ transcripts (Appendix 5,
Appendix 7, Appendix 9) and the above presented tables (Table 3, Table 4, Table 5), each
interviewee stresses specifically one distinctive concept. These concepts are mainly discussed
on a general, national scale. However, in order to keep a balanced presentation | will discuss

the categories in general and the different concepts emerging from them.

Finally, the conclusions that stem from the results’ evaluation will be briefly discussed, setting

the grounds for a discussion platform in Chapter five.

Category 1: economic factors

The first inductive category that emerged as a result from the obtained data was the one of
“economic factors”. They were heavily stressed on by Rumenov, comprising of around 17% of

his interview.

Rumenov sees a main reason for the conduction of restoration projects as entirely economic in

nature. In his opinion,

. in this manner a lot of money could be incorporated from the state and from European
funding. According to the information that we have gathered, between 50% and 80% of the
funding that has been meant for this [restoration projects],that are coming from Europe and are
being implemented by the Ministry of Culture, actually reach regional level, the municipalities

and their mayors (Appendix 9).

Rumenov misspeaks and considers the Ministry of Culture the primary agent behind the
implementation and re-direction of funds for restoration projects, instead of the Ministry of
Regional Development. The general impression that funds are being mishandled, however,
seems to be applicable to both the Ministries of Culture and Regional Development, and

perhaps even to other executors of such projects, like municipalities and religious institutions. It
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should be stressed that this perception creates a feeling of general distrust, regardless of

whether such accusations are truthful or not.

III

The idea of corruption and “wrongful” implementation of funds is mentioned several times by
Rumenov. He claims that the amount of material that was documented as used for “restoring”
in the official reports is grossly overestimated. He hints at the possibility of funds not being
accordingly implemented. Something similar, but not as extreme, is discussed by Gergova, who
claims that the restorations, are, in fact “constructions for millions” and the exclusion of

experts is a deliberate choice:

Predominant approval in a purely administrative manner, no creative discussions of low quality
projects for hypothetical restorations which, in practice, foresee entirely new construction for
millions. The projects are approved and carried out by municipalities and the experts are in fact
eliminated from them and substituted for construction companies. These construction
companies have usually already written the projects according to what municipalities have

agreed upon and the funding has been accordingly redirected (Appendix 7).

Economic factors and the implementation of funding were not discussed by Dobrev. Rather, he
stressed on other factors and his answers were generally sticking to the format of the

questionnaire.

Naturally, economic development and regional growth are main goals of the Regional
Development Operational Programmes. However, Rumenov and Gergova explicitly talk about
the municipalities benefitting economically by implementation of European funding. A concern
for a similar kind of “corruption scheme” is raised by Rumenov in relation to Yailata. The
general perception that a misuse of funds exists seems to be connected to the significance that

executors put on regional economic growth in relation to heritage restoration projects.

Category 2: European framework

Legislation
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The issue of European legislation was explored in several questions (Appendix 4). Since the
European legislative framework is being violated, mainly by not following the standardization
outlined by the Valletta Convention (1992) the opinions of the participants were sought. The
participants had contrasting opinions on the matter. While Dobrev felt like the issue is mainly
on a national (even regional) scale and violating national legislation, Rumenov and Gergova
both discussed the management of heritage on a European level. Both felt that the rising level
of bureaucratisation among other European countries, as well as within European institutions is
having a negative effect on heritage management. Gergova ascribed this to the exclusion of
expert opinion in the creation of management planning (Appendix 7). Rumenov, however,
discussed the effect that the level of European bureaucratisation has on Bulgarian national

level:

And the worse thing is that despite that we write about those things [“stealing” of financial
funding], the European magistrates want evidence, because the governmental reports are
brilliant, naturally, they cannot find the gap there — everything has been documented to the last
detail and the European administration is even more strict than ours [national] — they say

“alright, everything here is okay, what is your problem? — here, finish your work”... (Appendix 9).

The different issues that arise from the overly administrative side of heritage management have
been extensively discussed within academic writings (e.g. Graham et al. 2000, Fairclough 2008).
The issue is closely related to the exclusion of archaeologists from the projects, something
already mentioned by Gergova and outlined as an inductive code (“professional expertise”).
Furthermore, the specific bureaucratisation of heritage management practices within European
institutions has also been a subject of discussions (e.g. Niklasson 2016). However, in this case
the issue is further complicated, since the funding does not follow any official cultural policy or
a heritage management strategy (European or national) and is rather oriented towards regional
development. As such, the criteria that the projects need to meet are different from what they
would have been under heritage management policy. Nevertheless, legislation is still being
violated, since physical destruction of cultural heritage occurs. This point will be further

expended on in Chapter five.
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European sense of belonging

As a regional expert, Dobrev seems to be paying the most attention to the issue of “European
sense of belonging”, a concept embedded in the interview questionnaire. It is interesting to
note that when discussing the Bulgarian role in a common European heritage framework, he
seems to feel that Bulgarian heritage is underrepresented, and perhaps even underappreciated

in European context:

It is European. And we are even downplaying the significance of what we have. Another
approach is needed. Everything that reaches Europe should be represented in another way and
we have to know what is here [Bulgaria] and what we are talking about. And they need to value
it [heritage] and control what is happening [with it] ... Promotion of certain sites from time to
time is not what should be known and communicated as important for this country and for the
geographical area in general. And | do not mean one or two time periods, | mean everything

(Appendix 5).

Despite the vague wording, during the interview Dobrev was being clear in expressing his
dissatisfaction with the lack of promotion of Bulgarian heritage and its place in a common
European framework. While specific cases of “promotion of certain sites” were not discussed, it
seems safe to assume that Dobrev felt some sites and archaeological periods were
underrepresented in the way heritage was promoted on a national, as well on a wider
geographical scale. The issue of national promotion of heritage has also been identified as an
inductive code, which is evaluated below. Dobrev associated himself and felt a personal
connection to archaeological heritage in a close proximity to his geographical area of research
— which is, Late Antiquity sites in the region of Dobrudzha (modern day Northern Bulgaria and
Southern Romania) (Appendix 6). Dobrev, however, felt no connection to any cultural heritage
perceived as “European” outside that region. The idea of “European sense of belonging”
seemed to be applicable to Bulgarian heritage as a part of a wider European framework,
something that should be “valued” and “taken care of”. However, nothing perceived as

“European” could be identified as something that he, personally, felt any association with.
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The issue of “European sense of belonging” was touched upon, but not extensively discussed by
the other two participants. However, their view on what part of Bulgarian heritage is perceived
as European and belonging to a European cultural heritage were similar to Dobrev’s. Rumenov,
for instance, sees Bulgaria as a “small part of European culture” (Appendix 10). He further goes

on stating:

We have a constant interchange - material and cultural with Europe. There are many
monuments as well, which are of a national and international significance. When we are talking

about Thracian tombs we can find exceptional things (Appendix 9).

He also feels a personal connection to the cultural heritage in Northern Greece and Macedonia.
He further explains that it is because they are “nearby geographical areas, so it is evidence for

ethnic territories, and Bulgarian” (Appendix 9).

As an international scholar Diana Gergova feels connected with archaeological heritage from
various places in Europe. Nevertheless, the national heritage that she feels belongs to the

European community is similar to the one mentioned by Rumenov:

... relates to our prehistoric monuments as well, even more so the Thracian ones which already
give evidence for the relationship between different parts of Europe, provide us with a proof for
the existence of one Proto-European civilization. | will not discuss the Roman epoch due to the
unification of culture, but after that we see the existence of Christian monuments, Medieval
Bulgaria. In each and every one of Bulgaria’s historic periods we can look for monuments which
are from European and World heritage significance. The problem is that we are doing nothing

about it (Appendix 7).

The uniqueness of certain national traits associated with Bulgarian heritage is seen as
contributing to a common European culture. Mentioned by the participants are the Thracian
and Medieval periods, which are considered inherently Bulgarian, but not, for example, the
Roman period, owing to the cultural unification. European archaeological heritage outside

Bulgaria, however, is rarely perceived as something that the participants identify with, unless it
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is in a close geographical proximity. As such, Bulgarian archaeological heritage contributes to

the European culture, but does not really share it.

Category 3: national framework

Three different concepts have been distinguished under the category of national framework.
These are the codes for national identity, national legislation, and promotion of national
heritage. While the first two are deductive codes and correspond with questions from the initial
interview guide, the last one is an inductive code and is closely related to the already outlined

issue of European sense of belonging. All three of them will be evaluated here.

National Identity

The interviewees have distinctive opinions on the relationship between archaeological cultural

heritage and national identity. Gergova, for example, feels that heritage

... plays a crucial role as a uniting tool for the Bulgarian people, not only because of the rich
history of the country, but also because of the participation of contemporary people of different

ethnic or religious background in its research and preservation (Appendix 7).

The diversification of heritage perception by the inclusion of people from different backgrounds
(others than Orthodox Christian or ethnically Bulgarian, which is the majority of the population
in Bulgaria) seems to be also crucial for the diversification of what is perceived as “Bulgarian”.
Archaeological heritage is seen as a “uniting tool” for the community and is enriched by the

participations of people from different backgrounds.

A different view on the archaeological heritage — national identity relationship is upheld by
Rumenov. He also sees archaeological heritage as a tool, however, as a tool “for the direction of

the public’s opinion on the matter”. He further goes on to explain:
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Actually, it is being played on the string of Bulgarian nationalism and chauvinism, and the
Bulgarian public is not educated enough in order to know what is valuable and what not. So,
when you say to them “These people over there [other European countries] have castles and
fortresses, and we here do not, but actually we do, let’s construct them, and the more fully
constructed they are, the more valuable they become”, and the Bulgarian public answers “Yes,

II/

of course, bravo, wonderful!” it is impressed. And | just said this, a short while ago, it is really
good that people are paying attention to us, they invite us over in the media, because it is
through the media that our opinion and arguments reach people with different views, we get

the chance to explain why we are not happy with it, what are we criticising (Appendix 9).

Rumenov sees the reconstruction of heritage as connected to a feeling of nationalism among
the public. The reconstruction of archaeological heritage is both a result of a general feeling of
patriotism, and a tool for the creation of national pride. The reconstruction of something that
is seen as “valuable” and uniquely Bulgarian, despite it having analogues in other countries (i.e.
fortresses and castles) further enhances a feeling of patriotism. A similar conscious strategy for
the hypothetical reconstruction of archaeological sites, mainly medieval, has been employed in
the years after the creation of the modern Bulgarian state and the World War I, right before
the change to a totalitarian political regime (Kandulkova 2007). During this period (1898 —
1944), however, it was aimed at the creation of national identity within the newly-formed
state. Rather, Rumenov’s observations hint at the idea that the sense of national pride is used
as a tool for swinging the public opinion’s in favour of the reconstruction of certain

archaeological sites.

Unlike the other two interviewees, Dobrev does not see any correlation between archaeological

heritage and its restoration and the construction of national identity:

No, no... | am trying to look for such a relation, but no (Appendix 5).

While seemingly contradictory, it is possible for the two models to exist simultaneously.
Archaeological heritage could be used as a tool for both diversification (Gergova) and

I”

unification (Rumenov) of what is perceived as inherently “national”. A similar approach has

been observed by Kandulkova (2007) in the years before 1944, when two models for the
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restoration of archaeological heritage are said to have existed. The first one was following the
outlined in European and international context standardization and conservation ethos, which
aims at preservation of authenticity and keeping the restoration as closely to the original as
possible. The second one, aiming at establishment of national identity by enhancing national
pride and rooting it in the past, was rather favouring the hypothetical reconstructions of
archaeological sites where traits perceived as inherently national were deliberately enhanced.
Having this idea in mind, it could be argued that both models trace their roots to the past, and a
certain level of continuity of these models could be observed in contemporary heritage
management practices. Nevertheless, in the contemporary case of hypothetical reconstruction
practices, the idea of certain level of nationalism seems to be used as a justification for their

conduction, rather than resulting from them.

National legislation

The concept of national legislation and its relation to reconstruction processes was explored
during the interviews in accordance with the outlined literature review in Chapter 2. This was
mainly done because of the expressed dissatisfaction with the decentralisation of the Cultural
Heritage Law and the power given to regional authorities and municipalities expressed by
different expert organisations and NGOs (e.g. ICOMOS Bulgaria). At the same time, this power
is centralised on regional level and leaves experts out of the decision-making processes. Both
Gergova (Appendix 7) and Rumenov (Appendix 9) pay special attention to the subject. Gergova

explains the system of projects’ conduction as follows:

...the results from such conservation and restoration practices are extremely negative, with very
few exceptions. The reasons for this could be found in the national legislative framework.
Restorations are often interpreted as new construction, restoration experts and their private
businesses cannot apply for these projects on their own, since their capacity is not enough and
could only be found with big construction companies, which are expected to hire restoration
experts. In this way the values are turned upside down because instead for the restoration

experts to be in control of these restoration practices, they are being used. Another problem is
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the centralisation of power in the hands of the owner’s institution, or in those of the cultural
policy-makers; in this way extreme destruction is brought onto heritage monuments (Appendix

8).

Rumenov sees the main weak spot within the current legislation with the lack of involvement of
a “strong institute” of experts who should be monitoring the restoration processes, namely the
NIICH. Many other Bulgarian experts support this view and feel like there is not involvement
and exercised control from the Ministry of Culture and NIICH in the development of restoration
projects (e.g. Gergova 2015). Moreover, the funding is mainly allocated by the Ministry of
Regional Development and the responsibilities for restoration projects fall entirely in the hands
of regional authorities and municipalities. Thus, often the archaeological cultural heritage is not
treated in accordance to the outlined national cultural policies, but is rather viewed as a

commodity.

Dobrev does not specifically mentions national legislation, but rather focuses on the promotion

of national heritage, which is detailed in the following subsection.

Promotion of national heritage

The inductive concept concerning the promotion of national heritage is closely related to the
European sense of belonging that is discussed by Dobrev. However, this concept could be
viewed from a different perspective than the one outlined in the evaluation of the “European
sense of belonging” concept. In the framework of common European heritage Bulgarian
heritage is seen as contributing to the European culture, rather than sharing it, owing to its
“unique-ness”. The question of what is seen as typically uniquely Bulgarian remains. Dobrev, for
instance, stresses on the idea that certain types of sites are “promoted” more often than
others. While he never explicitly mentions which, a certain trend of presenting archaeological
heritage from one period over another could be noticed in the practice of Bulgarian heritage
management. This was mostly done in accordance with a certain prevailing national myth (e.g.

Savova-Mahon Borden 2001, Graham et al. 2000, 192), which represents the Turks as the
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Bulgarain natural enemy. This makes certain type of archaeological heritage more Bulgarian
and representing more Bulgarian traits, hence more desirable for presentation or restoration.

This idea would be more extensively discussed in Chapter five.

Category 4: restoration/reconstruction projects

Four different concepts emerged from the category for restoration and reconstruction projects.
This issue has been extensively discussed by all of the participants, often with repetitions and
emphasis on reoccurring themes. The concepts will be individually evaluated in the following

subsection.

Successful restoration projects

The conduction of successful restoration projects was an issue that formed an essential part of
the questionnaire. All of the participants were able to give examples of successfully conducted
restorations, meaning, restorations that were in line with the international legislation and
conservation ethos. Rumenov even discussed a project that personally impressed him, a

conduction of anastolysis on a temple located in Northern Bulgaria (Appendix 9).

Gergova and Dobrev also pointed at different restorations producing satisfying results and
preserving the authenticity of the monuments: Horizont fortress (Appendix 5), Sveshtari tomb,
Shumanets and Dyadovo tells (Appendix 7). Most of these restorations, however, were a result

of an interdisciplinary collaboration between different experts. As Gergova puts it:

The issue is that often after the realization of these restoration projects they remain under the
supervision of incompetent regional institutions which are not only indifferent, but are also not
knowledgeable enough to know what to do; that is when destructive processes take over as
regular practices. During the conduction of these projects | have personally worked alongside
teams which follow the set out international framework [on conservation and restoration]

(Appendix 7).
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This observation circles back to the argument, given by Gergova and Dobrev, that the
exclusions of experts in the initial creation of the projects makes it difficult to achieve

successful and balanced restorations of archaeological heritage.

Restoration as new construction

Restorations carried out under the Ministry of Regional Development are also often seen as

entirely new constructions by the interviewees. Dobrev, for example, states that:

In the majority of cases restoration and conservation processes are not really happening; we are
rather talking about construction. All of them... for the majority of projects that are ongoing in
Bulgaria we are talking about construction. And we are not even discussing construction next to
the cultural heritage, but construction on top of this cultural heritage, which is brutal”

(Appendix 5).

This perception is mainly owing to the introduction of new materials to the original fabric of the
monuments — a point made by Rumenov (Appendix 9). Gergova (Appendix 7) rather discusses
the new construction as not well constructed and “falling apart”. This type of “new”
construction is often viewed as an outright destruction of the archaeological heritage and is

deemed unacceptable by the interviewees.

Hypothetical reconstructions and authenticity

The concepts of hypothetical reconstructions and authenticity are closely intertwined, since
often the one is explained through the other. For instance, while hypothetical reconstructions
are perceived “extremely negatively” (e.g. by Gergova), they are also described as “destruction
of monuments’ authenticity, as well as a destruction of the chance for these monuments to

later be scientifically researched” (Gergova, Appendix 8). Dobrev supports this view by stating:
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Restoration is something else. This thing with the hypothetical [reconstructions] cannot be
applied... how, one does not know how it used to look like, but they construct... this is new

construction. Unfortunately on top of an authentic building, quite often (Appendix 5).

A main key point in the negative perception of hypothetical reconstructions is not only the
destruction of the physical fabric of the monuments, but also the loss of authenticity. With the
loss of authenticity there is a feeling that cultural heritage is being “falsified” (Rumenov,

Appendix 9).

Authenticity is an important aspect of what defines heritage and has been a subject of
academic debates on an international level for years. There is no definite answer to what
constitutes authenticity, and it has been often described as flexible and changing; it is not
frozen in time, but is rather dynamic (Domicelj Am 2009, 153). However, the participants in the
current study seem to define authenticity through the preservation of monuments’ original
fabrics. The introduction of new construction is seen as destruction to archaeological heritage.
Authenticity and its role in the restoration of Bulgarian archaeological heritage will be discussed

in-depth in Chapter five.

Category 5: professional expertise

From Gergova’s transcript and the produced results it can be seen that she extensively
discusses the subject of professional expertise on numerous occasions (Appendix 7). A member
of ICOMOS and an archaeologist involved with heritage management, she feels that the
exclusion of experts in the creation and approval of projects is a crucial deficiency. The issue of
involvement of professional archaeologists was briefly mentioned in the interview guide as a
closing question, but Gergova stressed on the importance of an inter-disciplinary involvement
in the creation of restoration projects. Therefore, her point was considered an inductive code

and as such provided valuable information to the analysed data.

Gergova illustrates her point clearly:

74

——
| —



The inclusion of archaeologists is compulsory, but it is not enough. There should be discussions
in a broader circle of experts, such as archaeologists, restoration practitioners, project
managers, on every project. Just the inclusion of a single archaeologist is not enough — one
person could be wrong about something, or they could be pressured by the project managers

(Appendix 7).

This key point is also mentioned by Dobrev in his discussion of involvement of professional

archaeologists:

It is not about it being important, it is obligatory, they [archaeologists] need to be in the core of
these projects and in the core of everything — they need to be there long before the realisation
of the project, so they can control the process. Because the people that are carrying out the
project, as well as the people who are creating it are not specialists. Especially regarding the
actual carrying out of the project, we are talking about construction businesses which need to
be controlled! Usually, in these projects restoration experts are included, but many other
professionals are also needed, who can give another, diversified opinion on the matter

(Appendix 5).

The issue of professional expertise was also mentioned by Rumenov, in connection to a

systematic conduction of the restoration projects (Appendix 9). He states that it is:

Of an upmost importance and it is even in the official legislation (Cultural Heritage Law) that the
involvement of an archaeologist is obligatory, and this archaeologist must be the initial

researcher (Appendix 9).

The lack of involvement of archaeologists in decisions made in heritage management is an issue
often stressed upon by different scholars and experts within the archaeological discipline.
However, in this case both Gergova and Dobrev are concerned about the lack of involvement of
professional expertise in general. Gergova stresses the importance of the involvement of inter-
disciplinary researchers — project managers, restoration practitioners — not simply
archaeologists. Dobrev further explains this by stating that the actual process is one of a

“construction”, which needs to be controlled. The absence of a balanced, expert opinion in the
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creation of restoration projects carried out by municipalities and regional authorities seems to
be a main problem leading, more often than not, to the physical destruction of archaeological

heritage.

The case study: how is the restoration project at Yailata archaeological reserve

perceived by the interviewees?

So far in this chapter the results from the conducted data analysis have been presented and
evaluated. The variety of participants’ backgrounds is important for the current study, since it
provides diversified opinions on the matter. Before observing which and how many of the
discussed concepts are actually being applied in practice in the discussion part of the study, |
will briefly outline the way the restoration project and its results are perceived by the

participants.

During the interview, it was clear that Dobrev feels a personal connection to the Yailata site,
having been a main curator of the archaeological reserve for 12 years. He was not involved in
the initial discussion for the creation of the project, but he was also not allowed to see the
official report which at the time was in store at the Regional Museum of Kavarna. When
addressing the restoration process he refers to it as an outright “destruction of immovable
cultural heritage” (Appendix 5). A main problem he sees with the loss of authenticity, and the
process is further described as a “manipulation” conducted by the government officials in

charge.

When discussing the project, Gergova gives a detailed explanation of the way the process was

developed, claiming that “the issue is quite specific for projects of this kind”.

The issue is quite specific for all projects of this kind. The agreement that is reached between the

administration on different hierarchical levels during the initial discussion of starting such a
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project. The absolute exclusion of experts - those are the archaeologists — in the formulation of
the project, its official approval, which is happening independently from the clear contradictions
with international and Bulgarian conservation ethos. This is further enhanced by the conduct of
an impressive number of violations which concern not only the authenticity of the
archaeological fabric, but also the natural environment; the lack of adequate reaction from the

respective institutions, which tend to ignore the received signals for violation (Appendix 7).

Here she again gives the exclusion of experts as a main reason for the violations, alongside
bureaucratisation and lack of monitoring, which should be done in accordance with the legal

framework.

Described as a “prominent example of bad practice” the Yailata reserve also holds a personal
significance to Rumenov. He does not see a reason for the conduction of the restoration of the
fortress, claiming that clearing of the surrounding vegetation would have been enough to solve

the visualisation issue.

He rather explains the restoration as a part of a “corruption scheme” intended for “stealing of
funds”. A reason for that he sees in a deviation in practice from theory that has been outlined in

the official report:

... in the project it says that these iron poles need to be 20mm in width, | measured them — they
are 12 mm wide, 8 mm of iron is missing, and it has been documented as done. Many other
things... this is easy to observe, but other things — whatever has been written. The stones that
are used at Yailata are supposed to be made of local limestone (..) So the answer to this
question — why are these things being done is economic — so that financial funding could be

stolen (Appendix 9).

Out of all participants, Rumenov seems to be the most opinionated regarding the economic
factors when addressing the issue. This is possibly owing to his extensive involvement with
GIOKIM and his numerous attempts to get the Ministry of Culture or the European Commission
involved in what is perceived by him as a destruction of archaeological heritage. Nevertheless,

his opinion on the matter speaks of a clash of economic and cultural values ascribed to
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archaeological heritage. This, together with the issue of exclusion of experts and the
destruction of heritage due to loss of authenticity seem to be main reasons for the
dissatisfaction of participants in relation to the Yailata reserve. All of these issues will be further
addressed in Chapter five, when an attempt at creating a theoretical framework based on the

Yailata case study will be made.
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Chapter Five

Discussion

As previously discussed in Chapter four, the obtained results in the context of the Yailata case
study will be used for the construction of a framework, which will be used for the construction
of a framework, within which an explanation for the occurrence of the phenomenon could be
sought. Therefore, the following chapter sets a discussion platform within which the subject of
Bulgarian practices of hypothetical reconstructions is evaluated - and then fitted into a wider
context. First and foremost, however, an answer to the initially posed research question is
given. Following this, a clash of specific values ascribed to archaeological heritage by different
stakeholder groups is observed and discussed in depth. The conclusions drawn from this
observation serve as basis for a wider discussion; one that explores the issue on, but also goes
beyond national level and is mainly concerned with cultural messages conveyed by the way

archaeological heritage is being managed.

Evaluating the phenomenon: heritage values and hypothetical

reconstructions

The dissatisfaction with hypothetical reconstruction practices of experts and others actively
involved with the discipline of archaeology is connected, but not restricted to the violation of
international legislation. While the transgression of legislation is an issue by itself, it could be
argued that the articles outlined in treaties and charters are open to interpretation, and are
even treated as such by national government officials. An example could be given with a

popular argument given by representatives of the Ministry of Culture (e.g.
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www.standartnews.com®). According to this statement, voiced by the vice-minister of Culture,
the Venice Charter allows for reconstructions of archaeological heritage in extreme
circumstances, which could also be caused by weather anomalies. Because of the temperate-
continental climate that is typical for the geographical position of Bulgaria, the archaeological
heritage is exposed to amplitudes in the weather during the seasonal change, which causes its
deterioration. Therefore, this popular argument states that the reconstruction of archaeological
monuments is a needed conservation technique, which prevents heritage from destruction due
to the extreme differences in weather conditions. Nevertheless, at the same time, no strategies
for preservation of the original fabrics are being introduced. This example shows how
conventions and treaties for heritage preservation could be misinterpreted in order to fit

different goals; in the current case, the goals of the Operational Programmes.

The restoration practices, however, have consequences and these are quickly felt and vocalized
on a national level by various stakeholders. The majority of experts, as seen by the interview
data and from the analysis of academic literature seem to feel that archaeological heritage is
being falsified, and in extreme cases, even destroyed. An explanation for this general feeling
could be given with an occurring clash of values between experts and policy-makers and the
executors of the regional development Operational Programmes. In order to illustrate this point
better | would first like to discuss the notion of cultural and economic values separately, and

then observe the occurring clash.

Ascribing values to cultural heritage

From an anthropological perspective, value refers to the qualities and characteristics, actual or
potential, which can be observed in things and objects (Mason 2008, 99). Nowadays, the notion

of value has become a guiding idea in heritage management and conservation practices.

% http://www.standartnews.com/mneniya-
analizi/za_spasyavaneto_na_kulturnoto_nasledstvo_ili_za_kozhata_na_edin_direktor-290538.html

80

——
| —



Heritage’s attached and recognised values can range from monetary and economic, to
historical, scientific and educational. Depending on what values are associated to cultural
heritage, and by whom, the conservation, preservation and visualization practices of the

heritage in question could be decided upon by project and heritage managers.

Various scholars have created different classifications of heritage values over the years (e.g.
Reigl 1902, Lipe 1984, Frey 1997). Some of the different types of values in these models are
overlapping, and others are just analogous. Generally, however, economic and cultural values

are the two primary value metacategories in most of these studies (Mason 2008, 103).

For the purpose of the current study | use the typology created by Mason (2008). This decision
was made based on the fact that this specific typology clearly differentiates between the two

main value categories: (socio)cultural and economic (Table 1).

Table 5. Heritage values classification, as outlined by Mason (2008, 103).

Sociocultural values Economic values
Historical Use (market) value
Cultural/symbolic Nonuse (nhonmarket) value
Social Existence
Spiritual/religious Option

Aesthetic Bequest

Following the above outlined typology, | will briefly present the characteristics of the
sociocultural and economic values, and discuss them in relation to the Bulgarian case. This

allows me to better illustrate the observed clash of values.
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Economic values

The ascription of economic values to heritage is unavoidable and necessary for its
management. This type of valuing is one of the most powerful ways in which society identifies

and decides on a relative value of objects and things (Mason 2008, 106).

Economic values could be of use (market) value and non-use (nonmarket) value (Mason 2008,
107). To make a distinction between the two is important, since non-use values overlap to a
great extent with sociocultural values. They are the ones that are difficult to express in terms of
price, but still can be classified as economic values, because individuals would be willing to
spend resources on them (for instance, tourism). These include existence value (individuals
value a type of heritage because they appreciate its existence, even though they do not directly
consume it), option value (the option to consume a certain type of heritage in the future), or

bequest value (to preserve a type of heritage for future generations) (Mason 2008, 106-107).

Use values are market values and can be measured by price. Those are the values of material
heritage referring to goods and services that result from heritage in the form of admission fees

or wages (Mason 2008, 106).

Both use and nonuse values are being ascribed to reconstructed archaeological heritage by the
executors (beneficent) of the programmes. In the official report for the OP “Regions in Growth”
(2014-2020) (Operational programme “Regions in Growth” 2014, 234) these are listed as the
Ministry of Culture, religious institutions, municipalities and other organisations. Since market
and nonmarket values are indistinguishable, they are both projected onto the reconstructed

heritage. However, a certain level of imbalance could be observed.

Despite the fact that different agencies can be executors of the programmes (e.g. the
municipalities, the Ministry of Culture, etc.), for the interests of the programmes the
archaeological heritage in question is first and foremost seen as a means of achieving a higher
touristic interest, and hence, economic growth. Therefore, in order for economic growth to
occur, the tourists taken into account are simply seen as consumers, instead of individuals who

associate values to the reconstructed heritage. Non-use values such as existence and bequest
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values cannot be taken into consideration, since they cannot be measured. Even the option
value presents somewhat of an issue, since the programmes are restricted by deadlines and
time limits, and potential future tourists are not a secure source of immediate economic
growth. Therefore, while use and nonuse values are equally represented as economic values, it
seems that market values are still the crucial values being projected onto the reconstructed

archaeological heritage.

This issue is further complicated by the role of the agents that execute the programmes. Within
the projects, they hold the role of influencers — the agents (individuals and organisations) who
have the power over management of the projects (Kennon et al. 2009, 9). Since they are
responsible for the relocation of funds and decision-making, they also exclusively influence
which values to be represented in connection to the archaeological heritage. While the
participation of influencers is crucial for the implementation of heritage preservation projects,
it is important to achieve balance between their opinions, and those of the other parties

involved.

Since this has not been achieved in the Bulgarian case, the focus is deliberately put on
economic values by the programmes’ executors. Heritage is mainly seen as an economic
commodity that needs to boost regional economy. The exclusive power upheld by the
beneficiates do not allow for diversification of the represented values. Needless to say, this
conventional approach causes tension within other stakeholder groups who associate different
values (e.g. archaeological professionals and heritage managers). Therefore, the following

section discusses the nature of this tension.

Sociocultural values

Having in mind the results from the interview data and literature analyses, | can conclude that

mainly sociocultural values seem to be ascribed to the reconstructed heritage by individuals
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actively involved with the archaeological discipline. Two very important values ascribed to it

seem to be the cultural/symbolic and historical ones.

The cultural/symbolic value describes a crucial part of the very notion of heritage. There are
different subtypes of the cultural value: political, ethnic or other, and these are generally used
to build cultural affiliation (Mason 2008, 104). Because of these shared characteristics,
cultural/symbolic values could be used as a tool for communication with and through heritage.
For example, according to Mason (2008, 104), political values could be manifested symbolically
and have the potential to be interpreted both positively (contributors to civil society), or
cynically — as political tool used to enforce specific national or political ideology. Some of the
cultural characteristics can also be used to stimulate ethnic-group identity (Mason 2008, 105).
This is an important remark, and | will return to it when discussing the outcomes of

hypothetical reconstructions.

A subtype of historical value — the educational/academic value seems to be of an upmost
importance to the stakeholders who express dissatisfaction with the occurrence of hypothetical
reconstructions. This importance mainly lies in the potential to gain knowledge from the
historical record embodied in the archaeological heritage (Mason 2008, 104). As such, the
educational/academic value is also scientific. The concern that hypothetical reconstructions
could lead to falsification of the original fabric and thus prevent further scientific research has
been raised not only by interview participants (e.g. Dobrev, Appendix 4; Gergova, Appendix 5),

but also Bulgarian academics (Krustev 2014).

In general, the individuals dissatisfied with the conduction of such projects are the ones who
have the appropriate level of specialised education or knowledge to perceive the historical and
cultural values as important. Those are academics, heritage managers, and people actively
involved with the archaeological discipline. Despite that they represent a small minority, their
input is crucial for the truly successful completion of the restoration projects. As such, they
represent potential enablers within the projects that are conducting hypothetical
reconstructions. Enablers are important agents (people or organisations), who have the

resources to enable the project team (Kennon et al. 2009, 15). They possess the critical
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knowledge or are well familiar with the interests of a specific community and can influence the

conduction of a project in a way that satisfies all of the involved stakeholder groups.

The exclusion of professional expertise was a crucial node that resulted from the interview
data. Stressed upon by Dobrev (Appendix 4) and Gergova (Appendix 5), it seemed to be a main
reason for their dissatisfaction with the projects executed under the EC’s Operational
Programmes. As main enablers, who have the critical knowledge to understand and
communicate the importance of sociocultural (mainly historical (academic/scientific) and
cultural/symbolic) values, the interviewees felt the exclusion of professional experts as

damaging to the reconstructed archaeological heritage.

For the conduction of the European funded projects the involvement and approval of an
archaeological expert is compulsory, according to the national legislation (Cultural Heritage Law
2012, article 169). However, the expertise of a single person is often not enough to give a
diversified opinion. Moreover, a single person could be easily swayed in one direction or
another with accordance to various power relations. In order for a balanced and diversified
heritage management plan to be constructed, the multi-disciplinary of many experts is needed.
Therefore, it is understandable why the exclusion of professional experts is given as a main

reason for dissatisfaction from the interviewees.

Exploring the clash

Despite being technically rightfully implemented, since they are initially approved under the
regional development Operational Programmes, the projects are entirely focused on economic
growth and touristic attraction. Therefore, they pay little to no attention to the sociocultural
values associated to the archaeological heritage. Adding to the debate, some scholars argue
that the reconstructions do not attract more tourists. The partially hypothetically reconstructed

buildings, for example, do not offer a coherent archaeological narrative that could be presented
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to the public (Krustev 2014). The fully reconstructed castles, towers and fortresses resemble
new construction to such a great extent (Pehlivanova 2015), that they are in fact stripped of

their historical and cultural values.

This clash could be observed in the results from the interview data. The “economy” node has
been discussed extensively by Rumenov (Appendix 6). While he discusses it in the context of
economic fraud directed by the beneficients (e.g. municipalities, the Ministry of Regional
Development and even the Ministry of Culture), this is because the economic values associated

with the archaeological heritage is what drives these projects.

An interesting role in this clash is taken upon by the Ministry of Culture. The Ministry and its
institutions and government officials are all enablers to the projects, owing to their expertise
knowledge, and at the same time executors of some of the projects, as could be seen by the
official European Operational Programme’s report (e.g. Operativna programa regioni v razvitie
2014 — 2020, 233). As such, they could take upon the role of an advisory body, or even offer a
middle ground for discussions between the other project beneficents (e.g. municipalities) and
the archaeological and heritage experts regarding the conduction of restoration projects.
Nevertheless, judging by the different statements given by Ministry of Culture officials
(www.standartnews.com?®), and even by the Minister of Culture himself (Rashidov 2015), it
seems that the Ministry shies away from taking upon these roles. Officially, the Ministry of
Culture sees no legal violations within the implemented projects and approves of their

completion.

An issue arises from this firm position - the Ministry also oversees the existence of sociocultural
values applied to the archaeological heritage under reconstruction. As such, by theoretically
being both an enabler and an influencer, in reality the Ministry ignores the first and focuses on
the second of these characteristics. Thus, the stand taken by the Ministry of Culture further
contributes to the imbalance in the values that are being associated with archaeological

heritage and leads to actual violation of international and European treaties

10 http://www.standartnews.com/mneniya-
analizi/za_spasyavaneto_na_kulturnoto_nasledstvo_ili_za_kozhata_na_edin_direktor-290538.html
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Authenticity

The clash of economic and sociocultural values is one of the most frequently observed in
heritage management (e.g. Graham et al. 2000). While these values are always intertwined in
the perception of heritage, the imbalance between the two could lead to misrepresentation, or
even damage of archaeological cultural heritage (Mason 2008, 104). This has been discussed
above in relation to the Bulgarian case of hypothetical restorations through illustrating how
different stakeholder groups associate a variety of values to the reconstructed archaeological
heritage. However, this clash could also be observed in another way, and that is through the

issue of authenticity.

Consideration about the disregard of archaeological heritage’s authenticity by the executors of
EC’s Operational Programmes have been raised by Bulgarian academics (Krustev 2014,
Pehlivanova 2015) in recent years and have been the subject of media coverage and debates
(e.g. www.bnr.bg). The concept of authenticity has also been extensively discussed by the

interviewees, and the node for “authenticity” was reoccurring during the interviews.

The clash of economic and sociocultural values is one of the most frequently observed in
heritage management (e.g. Graham et al. 2000). While these values are always intertwined in
the perception of heritage, the imbalance between the two could lead to misinterpretation, or
even damage of archaeological cultural heritage (Mason 2008, 104). This has been discussed
above in relation to the Bulgarian case of hypothetical restorations through illustrating how
different stakeholder groups associate a variety of values to the reconstructed archaeological
heritage. However, this clash could also be observed in another way, and that is through the

issue of authenticity.

The concept of authenticity in relation to cultural heritage has been widely discussed before
and after the creation of the Nara Document of Authenticity in 1994. Overall, it is accepted
that, as Larsen and Marstein (1994, 9) put it, “conservation is not only about keeping the
material, but also recognizing its spirit, this non-physical essence and authenticity of the

heritage and its relation with the society”. Moreover, article 10 of the Nara Document (1994)
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states that authenticity “appears as the essential qualifying factor concerning values. The
understanding of authenticity plays a fundamental role in all scientific studies of the cultural
heritage, in conservation and restoration planning”. As such, authenticity is seen as a concept
of the upmost importance and its appreciation is seen as a crucial factor for understanding

other values associated with cultural heritage.

Consideration about the disregard of archaeological heritage’s authenticity by the executors of
EC’s Operational Programmes have been raised by Bulgarian academics (Krustev 2014,
Pehlivanova 2015) in recent years and have been the subject of media coverage and debates
(e.g. www.bnr.bg''). The concept of authenticity is also extensively discussed by the

interviewees, and the node for “authenticity” keeps on occurring during the interviews.

The main argument is that archaeological buildings are being “falsified” and damaged, mainly
through a loss of authenticity, which occurs when the original fabric is being damaged or
replaced by new materials. Authenticity, however, is a somewhat problematic concept, mainly
because it is not static and could change over time: it is flexible, and not frozen in time
(Domicelj Am 2009, 153). It is also open to interpretation: Jokilehto (2006, 36), for instance,
argues that it is necessary to accept that different cultures may have different ways of
expressing themselves about various issues, such as truth and/or authenticity. Following this
line of argumentation, it could be held that the subjective nature of the concept of authenticity
allows for various perception of its value from different stakeholder groups. Therefore, if we
accept that authenticity is a fluid concept, what makes it plausible to assume that disregarding
such a subjective idea when reconstructing an archaeological building leads to heritage

destruction?

Despite a general agreement on the importance of authenticity in relation to cultural heritage,
the concept is still hard to explicitly define due to its flexibility. Therefore, article 11 of the Nara

Document expresses the following conclusion:

11 http://bnr.bg/euranetplus/post/100563718/kampania-za-avtentichnost-na-kulturnoto-nasledstvo
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All judgments about values attributed to cultural properties as well as the credibility of related
information sources may differ from culture to culture, and even within the same culture. It is
thus not possible to base judgments of values and authenticity within fixed criteria. On the
contrary, the respect due to all cultures requires that heritage properties must be considered

and judged within the cultural contexts to which they belong.

Jokilehto (2006) broadens the discussion on diversity and uniqueness and their relation to the
appreciation of authenticity. However, it seems evident that in the Bulgarian case intercultural
differences of cultural expressions occur additionally. While we can observe dissatisfaction with
“loss of authenticity”, which is directly connected to the preservation of the original fabric of
buildings among Bulgarian academics and heritage practitioners, the issue of authenticity once
again seems to be overlooked by the agents conducting the reconstruction projects. Whether it
is deliberately ignored or simply not recognized as such is difficult to conclude, even though
there are indicators for both. For instance, it is unlikely to expect consideration for heritage’s
authenticity from executors of projects such as regional municipalities or the Ministry of
Regional Development owing to a possible lack of specialized knowledge on the subject.
However, authenticity of the original fabric does not seem to be a consideration of the Ministry
of Culture either, despite the fact that the Ministry as an agency and its governmental officials
are supposed to be familiar with this concept. Even though it is possible that the Ministry of
Culture ascribes another definition to the concept, or sees authenticity as something more than
simply the physical preservation of the original fabric, this has not been explicitly discussed by
the officials representing the institution. A notable exception could be found in a statement
made by the vice-minister of culture (www.standartnews.com?'?), in which she claims that the
majority of the national cultural heritage from the Antiquity and Middle Ages is “barely there”
and “99% of what is remaining are just the foundations”, which means that it is not authentic.
While this statement cannot be interpreted as an official statement by the Ministry, because it

shows Petrunova’s personal opinion on the matter, it seems that authenticity is not regarded as

12 http://www.standartnews.com/mneniya-
analizi/za_spasyavaneto_na_kulturnoto_nasledstvo_ili_za_kozhata_na_edin_direktor-290538.html
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a valuable concept that needs to be preserved by at least some of the archaeologically

educated agents executing the restoration projects.

Following this observation, it seems safe to conclude that the disregard of authenticity as a part
of the archaeological cultural heritage only further enhances the already established clash of
economic and sociocultural values. While authenticity is not usually considered a cultural value
in itself (e.g. Jokilehto 2006), it is also a nuanced concept that “recognizes the material’s spirit,
this non-physical essence and authenticity of the heritage and its relation with the society”
(Larsen and Marstein 1994, 9). The inability or, rather, the unwillingness to recognize
sociocultural values ascribed to heritage or the concept of authenticity that exists in relation to
tangible cultural heritage seem to be interconnected. They all result from the imbalance of
values that are being associated to heritage by the influencers who are responsible for the
implementation of the projects. The emphasis that is being put on economic use leaves no
space for diversification of values and disregards the more nuanced, social, cultural and

emotional aspects that are often ascribed to cultural heritage by various stakeholder groups.

Concluding remarks

A way to resolve this issue could be the introduction of open discussions, involving all of the
above mentioned agents and/or their representatives, as well as archaeological experts and
heritage managers. Despite the fact that projects are being conducted under the umbrella of
EC’s Operational Programmes for regional development, the executive agents should be better
familiarised with the concepts of authenticity and sociocultural values. This could help against
what is perceived as destruction of archaeological heritage by the above mentioned experts,
and could aid in preventing the transgression of legislation. Hypothetical reconstructions can,
indeed, be interpreted as falsification of heritage when they do not follow a carefully outlined

heritage management strategy, which is simultaneously diversified and balanced.
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A non-represented group in this study is the public. As yet another major stakeholder, its
opinion on the matter is crucial for the holistic understanding of the here presented issue.
While a lot has been written on the subject of public archaeology and its involvement with
heritage, in the context of the current study | would like to discuss the main role of the public as
a cultural heritage stakeholder. As a mass and direct consumer of heritage, both on a local and
international (touristic) level (e.g. Holtorf 2013), the public is a stakeholder group that uses
heritage to construct social recognition (Smith 2006), and stimulate ethnic-group identity
(Mason 2008), among other things. An example of how important the public’s involvement in
heritage management is, is discussed by Paul Shackel (2004, 4). Shackel stresses how the lack of
engagement of communities with interpretation of the past could lead to a gap in academic
presentation of the past as an undisputed reality. When not considering the initial public
attachment to a landscape or another type of heritage, different interpretations of that
heritage can be imposed. These are often then either internalised by the same public, which
originally attached their own values to this type of heritage, or fall into a disconnection with the
public. Therefore, in order to avoid this and achieve a more balanced approach to the
archaeological heritage management, a platform for discussion on the issues of heritage values
and authenticity that only involves beneficiates of the projects and academic/heritage
management representatives is not enough for an explicit diversification of archaeological
heritage perception. Rather, an involvement of as many stakeholder groups as possible is

needed, and the public is a crucial one.

Since the issue occurs on a national level, an overall documentation of public’ interests on such
a big scale would be difficult. However, the nature of the projects, which are aimed at regional
development and conducted by regional municipalities, presents an ideal opportunity to
include the opinions of people situated in these regions. Since restoration projects of
archaeological sites are managed by the regional municipalities, the carrying out of full
stakeholder analyses prior to the creation of the projects could be a reasonable measure. This,
of course, would require the inclusion not only of experts and the public, but of any other
interested parties that feel connection to the archaeological cultural heritage in question. With

the inclusion of such parties at initial stages of the projects a more balanced approach can be
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achieved. Furthermore, the thus created strategy allows for the involvement of as many
stakeholder groups as possible, which is required for the truly successful conservation by

restoration of the archaeological heritage.

The inclusion of the public in potential discussions, however, is important for more reasons
than simply diversifying the projects and their management plans. Since cultural heritage,
especially the visible archaeological heritage is also a tool for communication, the
representation of certain archaeological periods and misrepresentation of others could lead to
the creation of incoherent archaeological and historical narratives. This could already be
observed in the Bulgarian case of hypothetical reconstructions, and therefore will be discussed

in the next section of this chapter.

Evaluating the by-product: perception of archaeological

cultural heritage

Setting the scene: heritage and group identity construction

The link between heritage and identity has been the subject of extensive studies over the last
few decades by various disciplines and through inter-disciplinary approaches (e.g. Graham et al.
2000, Volkan 2001, 2003, Logan et al. 2016). The literature on the topic greatly exceeds the
scope of the current study, but a few points that are relevant to the Bulgarian practice of

hypothetical reconstructions will be made in this section.

As shown above, owing to the different values ascribed to heritage, it can be used as a tool for
political, social or economic uses. The uses and abuses of heritage and its relation to power
structures have been extensively discussed by Graham et al. (2000). In the Bulgarian case, for
instance, it is clear that mainly economic values are being ascribed to the reconstructed

archaeological heritage, and therefore it has been used with the goal of economic growth and
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regional development. However, there is another side to heritage, and that is its role in the
creation of collective constructs of identity, such as class, gender, ethnicity and nationalism

(Graham et al. 2000, 40).

A well-studied example is the growth of nationalism in Ireland in the 19t century, which
underpinned the then growing political movement seeking independence from Great Britain
(Graham et al. 2000, 40). This movement sought continuity with a distant age, before the
British invasion, creating a national narrative of a predominantly rural Ireland, which cultural
significance was defined by landscapes and iconic sites, such as Celtic monasteries and Iron Age
hillforts and megaliths (e.g. Graham 1994). This conflation between heritage and identity is also
enshrined in the Constitution of the Ireland (1937), which claims the Irish cultural identity and
heritage as an entitlement and birthright of every person born on the island of Ireland. As such,
operating within the structure of the state, the notion of individual identity creates civic
responsibility, as well as social entitlement to recognition of group identities (Russel 2010, 31).
Russel uses the example of Ireland’s heritage ideological foundation to illustrate the reduction
of complexity in the manifestation of heritage, when decisions relative to national
consciousness and identity need to be made. This could result in an absolutist, essentialist
interpretation of heritage, since it is based on ethnic or national structures. According to Russel
(2010, 32) it could result in fragmentation of the heritage sector, leading to multiple identities,
or groups of identities within the state competing for limited resources, which mainly rely on

arguments concerning authenticity.

Russel’s (2010) observations in regards to Ireland illustrate how the relationship between a
national narrative and it deep embedment in a state’s cultural heritage strategy could affect the
overall perception of this heritage. As such, the national narrative also becomes restrictive to

the way group identity is constructed through heritage representation.

Nevertheless, such assumed perception of heritage and a restricted construction of national
identity could be achieved in other ways as well. This point will be expanded and discussed in

the following section.
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Reconstructing heritage, constructing group identity

An interesting parallel of the above given example could be drawn with the so far discussed
case of hypothetical reconstructions in Bulgaria, even though the Bulgarian phenomenon has
followed an unexpected path and does not strictly follow the same line of argumentation as
Russel’s. Rather, the process of incorporating and presenting strictly national characteristics
within heritage management in Bulgaria at the current stage is reversed. The persistent trend
of reconstructing only archaeological sites from certain historical periods has coincided with a
popular belief of how heritage should be represented and even perceived. This belief generally
promotes traits, which can be regarded as nationalistic in nature. As such, a by-product results
from the practice of hypothetical reconstructions. This by-product directly influences a specific

group identity construction, which seems to be, to a great extent, nationalistic in nature.

After 2007 and the inclusion of Bulgaria in the EU, most of the funds for heritage management
have been provided by EC's programmes concerned with regional development. Upon the
completion of the first implemented programme, “Regions in Development” (2007 — 2013), the
relocated funds for touristic development came up to more than 82 million euro (Ministry of
regional development report 2011, 16). Many of these funds were implemented in the
reconstruction of archaeological sites and monuments around the country. In comparison, the
Ministry of Culture, within whose governance archaeology is managed, does not have a specific
fund relocated for either archaeology or archaeological heritage management (www.ncf.bg'3).
Adding to this is the fact that the Bulgarian state had not had outlined and, therefore, does not
follow a coherent cultural strategy, which means that none of the cultural sectors are being
officially prioritized. Therefore, the EC’s funding for touristic development is not being directed
towards the completion of a specific national cultural strategy. Rather, the executors (e.g.
regional municipalities) are fully responsible for the creation of projects, and do not have to

follow a certain cultural strategy.

These factors lead to the occurrence of a certain trend within archaeological heritage

management on a wide, national level, which seems to be explicitly focused on the restorations

13 http://ncf.bg /page.php?p=88&s=90&sp=231&t=08&z=0
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of archaeological sites and monuments that often enter into conjecture and result into
hypothetical reconstructions. Because of the span of these projects and their uniformity they
create a trend in archaeological heritage management that could be observed on a national
level. Hypothetical reconstructions are becoming a norm in the way archaeological heritage in

Bulgaria is being preserved and conserved.

An unexpected by-product that results from this trend, however, is the creation of strictly
nationalistic ideas that become associated with the reconstructed heritage. Much like with the
example of Ireland, an essentialist, unconditional interpretation of heritage is occurring, but
this time stemming from the practice of archaeological heritage reconstruction itself, instead of
the theoretical embedment of nationalism within the state’s legislation or cultural strategy. In
other words, the reconstructions themselves are not conducted with nationalistic aims in mind
— in fact, they are created mainly for economic benefits. However, the choice of reconstructed
archaeological sites and the nature of the projects themselves lead to the general broadcast of

nationalist ideas.

This can be observed first and foremost in the fact that the majority of reconstructed
archaeological sites and monuments date back to the Antiquity and Middle Ages periods. The
focus of the completed projects is oriented towards the reconstruction of fortresses and towers
from these archaeological periods. Upon the completion of the “Regions in Development”
(2007 — 2013) programme, 61% of the funded sites and monuments were dated back to these
periods (Operational programme “Regions in Development” 2011, 2-16). An explanation to this
occurrence could be sought in the very goals of the projects: the reconstruction of already
visible and known archaeological monuments could result in a quicker implementation of the
provided funds. These typical archaeological structures remaining from the Antiquity and
Medieval periods include fortresses and towers, and owing to their frequency and size, they are

the preferred choices for reconstruction.

However, the choice of reconstructing these types of monuments carries out certain historical
and archaeological narratives. Usually, a projection of what is often considered as truly

Bulgarian is constructed on the medieval period and its archaeological remnants. An example is
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a theory, discussed by Curta and Kovalev (2008) in an editorial volume. Curta and Kovalev aim
at presenting how often in literature, both Western and Eastern European, the medieval period
(450 — 1450) in Eastern Europe is represented as the “other Europe” (Curta and Kovalev 2008,
ix). The tribes of Avars, Bulgars, Khazars, and Cumans are more often than not treated as
beyond the horizon of European history, as “exotic” and “foreign” (Curta 2008, 2). However,
this also transforms into a tool of self-determination (Curta and Kovalev 2008, ix), and the
component of the Bulgars becomes unique and exalted for the population inhabiting this
geographical territory already in the Middle Ages. This idea also seems to remain prevalent
during the Byzantine rule during the 10" and 11% century, as can be seen by the example given
by Cutra and Kovalev (2008, ix), in which an anonymous apocrypha written in Byzantine
Bulgaria in Old Church Slavonic propagated the Bulgarian past of just a few centuries earlier as

a romantic and glory period that has come to an end.

Therefore, it could be argued that the highlighting of medieval (and even antique)
archaeological heritage further enhances the perception of what constitutes a crucial Bulgarian
identity component (the Bulgars) as an “other”. The “other” is in opposition to the rest of
Europe and thus, unique. In a way, this “other”-ness, also seen as a tool of self-determination,

prevails and, at least to an extent, constructs the Bulgarian identity.

An interesting observation is that the trend of reconstructing heritage from the Antiquity and
Middle Age periods coincides with an unofficial heritage management strategy outlined by
Bozhidar Dimitrov (2008), a Bulgarian historian and media personage. The slogan chosen from
Dimitrov for his unofficial heritage campaign is “Vseki grad sys svoyata krepost” (Every town
with/should have its own fortress), and the strategy envisions the complete reconstructions of
Medieval towers and fortresses in regions across the country. Dimitrov sees this campaign as
not only oriented towards tourism development, but having primarily an educational purpose
(2008). In his article, Dimitrov mentions around 30 fortresses and towers which could be a
subject of “quick” reconstruction practices and could thus fulfill the above summarised goals.

Many of these have already been reconstructed as part of the EC’s operational programmes.
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Dimitrov gives several key reasons as to why these types of archaeological monuments should

be subjects of reconstructions. These could be summarised as follows:

- Reconstruction is a frequently conducted practice in Western Europe (examples are
given with Italy and France). The reconstructed medieval castles, and their towers and
fortresses are of great interest for tourists and thus contribute to the regional economic
development of these countries.

- Fortresses and towers are frequently encountered on the territory of Bulgaria, unlike
archaeological monuments from other archaeological periods, such as Thracian tombs,
Roman amphitheatres, etc. This makes them easier to be presented to the public.

- The listed monuments are memorable and impressive to the viewer.

- They are inherently “Bulgarian”, hence could be used as an educational tool to provoke

patriotism, a specific target of which are younger generations.

Despite specifically attributing these characteristics to monuments from the medieval period, in
the examples of fortresses that Dimitrov gives as suitable for reconstructions, he also lists such
type of monuments that date back to Antiquity (2008). Hence, it could be concluded that within
the framework of this heritage campaign monuments from the Antiquity and Middle Ages
periods share the same characteristics and could be treated uniformly. Their reconstructions

have common goals: tourism development and educational purposes.

The strategy that Dimitrov promoted back in 2008 is nationalistic in nature, since it is
exclusively aimed at the emphasis on traits that are being described as national, inherently
Bulgarian, provoking patriotism. The above presented heritage campaign is unofficial and
published as a personal opinion rather than as an academic piece of work. Nevertheless, it has
received a great deal of public and academic attention over the years. This is mainly owing to
Dimitrov’s position of a renowned national historian and a public figure. The slogan “Vseki grad
sas svoyata krepost” has been discussed within various media, as well as being criticized by
academics (Krustev 2014). Owing to this attention, the heritage campaign has become
intertwined with the actual practices of reconstructions. Similar perception is also experienced

by the interviewees, outlined in the node of “national identity”. An example is Rumenov
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(Appendix 6), who described heritage as a tool, used for swinging the direction of the public’s
perception. He further connected reconstructions with the feeling of extreme nationalism and
claimed that they are deliberately being aimed at the creation of a nationalistic sense of
belonging. Whilst the evidence actually point to a lack of nationalistic set of ideas behind
reconstructions, and that they are simply a bi-product, these are nevertheless felt among the
interviewees. Despite the fact that the participants have different explanations for the
occurrence of these nationalistic ideas, they are nonetheless being projected. For instance,
Gergova (Appendix 5) also argues that there should be a diversification of the way
archaeological heritage is being perceived and experienced. In her opinion, this is possible by
the involvement of people from different ethnic backgrounds, who can also contribute to the

creation of what is being perceived as “Bulgarian”.

As a result, factors such as excessive funding of reconstructions and lack of diversification in the
way archaeological heritage is being represented lead to the creation of a practice that
coincides with Dimitrov’s heritage campaign. The campaign is aiming at having a social and
educational impact on both the tourists and the public, even though neither of these
sociocultural values had been initially considered within the creation of the projects. Therefore,
the practice of hypothetical reconstructions, officially conducted with one goal in mind:
economic development, is resulting into the projection of sociocultural messages which are
narrow and one-sided. Since these messages also happen to be nationalistic in nature they

further affect the creation of group identity that is being associated with cultural heritage.

Thus, going back to Russel’s (2010) observation of how embedded nationalistic ideas could
prevent the diversification of cultural heritage representation, conclusions could be made
regarding the Bulgarian case. The one-sided representation of cultural heritage (i.e. medieval
and antigue monuments) could easily allow for certain messages to be carried out and
embedded in the perception of that heritage. Coincidentally, in the case of hypothetical
reconstruction of archaeological heritage in Bulgaria the ideas that are being projected also

happen to be nationalistic in nature. As such, they not only have the power to affect group
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identity construction, but can also narrow down the components that have the potential to

construct the identity.

The distant stakeholder: the European community and its
intended perception of cultural heritage

The above analysis discusses the phenomenon of hypothetical reconstructions and its
consequences on a national level, mainly by observing the contradictions occurring between
directly involved stakeholders. However, another distant, yet active stakeholder in this context
is the European community. The involvement of the European community is occurring on two
levels. The first one is theoretical, mainly influenced by the general policy of the creation of
pan-European identity, that has been drawn and carried out by the European Commission since
the 1970s. The second one is more practical: the European community is a directly involved
stakeholder, simply because the funding for the restoration projects is mainly coming from the
EC. In order to illustrate this argument and unravel the consequences that hypothetical
reconstructions could potentially have in European context, the European Commission’s
involvement will be discussed below. Following that, a general conclusion about the European

and Bulgarian perception of cultural heritage will be made.

Academic background on pan-European perception of cultural heritage

In her recently published PhD study, Elizabeth Niklasson (2016) supports the view that EC’s
funding of archaeological projects is often closely intertwined with the creation and spread of

certain archaeological narratives. These narratives are political in nature, being a product of
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their own time and created with certain ideas in mind (Plucennik 1999). A large part of the
narratives associated with projects funded by the EC or the EU, according to Niklasson
(2016,16) focuses on the construction of European-ness and establishment of a common
European belonging. This policy of European integration and its archaeological justification is

approached in a number of ways (Niklasson 2016, 19):

- By the creation of the European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological
Heritgae (Valletta Convention) in 1992;

- The establishment of European Journal of Archaeology and European Association of
Archaeologists;

- The start of multiple cooperation initiatives (Niklasson 2016, 19), an example of which
could be given with EUROHERIT (2015 — 2020), a project that deals with the question of

what makes European heritage pan-European.

The question of a potential success, regarding the creation and prolonged existence of
“harmonised” (Niklasson 2016, 18) archaeological practice and theory, or European
archaeology/archaeology of Europe remains open to debate. It has been discussed in length in
a few academic discussions over the years (e.g. Kristiansen 2008, Kristiansen et al. 2014).
Nonetheless, the European cultural strategy which aims at European integration also includes
the majority of archaeological projects, which receive funding from the EC/EU cultural
programmes. Moreover, this strategy seems to be seeking justification for itself in

archaeological narratives (Niklasson 2016, 19).

A key component in the formation of this cultural strategy is the idea that all national cultural
heritages, belonging to different member-states is considered European in nature. According to
the Maastricht Treaty (1992, article 3), drawn by the EC, the Union shall respect its rich cultural
and linguistic diversity, and shall ensure that Europe’s cultural heritage is safeguarded and
enhanced. Furthermore, considering the Valetta Convention’s legal framework (1992), every
country should aim at preserving its heritage; however, the responsibility of protection of this
heritage rests not only within the State in question, but with all European countries. As such,

legal management of national heritage is a responsibility, left in the hands of individual
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member-states. However, its definition as “common European” and, especially, the ratification
of the Valletta Convention creates a framework within which a unified European cultural

strategy operates.

A way to achieve a construction of common European roots in the past is through
archaeological meta-narratives. Prominent examples of such narratives, discussed by various
scholars (e.g. Grohn 2004, Holleland 2008, 2011), mainly and currently center around the
Bronze Age period, which has often been described as “The First Golden Age of Europe”. Vast
literature on the topic of the construction and de-construction of European-ness from an
academic archaeological perspective has been produced ( e.g. Graves- Brown Jones 1996,
Holleland 2008, Kristiansen 2008, and Suchowska-Ducke et al. 2015). The majority of scholars
are focused on the creation of a certain type of a European Bronze Age identity (e.g. Kristiansen
2014). This identity is often projected onto the contemporary unification of Europe through the
European Union. Despite it facing some criticism, mainly by scholars stating that this projection
is no longer happening, (e.g. Holleland 2008), its occurrence is not restricted to the
archaeological discipline, but goes further into the political realms and is often used for the

promotion of common heritage.

Following this discussion, it is evident that that in certain cases archaeological meta-narratives
intertwine with cultural policy on European level, in order to justify a common European
belonging. This is often manifested through representation of shared ownership of European
heritage. Moreover, this also forms the main theoretical paradigm that sets the idea of pan-
European-ness, through which the theoretical involvement of the European community could

be observed.

Observing the direct involvement of the European community

A crucial component of European cultural strategy’s composition, is a concept termed European
Added Value (EAV), which is applied to European cultural heritage (Niklasson 2013). EAV is a

main tool in the creation of the European community. While the EAV is a vague concept and
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lacks definition (Niklason 2013, 54), it generally applies to pan- European, multicultural,
cooperative, visible, knowledge generating, awareness raising actions. It has been first adopted
by the European Committee (Council of Europe), and after the Maastricht Treaty (1992) it
became applicable to the policy of the European Union. The application of EAV is adopted as a
strategy and contributes to the sense of European-ness as it is mostly used in heritage related
activities, in which archaeological heritage is also included; it is also central for identity building
and is deliberately used by European policy makers (Niklasson 2013, 58). In this line of
reasoning it is inherent to the European archaeological heritage, but is also used as building
block for the creation of a European sense of belonging. Usually, different values are being
ascribed to heritage by the EC, and hence, to a certain extent by the general policy of the EU.

Therefore, EAV is a compulsory component of what constitutes pan-European heritage.

In the Bulgarian case, EAV is not being ascribed to, or respectively, approved for the restoration
projects that lead to hypothetical reconstructions. The reason for this lies in the fact that these
restoration projects do not go through the cultural sector, but are instead funded by the
programmes for regional development. Therefore, violations within the projects themselves do
not occur — they are approved under Operational Programmes for regional development, and
they follow the outlined project goals. Nevertheless, the projects are in violation with the
Valletta Convention, and would also be deemed unsuccessful under European cultural policy
management, if only due to the lack of ascribed EAV. Unfortunately, while the European
community is an involved stakeholder through the funds flowing from the EC, it is not an active
one. Since decisions and approval of the restoration projects go through the Directorate-
General for the Regional and Urban Policy, and not through the Directorate-General for
Education and Culture, the policies and strategies for cultural heritage preservation and
appreciation developed by the European Commission are not fully applied to the Bulgarian

restoration projects.

In order to achieve a balanced representation in the restoration of archaeological heritage,
involvement of as many stakeholder groups as possible is required. In the case of Bulgarian

hypothetical reconstructions, the European community is not being considered. Generally, the
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European community is represented by the European Commission, which has drawn specific
cultural policies for heritage management. Despite that these policies are facing some critiques
(Niklasson 2016), they still form an official framework within which the majority of European
heritage management is being conducted. Therefore, as long as heritage management projects
are being handled by programmes oriented towards regional development, the European
community cannot be openly involved in the conduction of these projects. This is occurring
despite the fact that Europe as a whole is by default involved in the restoration projects

through the EC’s funding.

Concluding remarks

In this chapter | have discussed different reasons behind the phenomenon of hypothetical
reconstruction, and the consequences that stem from them. First, this was done in national
context, mainly by observing a clash between the values to cultural heritage. The clash between
economic and sociocultural values is common in the realm of heritage management, but in the

Bulgarian case it is also unintentionally affecting national identity construction.

Furthermore, | considered the involvement of the European community and its role as a distant
stakeholder of the Bulgarian reconstructed heritage. While the European community is not
being directly influenced by these practices to the extent that the Bulgarian community is, its
involvement is indisputable. This is happening on a theoretical, but also on a practical level
owing to the main funding body of the restoration projects, the European Commission. The
open involvement of this stakeholder will most likely not occur, as long as the projects are
being funded by Operational Programmes for regional development, and therefore, aimed at

economic growth.

The final chapter presents the overall conclusion of the so far discussed arguments. It

summarises the main key points of this study and brings a closure on the topic of hypothetical
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reconstructions. It also provides recommendations for practitioners, limitations of the study

and grounds for further research.
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Chapter Six

Conclusion

The purpose of the current thesis was to explore and document the experiences of
stakeholders involved with archaeology, who express dissatisfaction with hypothetical
reconstruction practices in Bulgaria. The vast media and academic coverage of restoration
projects, termed hypothetical reconstruction, was the main driving force behind this thesis. By
documenting this experience | further aimed at discussing it in the context of the phenomenon,

in order to find reasons behind this dissatisfaction.

Having obtained qualitative data through interviews, and by further evaluating this data in the
context of the relevant literature on the topic, | have reached several key findings. These not
only explore the phenomenon, but further explain how this type of heritage management is
affecting identity construction on a national level. Moreover, the thesis also brings the
discussion to a European level, considering the role of the European community as a

stakeholder. In order to illustrate this, | will briefly summarise the key points below.

The practice of hypothetical reconstructions is violating European legislation, as well as several
international charters which construct a worldwide accepted conservation ethos. Among these
charters is also the Venice Charter (1964), as well as the Valletta Convention, both of which
have been signed and ratified by the Bulgarian state. The causes behind the violation are
complex and multi-layered, but two main reasons that dictate these practices could be found.
First, in Bulgarian legislation, namely in the Cultural Heritage Law (2012), no clear definition of
restoration practices is given. Furthermore, a distinction between restoration and
reconstruction practices is not provided, thus blurring the lines between the two conservation
practices, which leaves space for the introduction of new material to the original fabric. The
second reason has to do with the goals of the Operational Programmes that are the main

funding bodies for these projects. Having entirely an economic goal in mind, these programmes
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are approving the projects, since they are supposed to bring growth to regional economy. This
means that any sociocultural values that are usually ascribed to heritage are removed from the
original project proposals, which, upon completion of the projects, causes dissatisfaction with
archaeological experts and individuals who ascribe these values to archaeological cultural
heritage. Therefore, this leads to a clash between the economic and sociocultural values

ascribed by different stakeholder groups.

While the sociocultural values remain highly underrepresented in the originally drawn project
proposals, an attempt is later made for them to be incorporated in the already finished
reconstructions. This coincides with the reconstruction of primarily medieval and antique
fortresses and towers, which are the preferred choice of the restoration projects. While these
are most likely favoured due to their size and visibility, the towers and fortresses, as well as the
preferred time periods convey messages which are very often nationalistic in nature. This is
best illustrated by unofficial heritage strategy, adopted and promoted by Dimitrov (2008).
Dimitrov’s strategy is nationalistic in nature, provoking patriotism, as well as recognition and
enhancement of inherently Bulgarian traits. It is also meant to project educational and cultural
sociocultural values, thus creating a specific, nationalistic perception of heritage. This
perception is further responsible for affecting the creation of group identity on a national level.

In a way, this is an accidental by-product of the hypothetical reconstruction phenomenon.

The practice, however, is further affecting the European community, which is involved in these
projects both by the main funding, and theoretically, by the cultural policies that have been

adopted by the EC.

The observation of these main key points is useful not just in the realm of archaeological
research, but could also find a practical application. This will be discussed in the following

subsection, which deals with the research significance and recommendations for practitioners.
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Significance of the research and recommendations for practitioners

The current research is important for two main reasons. First, the study sets a general
discussion platform that allows for the phenomenon of hypothetical reconstructions to be
approached, evaluated and further discussed. Second, it draws attention to the creation of a
trend in Bulgarian heritage management. This trend does not aim at, but nevertheless tends to
project nationalistic in nature messages. It has the power to affect group identity creation, and
does so in a specific, nationalistic way. Therefore, a heritage trend that promotes nationalism is

observed.

These observations can be practically applied. Furthermore, in order to deal with the voiced
dissatisfaction that accompanies hypothetical reconstructions, | briefly discuss several

recommendations below.

A main aim of the thesis is to outline and stress on the importance of the involvement of as
many stakeholder groups as possible already in the initial stages of conservation projects’
creation. The involvement of archaeological experts, heritage managers and the wide public is
of an upmost significance, but is not enough. Every stakeholder group that feels connection to
the heritage in question should be preferably included. This also applies to the example given
with the European community, whose open inclusion is also important for numerous reasons.
Therefore, the conduction of stakeholder analyses prior to the creation of project proposals

should be a crucial component for the approval of such projects.

Since restoration projects funded by the EC’s Operational Programmes are being approved and
conducted on a national level, it will be difficult to conduct stakeholder analyses within such a
wide scope. However, the regional management of these projects by the municipalities gives an
opportunity for the conduction of such analyses on a regional level. This would also allow for
the creation of a more explicit documentation of ascribed values and the achievement of a

better balance in their representation through heritage.

Tackling the problem on a national and European level seems to be more difficult.

Nevertheless, a way to do so could be the drawing and following of appropriate legislative
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strategies. On a national level this could be achieved by first introducing a clear definition of
restoration practices, and distinguishing those from reconstructions. This could prevent the
introduction of new materials, and would comply with the already ratified standards of the
Venice Charter (1964). Another problem, indirectly connected to the issue of hypothetical
reconstructions is the lack of an officially outlined cultural strategy by the government.
However, the discussion on this topic is vast, and therefore difficult to fit in the scope of the

current thesis.

On a European level, taking into account the legislative nature of the Valletta Convention (1992)
could be a good approach that would restrict the conduction of restorations that enter into
conjecture. By considering its outlined definition of European heritage as common, and the
preferred choice of conservation in situ (which also advocates for generally non-invasive
practices) the practice of conservation by restoration would not need to be applied to so many
archaeological sites. This could also change the focus of conservation from fortresses and
towers to other types of built heritage. As a result, diversification in heritage representation
could be achieved, which could also diversify the nationalistic trend of heritage perception that
is occurring. Taking it a step further, this practice could also expand the concept of what is
being perceived as inherently Bulgarian and hence, the creation of group identity on a national

level.

Limitations

A main limitation of the current study exists. Since only three participants were included in this
study, it can be argued that the data sample is restricted. While they were deliberately chosen
based on their different academic backgrounds and approach to archaeology, the inclusion of
more participants would have provided more diversified opinions on the matter. It would have
been interesting to observe whether the inclusion of more interviewees, who are involved with

archaeology, would have yielded different or more detailed results.
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Furthermore, in order to further expand and better explore the hypothetical reconstructions
phenomenon, inclusion of policy-makers and executors of the projects could have been proven
useful. Their position on the matter for the purpose of this study was instead gathered through
academic and media coverage of the subject. Therefore, by documenting and including their

experiences it is possible to get a more explicit illustration of their stand on the matter.

However, owing to time restriction and the outlined scope of the thesis, the inclusion of more
participants was not made possible. Therefore, the so far drawn conclusions are based on
observations considering a limited sample of expert participants, and an unofficial heritage

strategy adopted by the policy-makers.

Concluding remarks

The practices of hypothetical reconstructions in Bulgaria receive mixed reviews from involved
stakeholders. On one hand, they are allowed and conducted by enablers, such as the Ministry
of Culture, and conducted by influencers, such as the executors of the projects. On the other,
they are also condemned by archaeological experts and individuals engaged with archaeology.
At the same time, while fulfilling the goals of the Operational Programmes that are funding
them, and executing the approved restoration projects, they are also violating European and
international legislation, and not complying with worldwide accepted conservation ethos. This
is the result of a clash of economic and sociocultural values. Hypothetical reconstructions,
however, are contradictory for more than just legislation violation. The factors of assumed
economic values prior to the creation of the projects, the later addition of sociocultural values,
and the nature of preferred for reconstruction medieval and antique sites all add up and result
into the creation of a general heritage trend. This trend having the power to affect group

identity and projecting primarily patriotic ideals is aimed at invoking nationalism.
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While neither the trend itself, nor its nationalistic nature have been initiated by the executors
of the restoration projects, they still occur. The trend further alienates the reconstructed
archaeological sites from the general policy adopted by the European Commission, which
promotes all European heritage as common. As such, by using European funds meant for
regional development, Bulgaria as a member-state of the European Union is actually producing
a narrative that promotes exclusiveness of heritage. This idea of segregated and one-sided
perception of the archaeological heritage is in contradiction with European cultural policies, but

more importantly, has the power to shape national group identity creation.

As such, the practice of hypothetical reconstructions in Bulgaria has the potential to affect
group identity creation through the one-sided perception of certain type of archaeological

heritage.
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Abstract

After 2007 and the inclusion of Bulgaria in the European Union, European funding has been
introduced on a national level through a variety of programmes. Partial funding coming through
two regional development programmes is being relocated towards conservation of
archaeological heritage. So far, 72 archaeological sites have been conserved by restoration, and
restoration projects are still ongoing. Nevertheless, the majority of these restorations are being
deemed unfit by academics and international experts. Some of them were termed
“hypothetical reconstructions” and have attracted extensive media and academic attention
over the years. Many have expressed the opinion that the completion of restoration projects

executed under the regional development programmes leads to a destruction of heritage.

The aim of the current thesis is, therefore, to explore the phenomenon of hypothetical
reconstructions by looking for particular reasons for dissatisfaction, expressed by people
involved with archaeology. A qualitative research using a case study methodology was carried
out, and three participants were interviewed. The case study focuses on the “Yailata”
archaeological reserve, where a fortress and a rock church were subjects of restoration
activities. By discussing the differences between restoration and reconstruction, and looking at
the official project reports from Yailata, a theoretical framework is created through which the

qualitative data is evaluated.

The produced results set a discussion platform, which considers not only the violation of
international legislation, but also a by-product resulting from hypothetical archaeological
heritage reconstructions. The relationship between heritage and its power to construct national
identity is discussed in relation to the practice of hypothetical reconstructions in Bulgaria.

Furthermore, the involvement of the European community as a stakeholder is considered.

The thesis is aimed at academics, heritage practitioners, and anyone who is interested in the

phenomenon of hypothetical reconstructions.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: GIOKIN's Letter to the Directorate-General of Regional

and Urban Policy

Mr Marek Teplansky

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL REGIONAL AND URBAN POLICY
Administrative Capacity Building and South-East Europe

Head of Unit: avenue de Beaulieu 1/Beaulieustraat 1

1160 Bruxelles/Brussel Belgique

16 May 2014

Dear Mr Teplansky,
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The “Citizens’ Initiative for the Protection of the Cultural Heritage” (GIOKIN) was established
in mid-March in Sofia in response to the multiplying cases of damage and destruction inflicted
on historic and archaeological sites in Bulgaria as a direct result of the he chaotic and
uncontrolled implementation of the European Union Operative Programme “Regional
Development” (for the development of the tourist potential of “cultural and historical

attractions”).

We have started to assemble documentary evidence (including photodocumentation)
demonstrating how the unmonitored implementation of this programme through massive and
crude physical reconstruction and employing outdated methods of reinforcement and
conservation has already damaged and disfigured a number of historical archaeological sites in
contravention of both Bulgarian cultural heritage legislation and the various international
conventions for the preservation of cultural heritage which have been ratified by Bulgaria. We
have also began to forward this assembled dossier about the significant irregularities
accompanying the management and operation in this programme in Bulgaria (which has been
provoking an increasing public outcry and has attracted the severe criticism of prominent
Bulgarian scholars and heritage professionals) to the relevant Bulgarian authorities and

ministries but their response has been so far non-existent or muted.

Thus we feel compelled to present our concerns to the European Commission as funder of this
programme and to request that the unwelcome outcomes of its implementation be subjected to an
urgent assessment by an independent international or joint Bulgarian-international expert team
and that any further extension of the programme in Bulgaria receive rigorous EC monitoring in

order to meet the standard EU regulations of transparency and public accountability.

We are ready to assist the work of such an expert team, working towards these aims also in close
cooperation with the Bulgarian section of ICOMOS. We have already started assembling

Bulgarian and international expert opinions concerning the various types of damage to historic
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European heritage in Bulgaria caused as a result of the aforementioned programme which along
with the other assembled evidence will be forwarded to the relevant departments in international

bodies such as the Council of Europe, UNESCO, Europa Nostra and so on.

We also use this opportunity to draw your attention to perhaps the most controversial of the
projects funded by the above programme, the so-called ‘“National Archacological Reserve
Yailata: Ancient Gateway of Dobrudzha” project of the Municipality of Kavarna, Project No
BG161P0O001-3.1.03-0031-C0001 ((it is indeed worth noting that it was due to the high
concentration of wind turbines and villa settlements in protected areas under Kavarna
municipality’s jurisdiction that the European Commission opened an infringement procedure and
filed a claim against Bulgaria at the EU Court of Justice few months ago). The project envisages
the restoration and partial reintegration of the early Byzantine fortress and reinforcement of the
“St. St. Constantine and Helena“rock church in the archacological reserve, supposedly intended
to develop its tourist potential. Instead during the first phase of this project the rock church in the
reserve was disfigured through the application of badly executed and outdated restoration and

conservation methods, attracting widespread condemnation and notoriety.

However, despite various serious irregularities in implementing this particular project and the
lack of any ecological and other impact assessments (as the reserve is also a protected area in the
European network Natura 2000, the centrepiece of EU nature and biodiversity policy), the

second phase of this project, a massive and intrusive “restoration and reintegration” of the

Byzantine fortress in the reserve is already under way. Early assessments of the initial work
(which started before various procedural requirements had been met) indicate that the effects of
this second phase of the project are expected to be extremely destructive and to inflict irreparable
damage not only to the site (where the archaeological investigation is far from being completed
but will be impossible from now on) but also to the biodiversity of the adjacent areas. Despite the
fact that approved text of the project stipulates that no heavy machinery will be used on the
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territory of reserve, its destructive use has been observed and recorded in the reserve area. What
is more, the heavy machinery has been moving about the reserve on access roads illegally
constructed for its movement in a protected area — both in theory banned under Bulgarian
legislation.Indeed the Dobrich Regional Historical Museum (as the archaeological reserve area is
situated in the Dobrich region) has issued a formal statement, declaring that the realization of the
aforementioned project is in direct contravention of Bulgarian cultural heritage legislation (and
the international cultural heritage conventions signed by Bulgaria) in a number of spheres,
including the quoted illegal construction of access roads and use of heavy machinery in the

reserve/protected area.

It is a matter of extreme concern to us that despite our continual signals to the relevant Bulgarian
authorities about all these major irregularities, we have received no response regarding this
escalating onslaught on the Yailata archaeological reserve. Thus we are writing to you in the
hope that the European Commission may be able to initiate a procedure to force an expert
discussion and reappraisal of the aims, means, and what we see as major irregularities in the
approval and implementation of this project. We are ready to assist such reappraisal and
discussion with the extensive documentation we have assembled and which has not been easy to
obtain, despite the procedural requirements that all project documentation should be clearly and

publicly accessible.

We attach in a PDF format a photodocumentation of the progress of the project in pictures and
some of the international expert opinions we have collected concerning the damage inflicted by
the project on the archaeological reserve area. We will also be sending a scanned and signed

copy of this letter.

We look forward to your response and attention to this urgent matter.
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Dotsent Dr Iva Doseva, Art Historian

Miss Anelia Nikolova, Historian

Mr Vlado Rumenov, Conservator-Restorer

Representatives of the “Citizens’ Initiative for the Protection of the Cultural
Heritage”(GIOKIN)
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Appendix 2: Official reply to GIOKIN's letter

B Ref. Ares(2014)2544785 - 31/07/2014

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

DIRECTORATE-GENERAL
REGIONAL AND URBAN POLICY
Administrative Capacity Building and South-East Europe

Bulgaria, Accession Negotiations

Brussels,

REGIO E3 EB/sd (2014)2807498

Dear Dr Doseva,
Dear Miss Nikolova,

Dear Mr Rumenov,

Subject : The ""Citizens’ Initiative for the Protection of the Cultural

Heritage and EU OP 'Regional Development1 in the Sphere of

Cultural Heritage in Bulgaria™

Reference: Your e-mail of 16 May -registered Ares(2014)2111430

Thank you for your e-mail of 16 May 2014 informing us of the newly established "Citizens'
Initiative for the Protection of the Cultural Heritage" (GIOKIN).
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The Directorate-General for Regional and Urban Policy took note of your overall concerns
regarding the implementation of projects on historic and archaeological sites under the
Operational Programme Regional Development (OPRD), as well as, specifically, the case of the
national archaeological reserve at Yailata.

The issues raised in your e-mail, as well as similar allegations previously submitted to the
Commission Services, triggered an in-depth examination and required some extra time for the
appropriate conclusions to be drawn.

As you may know, in the framework of shared management projects selection and
implementation are the responsibility of the member states that have to make sure that the
principles of sound financial management are respected and that the financial interests of the
European Union are not compromised. Therefore, with a view to establish the state of
implementation of the projects in question and to verify the facts regarding their preparation and
selection, we have immediately contacted the Ministry of Regional Development and Public
Works, which is the Managing Authority (MA) in charge of the aforesaid operational
programme, providing the co-financing for these projects.

The Managing Authority confirmed that, systematically, all projects concerning restoration and
conservation activities on cultural sites under Priority Axis 3 of the OPRD had been agreed by all
competent institutions in Bulgaria - the National Institute of Immovable Cultural Heritage and the
Regional Inspectorate of Environment and Water Respectively.

Dotsent Dr Iva Doseva, Art Historian

Miss Anelia Nikolova, Historian

Mr Vlado Rumenov, Conservator-Restorer

The "Citizens' Initiative for the Protection of
the Cultural Heritage and EU OP 'Regional
Dvelopment’ in the Sphere of Cultural
Heritage in Bulgaria (GIOKIN)

giok.in@abv.bg

Commission européenne/Europese Commissie, 1049 Bruxelles/Brussel, BELGIQUE/BELGIE - Tel. +32 22991111
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/

131

—
| —



Appendix 3: International Experts Opinions

International Expert Opinions

Regarding Project No BG161P0O001-3.1.03-0031-C0001, “Restoration and Partial
Reintegration of Early Byzantine Fortress and Reinforcement of the Rock Church of SS
Constantine and Helena in the National Archaeological Reserve “Yailata”, Bulgaria

Professor Tina Wik

Restoration and Conservation Architect, Responsible Architect Orebro Castle, Professor
of Sustainable Architecture, Dalarna University, Dalarna, Sweden

As | can see, there is man-made damage to the church besides the inappropriate support. They
have not even been able to place the support without destroying the church!

Works on this site should be stopped immediately and a seminar should be organized,
discussing what should/could be done, what is the aim, what has been done and how can
this be corrected.

I believe it is very important that the authorities focus on the aim and the responsibility and
experts on how to reach it.

Peter Riddington

Conservation and Restoration Architect, Director of Donald Insall Associates,
Architects and Historic Building Consultants, London, United Kingdom

The images...are concerning and ...on the face of it there are some real worries there.
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The crude steel work installed at the church of “Sts Constantine and Helena” surely cannot be
the final repair of this monument... one would have thought that given the sophisticated nature
of conservation these days a more discreet and sensitive approach for a permanent repair
could have been employed.

In the case of the “repair” of the Yailata Fortress in effect, what appears to be being undertaken
is actually a crude rebuilding employing ill matched materials. Most disconcertingly this
appears to be a rebuilding of an historic monument the significance of which is largely
enshrined within its ancient materials and it is this fabric that appears to be being replaced.
This process will result in a major, if not terminal, loss of significance if this approach is
universally applied. Given how sophisticated modern conservation and repair techniques are it
seems, on the face of it, both unnecessary and regrettable that a truly significant historic
monument might be replaced by what amounts to a crude modern facsimile.

Professor Osama Hamdan

Conservation and Restoration Architect, Professor of Conservation, Al Quds University,
Jerusalem

Brief expert comment on the ‘quality’ of the so-called ‘reintegration’ and ‘restoration’
work on a 5-6th century Byzantine fortress on the Black Sea coast

The pictures are terrible!

Cultural heritage conservation is a science and requires a multidisciplinary approach. What is
happening now in so-called conservation projects in Bulgaria is... superficiality and
incompetence dealing with an archaeological or historical site without taking into consideration
its value. Archaeological and cultural sites contain memory, identity, culture and civilization.
They are invaluable.

It is necessary that international donors institutions and agencies understand that working on
cultural heritage is not the same as resurfacing a road.

The so called intervention of conservation on the fortress should first of all ask a
basic question: why you have to rebuild?
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Such reconstructions were in used in the 19™ century, but the present methodology in

restoring a cultural heritage try to preserve the original information that the heritage still hold
and can transfer to future generation.

In case reconstruction is really necessary, its extensions and nature should be defined on the
bases of a very thorough historical, archaeological, technical, technological, static etc. research.
In any case, the present philosophy of conservation is to avoid reconstructions. There are many
other ways to enhance (presentation and interpretation) cultural heritage for tourism purpose,
spending less money and reaching better results.

Professor Beatrice St. Laurent

Professor of Islamic Art & Architecture, Bridgewater State University, Bridgewater,
Massachusetts, USA

After looking at the images of the EU-funded so-called restoration/conservation projects of
both the rock church and the 5th-6th century Byzantine fortress, | would like to make a few
comments.

First, it would seem that these projects are not following UNESCO guidelines for major
restoration and conservation projects. The materials and methods employed certainly do
not adhere to normative procedures in use today.

Second, I would not call these projects restorations but rather renovations and re-building
programs that actually denigrate the structures themselves. Why in this day and age would you
try to rebuild these structures? This type of ‘restoration’ adheres to 19th century norms that
have long been out of code for contemporary projects. In addition the stone used in the wall
reconstruction bears no resemblance visually or qualitatively to the original material such that
it is a truly bad renovation.

Dr Mahmoud Hawarit
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Curator for the Islamic Collections of the Middle East, The British Museum, London, UK

Judging from the photos sent from the Byzantine fortress, it is a similar case to the
‘restoration” work at the fortress of Ochrid. It looks as they're in the process of rebuilding the
exterior walls of the fortress, and one wonders to what height! Also they're using cement
instead of mortar. Besides, this restoration (sometimes called maximalist) method is quite out
of date now, while modern (minimalist) methods strive to carry out minimal intervention at
monuments and focus more on stabilisation and prevention of deterioration of fabric and
masonry. However the reconstruction of monuments can be achieved in their interpretation
whether on-site signage or published material.

As for the rock church...the brown pointing of the cracks looks hideous, and perhaps
they should have used mortar that blends with the rock.

Anyway it does not look that UNESCO guidelines have been employed in the restoration
works. These require that restoration should not be done for the sack of it, but part of
studying, interpreting and presenting the monuments

135

—
| —



Appendix 4: Interview guide and questionnaire

Opening questions

1. Canyou tell me about your previous education and specialised area of research?

2. Can you give me any specifics regarding the environment that you usually work

within? (e.g. open space, office, etc).

3. Is your expertise usually used for consultancy for preservation/ restoration projects?

Core questions about the observed state of restoration/conservation

in Bulgaria
4. In your experience, have you been a part of, or observed a restoration/ conservation
process with result that you feel positive about?
5. When considering the overall state of restoration/conservation of cultural heritage
(e.g. monuments, archaeological sites) what is the general impression that you are

left with as a professional?

6. How would you define “hypothetical restorations”?
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7. Inyour experience, how often have you observed such practice regarding different

conservation projects?

8. Have you noticed any changes in the way conservation or restoration practices are

being carried out after 2007 (inclusion of the Bulgarian member-state in the EU).

Core questions about the Case Study of the Yailata archaeological

reserve

9. How familiar were you with the state of the Yailata archaeological reserve before the

beginning of the restoration project back in 20137

10. Would you say that you see the restoration project at Yailata as an extreme case of

conducting conservation and restoration practices?

11. To what extent do you perceive the Yailata reserve as authentic after the restoration

activities that took place there in 2013?

Questions regarding the perception of European heritage and

European sense of belonging

12. In your opinion, to what extent is tangible cultural heritage responsible for the
creation of national identity?
13. Do you perceive any of the national tangible or archaeological heritage as

“European” or belonging to all Europeans?
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14. Do you associate yourself or feel any connection to immovable archaeological

heritage that is situated in another European member-state?

15. Are you interested in any research from your specialization that is being carried out

in another European country?

Closing questions

16. Do you think that an involvement of archaeologists is necessary in conservation

projects?

17. In what way should the monitoring of archaeological conservation projects should be

happening (national, regional, other level)?
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Appendix 5: Interview with Dobri Dobrev

I: My first question is whether you could tell me something about your professional

education or your main area of research?

D.D: Generally, in the period from 2002 to 2011 | was the main curator and director of the
Archaeology department of the History Museum in Kavarna and was responsible for the
historical and archaeological reserve Yailata. From January, 2014 | was appointed as a
director of the archaeological department of Dobritch Regional museum, as well as vice-
director of the Regional Museum. My main research interest lies in the archaeology of Late

Antiquity.

I: Could you give me any details regarding the environment that you work in; what | mean

is whether it is an office, or is there more fieldwork involved?

D.D: We mainly work in the field. That is also the aim. And since at the regional museum
we also have a new team, a new museum policy, we are working throughout the region. We
are trying to fulfil the project which is connected to every one of the municipalities that we
are connected to; Balchik, Dobritch municipality, soon we are about to contact Tervel
municipality, so in general we are working outside of the Museum building. We do not get

the opportunity to do desk-related/office work often.

I: Would you say that your expertise and knowledge are often used in certain consultative

cases; mostly restoration processes?

D.D: Yes, when someone seeks out for us, because in majority of cases they [policy-makers]
can turn to other experts in the region. If not, they usually turn to the Dobritch Regional

Museum, i.e. to us. Mainly to the archaeological department in the regional museum.
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I: And would you say that in your experience you had observed some kind of conservation
or restoration process which you can determine as having successful results, or can you give

me an example of such a practice?

D.D: Yes, for satisfying results | can give the example of the Horizont fortress, the Late
Antiquity dated fortress Horizont at Balchik, even though things could be added [the
restoration could be bettered]. But in comparison to all the other projects that | have

witnessed, it is well restored.

I: Would you say that the restoration team has managed to preserve some kind of

authenticity?

D.D: Yes, yes. There are no crude additions [to the fabric].

I: And could you provide me with a general impression that you have as an expert regarding

the different restoration processes that we are discussing and which are currently ongoing?

D.D: In the majority of cases restoration and conservation processes are not really
happening; we are rather talking about construction. All of them... for the majority of
projects that are ongoing in Bulgaria we are talking about construction. And we are not even
discussing construction next to the cultural heritage, but construction on top of this cultural

heritage, which is brutal.

I: During our conversation earlier | did ask you this question, but could you define what
hypothetical reconstructions are to you, i.e. do you personally ascribe any meaning to this

term?

D.D: No, it cannot be defined as a restoration. Restoration is something else. This thing
with the hypothetical [reconstructions] cannot be applied... how, one does not know how it
used to look like, but they construct... this is new construction. Unfortunately on top of an

authentic building, this is quite often the case.

I: And have you noticed any general changes in the manner that these things are conducted

after 2007, have you got such observations?
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D.D: Asfar as | know, the manner is the same. And in its core it is concerning exactly this —

the [new] construction on top of immovable cultural heritage.

I: Regarding the Yailata archaeological reserve, my question is quire broad. | know that you
personally are well familiar with the site before its restoration, you have worked there, [the
reserve] was a main focus in your work, but to what extent would you say that you perceive

it as authentic after what has happened and the end process in 2013?

D.D: | do not perceive it as authentic. What happened at the rock church, what happened
with the Early Byzantine fortress... is something awful. They [policy-makers] destroyed
immovable cultural heritage, in the case of the Early Byzantine fortress, while, luckily, the

rock church remained outside of their manipulation.

I: Yes, | do have a few questions which are perhaps slightly more archaeological, or maybe
slightly more theoretical, you can answer them as you see fit, according to your personal
opinion. To what extent do you think that the material cultural heritage is playing a role in
the construction of the national identity? Do you think that there is a relation between the

two, or...?
D.D: No, no... | am trying to look for such a relation, but no.

I: Yes, that is alright. My next question is also slightly more theoretical — as an expert, or
perhaps on a personal level, do you perceive some part of the Bulgarian material cultural

heritage as European, or perhaps owned by all Europeans?

D.D: It is European. And we are even downplaying the significance of what we have.
Another approach is needed. Everything that reaches Europe should be represented in
another way and we have to know what is here [Bulgaria] and what we are talking about.

And they need to value it [heritage] and control what is happening [with it].
I: Meaning, you think that it is not appreciated or promoted enough...

D.D: Yes, yes, yes! Promotion of certain sites from time to time is not what should be
known and communicated as important for this country and for the geographical area in

general. And | do not mean one or two time periods, | mean everything.

141

—
| —



I: And what if we turned the same question around - do you perceive any specific time
period of European archaeology or European cultural heritage as something that you

associate with? | mean, something that...
D.D: No, the lines are blurred.

I: And to what extent are you interested in research from your main research interests that

is being conducted in other European countries?

D.D: We do follow up what is happening where, more or less, but in general we tend to
concentrate on that which is happening here [Dobritch region] or around us; and more likely
in the surrounding museums... There is nothing more than that. For example, we are
interested in which the Late Antiquity sites are and what is happening in North Dobrudzha,
in the region, i.e. in Romania. Which also serves for later comparisons, since this border
between the two countries is there just for convenience, of course. We are talking about the

same thing.

I: To what extend do you think that the involvement of experts and specifically,
archaeologists in the carrying out such conservation and restoration processes is actually

important?

D.D: ltis not... It is not about it being important, it is obligatory, they [archaeologists] need
to be in the core of these projects and in the core of everything — they need to be there long
before the realisation of the project, so they can control the process. [This is happening]
because the people that are carrying out the project, as well as the people who are creating
it are not specialists. Especially regarding the actual carrying out of the project, we are
talking about construction businesses which need to be controlled! Usually, in these
projects restoration experts are included, but many other professionals are also needed,

who can give another, diversified opinion on the matter.

I: Alright, and lastly, in what way in your opinion should these processes be monitored,

meaning, could you address a hierarchical level of monitoring? Regional, national, or higher?

D.D: Higher, as well as national and regional. Yes, control should be imposed everywhere,

on every step with the creation and carrying out of such projects. Because it is most

142

—
| —



convenient when a project is being carried out, for example in the Dobritch region, for it to
be controlled on a regional level. But it depends. The fact that it is on a regional level does
not intervene with that systematic checkups to be conducted. This is a preventative
measure, just in case that something is happening on regional level. And monitoring from
European institutions is welcomed. Yes, so everybody there could be careful of what they

are doing.

I: Yes, thank you very much, that was my final question. Thank you for your time.

D.D: Thank you too, unfortunately | was rather brief when answering your questions.
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Appendix 6: Interview with Dobri Dobrev [Bulgarian]

H: NbpBMA Mn BBNPOC € fan BUXTE MOTAN @ MU KaxKeTe Hello noBeye 3a
npodecMoHanHoTo cM obpasoBaHne Uan chepaTta Ha BalLMTe MPOYYBAHMUA C KOUTO ce

3aHMMmaBaTe?

A.A: No npuHumn ot 2002 o 2011 rogmHa 6ax ypeAHUK 1 3aBeXKAall, OTAE/ apPXe0oaorms B
UcTopunueckn mysein KaBapHa 1 OTroXKapax 3a UICTOPUYECKN N apXeOIOTUYECKU pe3epBaT
Annarta. OT aHyapm 2014 cbm 3aBeXAall, OTAeN apXxeosiornsa Ha permoHaneH mysei obpwuy
N 3aMECTHUK- ANPEKTOP Ha PErMOHanHNA My3eit. IHTepecuTe MM ca OCHOBHO KbCHO-

dHTUYHa apXxeonorunAa.

H: buxte nn moram ga mm gagete HAKaKBM nogpobHocTH 3a chepaTa, T.e. camaTa
ob6cTaHOBKa B KOATO paboTuTe; KaTo MMam nNpeaBuA Aanu e noseye opucHa cpesa Uam Nbk

TepeHHa?

A.J: OcHOoBHO cMe Ha TepeH. To ToBa e 1 uenTa. M Tbit KaTo B perMoHanHus mysei B
MOMEHTa B/ie3e HOB €KUM, HOBA NOIUTUKA Ha My3ed M 3aTOBA CMe Zia o Hapeyem Nab3HaAun
“3 usnata nbnact. OnMTBame ce Aa peannsmpame NPOKETa CBbP3aH C BCUYKM OBLLMHCKM
3BEHa C KOUTO CMe CBbP3aHMu, ¢ banuuk, c obwmHa [lobpuryKa, CKOPO Lie roBOpMM C 06LMHa
TepBen, Taka Ye OCHOBHO CMe M3BbH Crpajarta A4a ro Kakem. MHOoro manako umame

Bb3MOXHOCT Aa cme Ha biopo.

H: buxte nn Ka3a/in, 4ye Ballata eKCnepTmn3a n BawnTe 3HaHMA Ca HeCTO U3NON13BAHN B

onpeneneHn KOHCynTaTuBHM cdepu, 3a pecTaBpaLMOHHN NPOLLECU Han-Beye?

A.A: [a, koraTo HAKoM ce 06bpHE KbM Hac, 3aLLLOTO B MHOMO C/ly4an MoraT Aa ce o6bpHaT U

KbM ApYyru cneLnanmcty ako rm uma rno mecta. AKo He 06MKHOBEHO Ce o6p1:u1,aT Kbm
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pervoHaneH mysei obpud, T.e. KbM Hac. OCHOBHO KbM OTZEN apXe0/IoTUA B PermoHaneH

my3en.

H: A 6uxte nn Ka3a/zin, 4e B onunta KOWTO nmaTe Aocera crte Ha6l'|}0,ﬂ,aBal'IM HAKAKbB
KOHCepBaLUMOHEH NN pPeCTaBpUMpall NpoLec, YNUTO PE3YNTATU MOXKETe Oa onpegennte Kato
3a40BO/IUTENTHU Cnopes Bawwure npeacrtasn UM MoXetTe Jin 4a MU AafeTe TakK1Ba

npumepn?

A.A: 3a 3ap0BoAUTENEH pe3yaTaT Mora Aa Aam NMpUMep Camo C KPernocTTa XOpU3OoHT,
KbCHO-aHTMYHaTa KPenocT Xopu3oHT B baslunk, HO M Tam MMa KaKBo olle Aa ce Aobasu. Ho
CMPAMO BCUYKM OCTaHaIM NMPOEKTU KOMTO CbM BUNKAAN TA €, Aa peyem Ha-gobpe

N3MbAHEHa.
N: T.e. pectaBpaTopuTe Ca 3aMa3niv HAKAaKbB BMUA, aBTEHTUYHOCT?
AA: Oa, pa. HAma rpybu nsnbaHeHus.

H: A moxeTe nn Aa JageTe HAKAKBO UATOCTHO BNe4YaTKEHNE KOETO MMaATeE KaTo
I'IpOd)ECMOHaﬂVICT 3a Pas3/IM4YHUTE pecTaBapuUMOHHUN NpoL,ecn 3a KOUTO rOBOPUM U KOUTO Ce

cnyysaT?

A.J1: To B noBe4eTO C/y4amn He ce Cy4YBaT PecTaBPaTOPCKM U KOHCEPBATOPCKM NPoLLecH, a
roBOPUM 3a CTPOMTENCTBO. BCUYKW... 332 NOBEYETO OT MPOEKTUTE KOUTO Ce CNy4YBaT B
BbArapma rosopum 3a CTPOUTENCTBO. M TO HE CTPOUTENCTBO A0, @ FOBOPUM 3a CTPOMTE/ICTBO

BbPXY KYNTYPHU LLEHHOCTU, KOETO Beye e BpyTasiHOTO B C/ly4Yas.

H: A3 Bu 3a4aa0x TO3M BbMPOC MaKO NO-PaHO NPW Hall Pa3roBop, HO MOXKeTe I Aa
onpeaenuTe KakBO Ca XMMNOTETUYHM pecTaBpaLmm, T.e. Bue npuaasate v HAKAKBO 3HaYeHue

Ha TOA TEPMUH?

A.J: He, To He moXe Aa 6bae onpeaenHo KaTo pectaBpauma. Pectaspauma e gpyro.Tosa ¢
XMMNOTETUYHM HAMA KaK [a 6bAe NPUAOKEHO...KaK, TM He 3HAEeLL KaK U3rnexaa v CTPouLL...

TOBa CX € HOBO CTPOUTENCTBO. 3a cbKaneHue BbPXYy aBTEHTUYHU 3b6epm, A0CTa 4ecCTo.

H: A pa cte 3a6ena3Banmn HAKAKBM OCHOBHU MPOMEHM MO HaYMHA NO KOWTO Te3n Hella ce

npasaT cnea 2007 roamnHa, ako MMaTte TakMBa HabaoaeHus?
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A.J4: JOKONKOTO 3HAaM NPUHLMMNA € eAUH U Cbll. M OCHOBHO cTaBa AyMa TOYHO 3a TOBa — 3a

CTPOUTENCTBO BbPXY HEABUXKMMM KYNTYPHU LLEHHOCTW.

H: A wo ce oTHaca go fliinarta, BbNPOChT MU e AocTa obul. 3Ham, Ye Bue cTe gocta aobpe
3aMno3HaT CbC camus 06eKT npeam HeroeaTta pectaBpauus, Bue cte pabotmam tTam, 6uno e
HELLO C KOETO OCHOBHO CTe Ce 3aHMMaBasIn, HO A0 KaKBa CTEMNEH ro Bb3npMemaT KaTo

aBTEHTUYEH C/ie[, TOBA KOETO Ce C/y4Ba U KpanHua npouec cned 2013r.?

A.J: He ro Bb3npremam Kato aBTeHTMYeH. TOBa KOETO Ce C/ly4M Ha CKa/HaTa UbPKBa, TOBA
KOETO Ce C/ly4M Ha PaHHO-BM3aHTUICKATa KPEMOCT... € HELWO YXKACHO. YHULLOKMNXA
HeABWKMMA KYNTYPHA LLeHHOCT, B C/ly4an CbC PAHHOBM3AHTUICKATA KPEMOCT, A0KATO CbC

CKa/Z1HaTa UbpKBa MPOCTO 3a WacTne maHunnynaumAaTa UM e NU3BbH HeA.

H: [a. imam HAKOIKO BbNPOCa KOMTO ca MoXKe b1 ManKo No-apxeosnornyeckm KaTo
HACOYEHOCT, MIN NO-CKOPO MAJIKO MNO-TEOPETUYHU, MOXKETE Aa OTFOBOPUTE HA TAX KAKTO
HamepwuTe 3a A06pe M KaKBOTO e BaweTo MyHo mHeHue. [lo KakBa posa cnopeg Bac
MaTepMaNHOTO KYATYPHO HACNeACTBO UrPae HAKAKBA POIA NPU U3rparkgaHeTo Ha

HaLMOHANHA NAEHTUYHOCT? MUCAUTE K, Ye MMaA HAKAKBaA B3aMMOBPbB3Ka, UN...?
A.1d: He, He... Tbpca 5, HO He.

H: [a, nobpe, Cneppawmsa BbNPOC € MasKo NO-TEOPETUYEH CbLLLO — KaTo NPodpeCcnoHanmcT,
WM MOXKe BN YNCTO IMYHO Bb3NPUEMATE /1M HAKAKBA YacT OT MaTepPUaHOTO KYATYPHO
HacneacTBO Ha bbarapusa KaTo EBpoNencko, nam moxe 61 NPUHaANEMKALLO BCUYKM

esponenun?

A.A: To cu e EBponeicKo. M gaxke HMe ro omanoBarkaBame ToBa, KOeTo MMame. TpsbBea
Apyr noaxon. Tpabea Aa e ToBa, KoeTo cTura Ao EBpona ga ce npeactasa no Apyr HAYMH U
HWe TpADGBA Aa ro 3HaeM, KAKBO MMa TYK W 33 KaKBO CTaBa Ayma. M ga ro ueHaT, u aa

KOHTPOAMPAT TOBA, KOETO CTaBa.
H: T.e., MUcanTe, Ye He e JOCTATbYHO LLEHEHO UKW PEKNAMUPAHO...

A.A: [Oa,na,nal Peknama Ha KOHKPeTHU 0BeKTM OT BpeMe Ha BPeEME He e TOBa, KOeTo
TpA6Ba Aa ce 3Hae 3a Tas AbPrKaBa U 3a TUA 3eMM KaTo LAno. M He cTaBa Ayma 3a efHa- ABe

enoxu, To CtaBa AymMma 3a UAanoTo.
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H: A ako cbwus BbNpoc ro o6bpHem HaobpaTHO, Bb3NpuemaTe M HAKAKBa YacT oT
enoxaTta Ha EBponeiickaTa apxeosiorua unm EBponeinckoTo KyATypHO HacieaCcTBO KaTo

Hew,o, c KoeTo Bue ce acoumnpare? T.e. HeLwo KOeTO...
A.: He, T4 rpaHnuarta ce pasmuea.

H: A eBeHTyanHO A0 KaKBa CTeMeH CTe 3aMHTepecoBaH OT Npoy4BaHus oT cpepara Ha

BawaTa cneunanmsaumna, KOUTo ce CcnyyBaTt B 4pyru eBpOHeﬁCKM A'pr-(aBM?

A.J: Hue rope-gony cnegmm Kbae KakBO CTaBa, HO KaTo LANIO CME KOHLEHTPUPAHU BbPXY
TOBA, KOETO CTaBa CaMo NPW HAC M OKOJI0 HAC; U NO-CKOPO B CbCeaHUTE My3eit... HAama HULWo
no-mawabHo oT ToBa. [pUMepHO CNeaMM KoM ca KbCHOAHTUYHUTE 06EKTU U KaKBO ce
cnyysa B CeBepHa [obpyarka, B paioHa, T.e. B PymbHUA. KoeTo ce 1 cpaBHABa NO-KbCHO,
NOHEeXKe Tas rpaHuLLA MeXay AbpKaBUTe e YCN0BHA, pa3bupa ce. Hne rosopum 3a egHoO U

CblUO.

H: A po KakBa CTeneH cMATaTe, Ye BKAYBAHETO Ha NPOodeCcUoHaNNUCTM U Hali-BeYe Ha
apXxeo0/1031 BbB NPOBENAAHETO HA TE3N KOHCEPBALMOHHM U pecTaBpaLMOHHN Npouecu e

BCbLLHOCT BaXKHO?

A.JL: To He e...He cTaBa AyMa 32 BaXKHO, TO € 334 b/IXKUTENHO, Te TpAbBa Aa ca B OCHOBATA Ha
NPOEKTa U B OCHOBATa Ha BCUYKO — Zia MPUCHCTBAT MHOIMO Npeau peannsaumaTa, 3a Aa
KOHTPO/IMPAT TOA NpoLec. 3aLL0TO XOpaTa KOUTO MM M3Mb/IHABAT, M XOpaTa KOUTO rm
NoAroTBAT MO NPUHLMM cera He ca cneunanuctu. OcobeHo Npu U3NbJHEHMETO CTaBa Ayma
3a CTpouUTeNnHN PUPMU, KOUTO TpABBa Aa ce cbbtoAaBaT KakBo npaBsaT! OBMKHOBEHO BbB
TUA NPOEKTU, KOUTO Ce peannsmpaTt TYK MMa pecTaBpaTopu, HO Ca HYXXHM U MHOTO Apyru

CneunanncT1, KouTo aa rneaaT noa ApYr brb/ Ha HewaTa.

H: Oobpe, a nocneaHo, No KakbB HauuH cnopea Bac cnegsa Aa ce npocnegasar Tms
npouecu, T.e. bUxTe M M onpeaennan Ha HAKAKBO HMBO? PernoHanHo, HaUuMOHaNHO, No-

BMCOKO?

J.J1: W no-BMCOKO, M HAaLMOHANHO, U perMoHanHo. [a, Tpsabsa Aa MMa KOHTPO HaBCAKbAE,
Ha BCAKa e4Ha CTbnKa. Mpun NoAroTBAHE U peannsMpaHe Ha TakMBa NPOEKTU. 3alLoTo Hait-

yA06HO e KoraTo ce peannsnpa eanH NpoekT, Hanpumep B [lobpnyka ob6nacT, KOHTpona Aa
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ce M3BbPLIBA HA MECTHO HMBO. HO MaK MHOro 3aBUCK, MHOTO 3aBUCK. TOBA, Ye € Ha MeCTHO
HWBO, HULLO HEe MPeYn CUCTEMHO A3 Ce M3BbPLUBAT U LLEHTPASIHM NPOBEPKM Ha TOBA KAKBO Ce
cnyyBa. 3a Aa He 61 cAyy4aliHO HaNpMMep HeLLo Aa Ce e CYYUI0 HAa MACTO, Ha 061acTHO
HMBO. A NbK NPOBEPKMUTE KOWUTO Ca OT HAKOM EBPONENCKU MHCTUTYLMM Ca KenatenHu. [a, 3a

A3 MOXXe BCUYKN TaM [a CTOAT N1EKO... Aida BHNMABAT KakKBO MNpaBAT.

H: [a, 6narogaps B MHOro HaMCTUHA, TOBA BCHLLHOCT 6AXa BCUYKMTE MU BBMPOCH.

Enaro,a,apﬂ 3a BPEMETO, KOETO OTAENNXTE.

A.J4: W a3 6naroaaps, HULLO Ye 3a CbXKaleHWe OTFOBOPUX KPATKO Ha Bbnpocute Bu.
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Appendix 7: Interview with Diana Gergova

I: Could you tell me more about your previous education and research area?

D.G: An archaeologist, professor. | am working in the area of Thracian archaeology,

heritage management and cultural legislation.

I: Could you give me some details regarding your working environment? Is it office-related,

or is there more fieldwork involved?

D.G: Mainly in the field, but also in a university environment, National University of Poland,

as well as a member of ICOMOS Bulgaria.

I: Would you say that your expertise is often used for consultation in conservation and

restoration processes?

D.G: | have been a participant in the carrying out of different projects regarding
conservation and restoration works. Personally | have been responsible for the creation and
application of new excavation methods in order to achieve better preservation of
monuments, and predominantly Thracian tombs in their natural environment. | have also
worked for the protection and exhibition of prehistoric objects, which are of a crucial
importance for the understanding of Europe’s and Mediterranean’s prehistoric past, while
at the same time are extremely attractive for the public, or at least for the people involved
with cultural tourism. Unfortunately, this is not the practice in Bulgaria, or more specifically,

it is not being done anymore.

I: In your experience, have you been a part of or have you observed conservation or

restoration projects that you personally perceive as satisfactory or positive?
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D.G: Yes, of course. Such sites are the tomb at Sveshtari, the tomb under Shushmanets
tells, the Dyadovo tell, Nova Zagora and others. The issue is that often after the realization
of these restoration projects they remain under the supervision of incompetent regional
institutions which are not only indifferent, but are also not knowledgeable enough to know
what to do; that is when destructive processes take over as regular practices. During the
conduction of these projects | have personally worked alongside teams which follow the set

out international framework [on conservation and restoration].

I: Having in mind the general state of conservation/restoration processes and their results,

what is your overall impression and expert opinion on them?

D.G: If we are talking about Bulgaria the results from such conservation and restoration
practices are extremely negative, with very few exceptions. The reasons for this could be
found in the national legislative framework. Restorations are often interpreted as new
construction, restoration experts and their private businesses cannot apply for these
projects on their own, since their capacity is not enough and could only be found with big
construction companies, which are expected to hire restoration experts. In this way the
values are turned upside down because instead for the restoration experts to be in control
of these restoration practices, they are being used. Another problem is the centralisation of
power in the hands of the owner’s institution, or in those of the cultural policy-makers; in
this way extreme destruction is brought onto heritage monuments. Of an upmost
importance is the destruction of churches, because of the crucial role in decision-making
that is given to the Bulgarian Orthodox Church; not less important is the destruction caused

on all monuments from national, as well as world heritage importance.

I: How would you then describe the term “hypothetical reconstructions”?

D.G: Extremely negatively. This is a destruction of the monuments’ authenticity, as well as
I: How often have you observed the conduction of such practices?

D.G: In Bulgaria they are a mass occurrence which is also highly disturbing and made
possible by the national legislative framework and the way that European funding is being

used — through administration, and not through the creative teams.
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I: Have you noticed any major changes in the way these conservation and restoration

process were being conducted after 2007?

D.G: Yes. Predominant approval in a purely administrative manner, no creative discussions
of low quality projects for hypothetical restorations which, in practice, foresee eniterly new
construction for millions. The projects are approved and carried out by municipalities and
the experts are in fact eliminated from them and substituted for companies. These
companies have usually already written the projects according to what municipalities have

agreed upon and the funding has been accordingly redirected.

I: How familiar were you with the general state of Yailata archaeological reserve before the

beginning of the restoration project there in 2008?
D.G: That was one of the very well studied in archaeological relation site.

I: And how would you describe the issue with the restoration at Yailata archaeological

reserve?

D.G: The issue is quite specific for all projects of this kind. The agreement that is reached
between the administration on different hierarchical levels during the initial discussion of
starting such a project. The absolute exclusion of experts - those are the archaeologists — in
the formulation of the project, its official approval, which is happening independently from
the clear contradictions with international and Bulgarian conservation ethos. This is further
enhanced by the conduct of an impressive number of violations which concern not only the
authenticity of the archaeological fabric, but also the natural environment; the lack of
adequate reaction from the respective institutions, which tend to ignore the received

signals for violation.

I: To what extent do you perceive the Yalata archaeological reserve as authentic after the

restoration processes there in 2008?

D.G: There is nothing authentic left there. At the same time the new construction is already

falling apart.

I: In your opinion, what role does the material/ tangible cultural heritage have in the

creation of national identity?
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D.G: It plays a crucial role as a uniting tool for the Bulgarian people, not only because of
the rich history of the country, but also because of the participation of contemporary people

of different ethnic or religious background in its research and preservation.

I: Do you personally perceive any part of the national material cultural heritage as

European or being owned by all Europeans?

D.G: Of course. This relates to our prehistoric monuments as well, even more so the
Thracian ones which already give evidence for the relationship between different parts of
Europe, provide us with a proof for the existence of one Proto-European civilization. | will
not discuss the Roman epoch due to the unification of culture, but after that we see the
existence of Christian monuments, Medieval Bulgaria. In each and every one of Bulgaria’s
historic periods we can look for monuments which are from European and World heritage

significance. The problem is that we are doing nothing about it.

I: Do you personally associate yourself with material/ archaeological heritage that is

located in another European country?

D.G: Yes. With the megaliths in Ireland, with monuments in South Italy, Greece and

Northern Black Sea coast, with Western Asia Minor, with Caucasian architecture, etc.

I: Areyou interested in any research from the area of your specialization conducted in

another European country?

D.G: |do work with a lot of colleagues who come from different European countries and
Japan. The issue lays mainly in the insuperable complications which are to be found in the
system that deals with an effective and professional preservation of cultural heritage. As of
the way heritage is being managed — | think that the problems, even though more disturbing
on a Bulgarian national level — are not restricted to our case. This is mainly because of the
growing administrative and bureaucratic trend to exclude the expert opinion; this is a

problem that the whole of Europe is facing.

I: Do you think that the inclusion of professional archaeologists is needed for the

conduction of conservation/restoration processes?
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D.G: Until recently it was regulated by the Cultural Heritage Law. Currently, | have been
told that this article has been dropped out — personally | had not have gotten the time to
check when this took place. The inclusion of archaeologists is compulsory, but it is not
enough. There should be discussions in a broader circle of experts, such as archaeologists,
restoration practitioners, project managers, on every project. Just the inclusion of a single
archaeologist is not enough — one person could be wrong about something, or they could be

pressured by the project managers.

I: Finally, in what way do you think that the conservation and restoration projects and their

results should be monitored (on a regional, national, other level)?

D.G: By a professional and, if possible, independent from the administration teams - on a
regional, as well as national level. They should be in possession of the power to put an end
to different kind of violations in time, and not in the way that this is done now — everything
is being brought up to court and while decisions have been made, the monuments have

either collapsed, or have been completely reconstructed.
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Appendix 8: Interview with Diana Gergova [Bulgarian]

H: Buxte nn mu paskasanu 3a BaweTto npegmwHo obpasoBaHume 1 chepa Ha NpoyuBaHmA?

A.I': Apxeonor, npodecop A-p Ha UCTOPUYECKUTE HayKU. PaboTA B 06/1acTTa Ha

TpaKuMiicKaTa apXxeo10rus, ornassaHe Ha Hac/1eACTBOTO M KyNTYPHOTO 3aKOHOAATeNCTBO.

H: MoxeTe 1 ga Mm gageTe HAKaKBM NOAPOBHOCTM 3a cpeaaTa B KOATO 06MKHOBEHO

paboTtute? (oduc, Ha TepeH, T.H)

A.I': MNpean BCMUYKO B TepeHa, HO CbLLO B YHUBEPCUTETCKA cpeaa, bpskaBeH yHuBepcuTeT

Monwa, kakto 1 8 UKOMOC.

H: buxte nu Kasanun, ye Bawara E€KCnepTn3a € 4eCTo N3nona3BaHa 3a KOHCYNTaUMA B

KOHCEepBaLMOHHM MU pecTaBpaLMOHHK npoLecu?

A.I': YyacTtBana cbmM B U3rOTBAHETO M PeasiM3nMpPaHEeTo Ha NPOeKTH 3a KoHcepBauMOHHO-
PectaBpaunoHHu Pabotn. CamaTa a3 cbM paboTuna BbpXy Cb34aBaHETO U MPUIAraHeTo Ha
HOBWM METOAM Ha pa3KonaBaHe C ornes no- epeKTMBHOTO ONa3BaHe Ha NAMETHULUTE U
npean BCUYKO Ha TPAKMMCKUTE rpobHMUM B TAXHATa ecTecTBeHa cpeaa. Pabotuna cbm m
BbPXY ONa3BaHETO Y EKCMNOHUPAHETO HA NPaANUCTOPUYECKM 0BEKTU, KOUTO ca OT
M3KNOUYUTENHO 3HAYEHMe 3a pa3bupaHeTo Ha npancTopusTa Ha EBpona u
Cpean3eMHOMOPMETO, KaTo CbLLEBPEMEHHO Ca U3KNOUMTENHO aTPAKTUBHM 32 MACOBMSA
NnoceTUTeN, UM NOHE 3a NOYUTATENUTE HA KYATYPHUA TYpU3bM. 3a CbiKaseHue ToBa B

bbarapua He ce Npasu, UM NO- CKOPO € MUHANO.

H: Bbs Bawwus onut, 6UAn v cTe YacT oT, Uaun HabaoaaBanm v CTe KoHcepBaLma Uu
pecTaBpauusa Ha 06EKTH, YNMTO Pe3yNTaTh MOKE a3 OnpeaeMTe KaTo 3a40BOIUTENHU UK

NO3UTUBHU?
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JA.I': Pasbupa ce. Taknuea o6ekTn ca CeelapcKkaTa rpobHMLa, rpobHMLaTa noa mormaaTta
LWywmaHeu, cennuiHata moruna npwu c. spgoso, Hososaropcko, 1 ap. MNpobnemsT e, ye
cnep OCblLLLECTBABAHETO HA TE3U NPOEKTU, T€ OCTABAT MO, yNpPaBAeHNETO Ha HEKOMMNETEHTHM
MECTHM OpraHu, KOMTO He Ce MHTepPecyBaT, a U He 3HAAT KakBO TPADGBa Aa HanpaBsAT, Nnopaau
KOETO AEeCTPYKTMBHUTE NPOLLECU N HEKOMMETEHTHATA Hameca B3emart npesec. B Te3un
NPOEKT CbM paboTrna ¢ eKnnu, KoMTo abcontoTHO PaboTAT CbrNACHO YCTAaHOBEHUTE

MEXAYHAPOAHN HOPMU.

H: Bsemaliku nog npeasuna obLL0TO CbCTOAHNE Ha KOHCEPBALMOHHUTE/ pecTaBpaLMOHHM

npouecun n pe3yntatn, KakBo € UA10CTHOTO Bu BnevatneHme KaTo I'IpOd)ECMOHaJ'IMCT oT TAX?

A.I': Ako cTaBa Bbnpoc 3a bbarapus, pesyntatute ot Te3u KoHcepBaUMOHHO-
pecTaBpauMOHHN PaboTh ca U3KNHOYMTENHO HEFATUBHU, C MHOTO MaslkU U3KIOYEHWA.
MpUYMHKTE Ca 3a/10KEHM B CAMOTO 3aKOHOAaTe/ICTBO. PecTaBpaumnaTa e npupaBHeHa CbC
CTPOUTENCTBOTO, PECTaBpaToOpUTe U TEXHUTE GUPMM HE MOraT CaMOCTOATENHO A3
KaHAMAATCTBAT MO NPOEKTU, Tbil KaTo Ce M3UCKBAT 06OPOTH, KOMTO Ca BbB Bb3MOMKHOCTUTE
CaMo Ha rolemu CTpouTeNHN GUPMU, KOUTO Ce OYaKBA 4@ HaemaT pecTaBpaTopuTe. TaKa e
0bbpHaTa LEeHHOCTHATa CUCTEMa, 3aLLL0TO BMECTO PecTaBpaTopuTe Aa KOHTpoAUpaT
M3NbJIHEHMETO, Te CTaBaT NMOHKK. [lpyr npobaem e abcontoTU3MPaAHETO HA MHCTUTYLMATA Ha
cobCcTBEHMKA, AN HA yNpaBAsABaLLMTe HAac/NeACTBOTO, MPM KOETO Ce HaHACAT U3K/IUYUTENHO
roNemu WeTn Ha NnameTHUUMTE. Ha NbpPBO MACTO NMOPA*KEHNETO € BbPXY LiIbPKOBHUTE
XpamoBe nopagu npeasuaeHaTa pelwasalya possa Ha BlL, 1 nak Ha NbpBO —ca  BCUYKM

KaTeropmm NnameTHULUM He CaMo OT HaLlMOHA/IHO, HO LOPU 1 OT CBETOBHO 3HA4eHue.
H: Kak Torasa 6uxte onpeaennaun ,XunotTeTm4yHn pectaspaummn”?

AF U3KAouYmMTeNnHO OoTpULaTeNHO. ToBa e YHULWOXaBaHE HAa aBTEHTUYHOCTTA Ha
NameTHULNTE, KaKTO N Ha Bb3MOXHOCTUTE 3a KaKBUTO U Aa € n3cnenBaHnAa B UHTeEPeEC Ha

ONa3BaHETO UM .
H: Kosko yecTo cTe HabaogaBanm NpoBeEXKAAHETO Ha TaKMBA MPAKTUKN?

A.I': B bbarapua Te ca MacoBO M U3KIOYUTENTHO TPEBOXKHO ABAEHWNE, MOPOAEHO UMEHHO OT
3aKOHOBUTE pasnopeadbur M HauyMHA Ha M3M0/3BaHE Ha eBponeickuTe poHA0BE, KOUTO

MWHaBaT Npe3 agMnHUCTPpaUnNnTe, a He Npe3 TBOPYHECKUTE KOJTEKTUBM.
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H: 3abenasanu nun cte HAKAKBU OCHOBHU NPOMeHU B Ha4nHa Nno KOMTO KOHCepBauun naun

pecTtaBpauum ca nposexkaaHu cneg 2007 r?

A.I': [Oa. OpobpasaHe No YNCTO aAMUHUCTPATUBEH NbT, 6€3 TBOPUYECKO 06CHKAaHe, Ha
HEKaYeCTBEHM MPOEKTM 33 XMMNOTETUYHMN PecTaBpaLLMn, KOUTO NPeaBMKAAT Ha NPaKTUKA
HOBO CTPOWUTE/NICTBO 32 MW/INOHK ieBoBe. [IPOeKTUTE MMHaBaT Npe3 obWwuHUTE, a
cneumanuctuTe ca ge GakTo eIMMUHUPAHN U 3aMeCcTeHN OT GUPMMU, MULLELLN NPOEKTU B
[LOTOBOPHU OTHOLLEHUSA C OBLNHUTE 1 NPU BeYe HanpaBeHM NpeaBapUTE/IHA YTOBOPKM 3a

pasnpeaeneHMeTo Ha cpeacTeara.

H: KonKo 3ano3HaTu cTe 6Mam cbe O6IJ.I|OTO CbCTOAHNE HA apPXeOoN0rM4eCknA pesepsar

AMnata npean HayaoTO Ha pPecTaBpPaLMOHHUA NPOEKT Tam npe3 2013 r?

JA.I': ToBsa belle egnH oT MHOro xybasuTte 1 4obpe NPoyYeH B apXe0/I0rMYECcKo OTHOLIEHME

obeKT.
H: Kak buxrte onpegennnm npobniema ¢ pectaBpaumaATa Ha Anarta pesepsar?

J.T: MpobnembT e xapaKTepeH 3a BCUYKKU NPOEKTM OT TO3U TUN. MNpeaBapUTeIHOTO
[lOroBapAHe MeXay aAMUHUCTPALMUTE HA Pa3IMYHU HMBA NPU CbrnacyBaTeIHUTe
npoueaypw. MNpeHebpersaHe Ha U3cnen0BaTENINTE- APXE0I03M B U3rOTBAHETO Ha MPOEKTa,
HerosoTo popmasiHo 040bpsABaHe, HE3aBUCUMO OT ABHMTE NPOTMBOPEYUA C
MeXyHapoaHUTe a 1 6bATapCKM HOPMU, U3BBLPLUBAHE Ha 3abenexuTteneH 6pon
HapyLeHMsA, 3acarawm He Camo aBTEHTUYHOCTTA Ha apXeoIOrMYECKOTO CTPYKTYpPa, HO U Ha
npupoaHaTa cpeaa, AMncata Ha ageKBaTHa pPeakuma OT CTPaHa Ha MHCTUTYLUMUTE,

HEeé3aBUCUMO OT NogaBaHUTE CUTHA/IN 3a HAPYLUEHUA.

H: Jlo KaKBa cTeneH Bb3npuemare pesepsaTa AnaTta KaTo aBTEHTUYEH cnen

pecTtaBpauUuOHHUTE Npouecn Tam npes 2013 r?

AF Tam Beye HAMA HULLLO aBTEHTUYHO. B CbLOTO Bpeme HOBOTO CTPOUTE/ICTBO BeYe ce

pyLm.

H: Kaksa pons urpae matepumanHoto (tangible) KynTypHo HacneacTBo B U3rpaXkAaHeTo Ha

HaUMOHa/1Ha M,CI,eHTMHHOCT?
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A.I': Urpae orpomHa pons Kato obeanHUTEN 3a HaceNeHMEeTo Ha bbarapusa, He camo 3apaam
6oraTata UCTOPMA Ha CTPaHaTa, HO M 3apaAM y4acTMETO Ha CbBPEMEHHUTE Xopa, A0PU U
KOraTo ca C pa3/In4yHa eTHUYECKA UM BepCKa NPUHAANENKHOCT, B HErOBOTO M3C/eABaHE U

ona3BaHe.

H: BbanpmemaTe N HAKAKBA 4aCT OT MAaTEPUNANTHOTO KYNTYPHO HacnencCcTBO Ha E'bl'll'apMﬂ

KaTo eBPONencKo UAM NpUHaAIexKallo Ha BCUYKM eBponeiun?

A.I': Pasbupa ce. ToBa 3acAra 4opu NPanNCTopUYECcKMTE HU MAaMETHULMN, A3 HE TOBOPUM 33
TPAKMIACKUTE, KOUTO BEYE OTPA3ABAT B3aMMOOTHOLLIEHMA MeXAY Pa3/IMYHKM YacTn Ha EBpona,
CBMAETEeNCTBAT 3a 3apa*kAaHeTo Ha egHa NpoToeBponeiicka umBnansaums. Npeckayam
PUMCKaTa enoxa, nopagn yHUoULMpaHeTo Ha KyATypaTa, HO cieABaT NaMeTHULUUTE Ha
XPUCTUAHCTBOTO, HA CpeAHOBEKOBHA bbarapua. Bbe BCekM eguH OT nepuoauTe oT
MCTOPUYECKOTO pa3BUTUE HA Bbarapma, MMa NameTHULM, KOUTO Ca OT EBPONENCKO U

CBETOBHO 3HA4YUHE. |_|p06J'IeN\bT €, 4Ye HMe He NpaBM MMEHHO 3a TAX HULLO.

H: ACOLI,MMpaTe 1N Ce NO HAKAKBB Ha4nH C MaTepMafIHOTO/ dpPXeosIorM4ecKo KynTypHo

HacneAcTBO, KOETO Ce HamMupa B HAKOA Apyra eBponeicka Abpskasa?

A.I': [Oa. C meranutute B UpnaHgma, c nametTHuumte Ha HOxxHa Utanuma , Mpums u

CeBepHoTO YepHoMopHMe, cbe 3anaaHa Mana A3us, C apxuTeKkTypaTta Ha KaBKas u T. H.

H: 3aMHTep6CYBaHM 11 CTe OT Npoy4YBaHUA OT ccbepaTa Ha BawaTa cneymanmnsayma, KOMTo

ce npoBexaaT B Apyra EBponeiicka abpkaBa?

A.I': PaboTa c MHOrO MOM KONEern oT PasiMyHu eBPONENCKN CTPaHU 1 AnoHua. NMpobnembT
€ B HeNpeoaoMMKUTE 3a cera NpPeykmn 3a epeKkTMBHO M NpodecnoHanHO ona3BaHe Ha
HacneacTtBoTo. Lo ce oTHaca Ao ynpaBAeHWETO Ha HAc/leACTBOTO — MUCAA Ye npobaemute
MaKap M Hal- TPEBOXKHM Y HaC, He Ca CamMo HaluuW. 3apaaun HapacTBaLWMTE YNHOBHUYECKMH,
BIOPOKPATUYHM TEHAEHLMN A3 ce n33eMBaT NPodecMoHaNHUTE KOMMETEHLUKN, TOBa e

npobnem v Ha ysana Espona.

H: CmaTate 1N, Ye BKZIIOYBAHETO Ha I'IpO(beCMOHaJ'IHVI dpPXe0/1I03n € HYXKHO B NPOBEXKAAHETO

Ha KOHCEepBaLMOHHW/ pecTaBpaLMOHHM NpoLecn?
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A.I': [lo ckopo To 6e gopwn pernameHTUpaHO B 3aKOHa 3a KyATYpHOTO HacneacTso. Cera mu
Kasaxa, Ye Tasu K/iaysa e oTnagHana — He Cbm MMana Bpeme Aa NpoBepsA Kora e cTaHano
TOBa. YYacTMeTo Ha apXxeo/io3uTe e 3ab/IKMTENHO, HO He e AocTaTbyHo. CneaBa Aa UMa
06CBHKAAHMA B NO- LWUMPOK NPOPECUMOHANEH KPbT OT apXeo/103M, PECTaBPaTOPU, NPOEKTAHTH,
Ha BCEKW MPOEKT. EANH apXeonor cam MOKe U Aa rPeLn, a MOXKE U [a HE € B CbCTosHME A3

YAbPHKN HATUCKA HA NMPOEKTAHTUTE.

H: Mo KakbB HA4YMH cnegBa Aa ce npocnenAasat npouecnTe U pesynTaTtuTe Ha

KOHCEpPBaLMOHHM MU PECTAaBPALMOHHU NPOEKTU? (PErMOHANHO, HALMOHAMIHO, APYrO HUBO)

AF (02 I'IpOd)ECMOHaJ'IHM N Bb3MOXHO Hali- HE3aBUCUMM OT AOMUNHNCTPAUNATA — MECTHa U
LeHTpa/lHa, eKUnn — Ha permoHasiHoO N HauMOHAa/THO HMNBO, C NpaBoOMOLLUNA HaBpeme Aa
npegoTspaTABaT HAPYLWEHWATA, @ HE KAKTO € NpeaBnaeHo cera- BCUYKO Aa Ce OTHACA KbM
Cbda N A0KaTO Ce B3NMaT pelleHnATa NnameTHNUUMUTE NaKn Ca ce pasnagHanau, nam ca

n3rpageHn HaHoBoO.
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Appendix 9: Interview with Vlado Rumenov

I: Could you tell me something more about your previous education; | know that you are a

professional artist?

V.R: That is my profession, as well as my vocation. | graduated in 1976 from the National
Art Gallery [Bulgaria],that is pretty much it. From 1985 | have been a participant in the
archaeological researching team at Yailata, at Kamen bryag and later on | have worked with
many Bulgarian archaeologists, including Gerogi Kitov, etc. | have also worked with Dr. B.P.,

the current vice-minister of culture and in this framework | am also familiar with Yailata.

I: Absolutely. And to what extent is your expert opinion used in consultations regarding

restoration or conservation processes?
V.R: Ours, you mean my personal expertise or the one of artists in general?
I: Yours, | mean personally yours.

V.R: No. | am professionally involved with restoring religious icons. So | do not uphold any
professional qualities of an archaeologist and cannot be an expert in this area. Whether |
have the needed skills is another question, but | do not have the right to give an expert

opinion.

I: Yes, yes. And do you know certain people [from your professional sphere] who have been

taking participation in such projects?

V.R: Well, yes, many of my colleagues are organised to give opinion on the matter...

whether this is official or not is another thing.
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I: To what extent then... | mean, | know that you are associated with the restoration project

that happened at Yailata...

V.R: Yes.

I: Do you have an overall opinion on projects that have been carried out on other cultural

heritage sites?

V.R: | do, yes. Many, actually, but now | will only mention two, because the topic is too
extensive otherwise... one of them is the fortress Trayanova vrata, which is just above the
tunnel [Sofia], you know where it is... | do not know when exactly it has been restored,
because the project has been carried out a long time ago... | know what the project is like,
and | am also familiar with the the person who led it, G., she is architect G., who at some
point denies her involvement with the project, since she is being pushed by policy-makers to
carry out a project, which is... She does not think that it should be carried out. Eventually, it
has been carried out and the results are disastrous, it is already in need of another
restoration, because... [you should] keep in mind that the fortress is re-created in a manner
that exceeds enormously what has been determined by archaeological research. That has
been done with the help of small red bricks which are pretending to be Roman, but are
actually rather new because it is quite clear where they have been laid, and also because
the middle section of the fortress is entirely made of concrete. The fortress is covered in
chemical salts [which are the bi-product of this construction]. These bricks have cracked, no,
not just cracked but falling apart and they are getting worse with every winter, because the
water freezes and further cracks them. Currently, this fortress is in a need of a new
restoration, and the old restoration project just finished last year. The other site that is quite
impressive, | have seen it when | was a kid, and | have seen it later on, is the fortress
Hisarlyka. What | remember is that it [the fortress] used to be between 30cm and 60cm [in
height]. At the moment there one can observe a huge, entirely constructed fortress with
towers... arches... who found the evidence for these arches? Who knows how tall what
sections of this building were taller than others? And in a similar manner, it has been
constructed with the use of red bricks which are everywhere. Especially, there no evidence
for the material that has been used is provided, where it came from or how was it

constructed... Meaning that the original material cannot be seen anywhere. The author of
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this project, the one who takes on the project... That is architect F. Architect F. is the one
who takes upon this project which has one been denied [by architect G.]. This also happens
at the Yailata fortress, there we also have an architect who objects to the project
completion, because they do not find it morally justified. Architect F. is the courtier
architect of B.D. [director of the National Historic Museum], and policy-makers. He is an
extremely intelligent person, very nice, very... sociable, well-spoken...quite an interesting
companion. On the other hand he... We went to him for an interview and he showed us a
restoration miniature of a temple... | cannot remember which one was it... it does not really
matter, it is located in Northern Bulgaria next to some gas mining sites... it does not matter.
So this temple has been destructed after an earthquake and has collapsed on the ground, so
[the original material] is there. Painstakingly, this man and his team managed to return
every stone to its place and this thing is actually ready for a complete restoration. So this is
an extremely achievement in restoration techniques, not a single fake stone has been put in
this construction, this is an enormous achievement. So on one hand we have this thing, this
work of his, on the other we have the atrocities that he creates by faking different
fortresses. In conclusion, he can and knows how to do a good job, but somehow he
managed to slip and get himself involved in projects that work purely for the
implementation of European funding. This is exceptional, the thing | saw, this monument...
it is about 40m long and around 15m wide, and the roof is even there, everything is in its

place. Such a thing should be respected. | cannot say anything bad for him.
I: Meaning that he is a professional in his area of specialisation?

V.R: Absolutely. Architect Y.F. So there are many well preserved sites, everywhere. Of
course, other practices persist, too, last year | came across Geamistopolis, which is located
near Balchik [Varna], it is very small, Byzantine quarters. And it is innovative, very civilised.
The construction comprises only of fallen off original material (V.R. most likely means

anastylosis].
I: Are you familiar with the term “hypothetical reconstructions”?

V.R: Well this is what has been done by B.D. This is a hypothetical reconstruction that is

being constructed in this way.
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I: Do you have any explanation as of why is this practice occurring?

V.R: | do, yes, | do. It is very simple — because in this manner a lot of money could be
incorporated from the state and from European funding. According to the information that
we have gathered, between 50% and 80% of the funding that has been meant for this
[restoration projects],that are coming from Europe and are being implemented by the
Ministry of Culture, actually reach regional level, the municipalities and their mayors. | even
have a strong evidence in favour of one element of this, even though there are many more
[elements], but there is a lack of documentation. Next to Yailata fortress there is a rock
church... inhabited cells, there are around 110 cells carved into the rock, it is not clear when
have they been carved... it does not matter, really, there was some live there and lastly have
been used during the Middle Ages as a living space. And one context of these 110 caves has
been pronounced for a church, a temple. It has to be mentioned that it is oriented West-
East. It does not matter. It is called “Konstantin and Elena” and during an earthquake it
started to crack and it was under threat of disappearing, literally. It is related to the
restoration project at Yailata, in the original plan it was supposed to undergo restoration as

well. They came up with these horrible iron poles...
I: Yes, | have seen them, | have photographic documentation.

V.R: Ah, you know about them. They are just so ugly, | am sure there is an engineering way
to achieve the desired effect [not to be ugly] and furthermore, where the stone has been
cracked they managed to put it back together with the help of these red stuff, and | do not
understand why they did not make them white. Anyway, in the project it says that these
iron poles need to be 20mm in width, | measured them — they are 12 mm wide, 8 mm of
iron is missing, and it has been documented as done. Many other things... this is easy to
observe, but other things — whatever has been written. The stones that are used at Yailata
are supposed to be made of local limestone. The limestone [however] comes from a
company that is close to [the current prime minister], from near Ruse — Basarbovo. And the
stone from Yailata | am familiar with, | can recognise it with my eyes closed, | took a piece of
it and put it in some hot water — there are additions in the limestone. So the answer to this
guestion — why are these things being done is economic — so that financial funding could be

stolen. And the worse thing is that despite that we write about those things, the European
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magistrates want evidence, because the governmental reports are brilliant, naturally, they
cannot find the gap there — everything has been documented to the last detail and the
European administration is even more strict than ours [national] — they say “alright,

everything here is okay, what is your problem? — here, finish your work”...

I: You said that you were well familiar with the Yalata state before the implementation of
project in 2008, what part of this has been scientifically researched — has there been any

research carried out after the restoration process, or...?

V.R: No. They stopped the archaeological research shortly after the acts of 1989 [fall of the
Bulgarian Communist Party]. | cannot tell you which year was the last one, maybe a year or
two after that the research kept on going, almost entirely at the necropolis. There are three
necropoli, one of them is just below Yailata, the other ones are in the South end, one of
them is in the North of the village [Kavarna], smaller, but it looks like it was situated lower
[than the first one]. So these necropoli are almost completely, | mean, with certainty the
one where the sanctuary is, is almost entirely researched and documented, so it starts to
blur around the lines. Almost nothing was found there, out of 120 tombs only 120 artefacts
—some nails, beads... knife, a frame. The only thing that have been researched, let’s say, a
third perhaps, it was the fortress. More needs to be researched there, and the other thing
that is still unexplored is the terrace which is situated south from the fortress, there was a
village once there, and this of course will take a hundred years to research and document. |
will say this again, instead of giving money for the restoration atrocities, if there were
European funding for archaeological research, these 40,000 sites in Bulgaria, if they were to
be archaeologically researched and conserved, simply conserved, well then the cultural
tourism will be flourishing... in the matter of seconds. However, it is hard to steal from
archaeological projects. It is possible to steal [funding] from construction, concrete, since
they are using concrete, iron... The fortress at Sozopol is constructed with iron and concrete,

| do not know if you have ever been there...
I: Not recently, but | have heard a lot about it...

V.R: Yes, iron and concrete, they can be seen everywhere and a some stones could be seen

on top of it.
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I: And this is currently an ongoing process?

V.R: Yes, of course. B.D. is doing as he pleases.

I: And he is connected to this process?

V.R: He is from Sozopol.

I: | do have a question which says “To what extent do you perceive Yailata archaeological

reserve as authentic after the restoration in 2008”?

V.R: Well, it is not authentic, naturally, is not authentic. | do not see the point in this
restoration, because the arguments made for its conduction was that the walls cannot be
seen well in the surroundings... But after they cut off the vegetation which resembled a
jungle... The fortress was hard to be seen because everything was covering it... but after the
vegetation was cut off everything was easy to observe. After this it was supposed to be
taken care of, so it does not go back to the initial state of being covered by vegetation. So |
do not perceive it as authentic, of course, this is my personal view on the matter, | am an
advocate for a lost cause, still on the other hand | managed to turn Yailata in a prominent
example of a bad practice. Currently, when bad practice [of restorations] is being discussed,
Yailata is often mentioned. This is something on itself. The worse thing is that there are
others... There is one here, in Sofia region, Tsari-Mali grad. This one is an absolute fiction,
but a private businessman funds the project and he is the one talking to some
archaeologists and architects. Another thing, Peristera, which is conducted by Dr. B.P. What
one could see there is impressive, the walls, the towers, some really strange things... | can
provide you with pictures so you can see it by yourself. The vice-minister of culture, Dr. B.P.
She is the consultant and the leading archaeologist of this restoration. What do you expect

from the state in this situation?

I: Why do you think special attention is not being paid to authenticity in the conduction of
these projects? Do you think that the reason is entirely economic, or maybe there is

something else that...?

V.R: It is mainly this. And it is being used as a tool for the direction of the public’s opinion

on the matter, which is supportive of these intentions and becomes critical to our views.
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Actually, it is being played on the string of Bulgarian nationalism and chauvinism, and the
Bulgarian public is not educated enough in order to know what is valuable and what not. So,
when you say to them “These people over there [other European countries] have castles
and fortresses, and we here do not, but actually we do, let’s construct them, and the more
fully constructed they are, the more valuable they become”, and the Bulgarian public
answers “Yes, of course, bravo, wonderful!”, it is impressed. And | just said this, a short
while ago, it is really good that people are paying attention to us, they invite us over in the
media, because it is through the media that our opinion and arguments reach people with
different views, we get the chance to explain why aren’t we happy with it, what are we
criticising. Therefore, we need education we need to start this at the schools, to educate the
children and young people. Because they just do not have the understanding, the basic
education about things that are actually playing out in favour of the political agendas. The
goal is for the people to remain with as little education as possible, to remain unintelligent...

so they can agree with the imposed views.

I: 1am really interested in asking you a few more questions regarding the European funding
and European strategy, since the European funding is the main financial source... | think that
you already answered this question, but to what extent do you think that the material
cultural heritage influences the formation of national identity? To what extent, because

[heritage] is something that is visualised, something that is perceived...

V.R: Itisimportant, it is important... It is a very serious component in the formation of
national identity, but we need to form an authentic, a legible national identity, a self-
awareness that is built upon historic facts, and is not faked, it is not just been blown up like
a balloon, which makes people be unnecessarily patriotic... Moreover, if we are talking
about culture, we cannot expect cultural tourism if this is the product that has been
supplied. It is very important, of course, but at the same time the educational system is also
important; when studying History these things should be discussed in the programme.
Because, | don’t know, you are probably familiar, but most of the people your age do not
know that the tower of Baldwin in Turnovo, such tower does not exist. Everybody knows
that it does not exist. It is a copy-paste of the Cherven [tower], which before 10 November
[1989] had the same things, but they were based on a political argumentation, a

megalomaniac argumentation and things were being done without the right of a public
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opinion, of course. | am not even sure to what extent the historic records agree on the fact
that Baldwin ever reached Turnovo, | do not think they are quite on the same page on that.
So, when one starts discussing the tower of Baldwin, where Baldwin was imprisoned and

then later on ended his life by jumping of it, and therefore we [Bulgaria] have overpowered

the Latin Empire and how great we are... But wait, these are not the facts.

I: Do you think that some part of the material cultural heritage could be defined as

European?

V.R: Yes, of course. Well, in my opinion all of it, because Bulgaria is a component, a small
component of the European culture. We have a constant interchange - material and cultural
with Europe. There are many monuments as well, which are of a national and international
significance. When we are talking about Thracian tombs we can find exceptional things. For
instance, | cannot come to terms with the fact that Sevtopolis was flooded. Because another
such thing does not exist. A Thracian city, a capital, it does not exist. An entire city — its
name is known, its ruler is known, and for someone to flood this — well, this is an atrocity... |
still cannot make up my mind about the idea to pump out all of the water, everything at the

bottom is out of context, but at least there are plans and doscuments [of the city]...

I: Do you personally associate yourself with any material heritage which is European?
Which is in an European context? Which is located in another country? Do you consider any

of that heritage as something that you relate to?

V.R: Perhaps the cultural heritage in Macedonia, perhaps in Northern Greece. More or
less, that is. [The one] which is in the nearby geographical areas, so it is evidence for ethnic

territories, and Bulgarian.

I: Yes, | understand. Do you think that... To what extent is the involvement of professional

archaeologists important for the restoration process?

V.R: Of an upmost importance. Of an upmost importance and it is even in the official
legislation (Cultural Heritage Law) that the involvement of an archaeologist is obligatory,
and this archaeologist must be the initial researcher. | will also tell you why is this
important. There is a small door at the West side of Yailata which has been secondary used,

it served the purpose of a small temple and inside of it there was a burial, most likely of a
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priest of some kind, with a stone wall built around it. There was the restoration plan. After
the restoration was conducted | went there but this thing was gone — the stone wall, as well
as the grave itself. And | say to them “Where is it?”, and they say “This thing does not exist”.
“Could you please hand me the project?”, | ask. It is on the project, but it is not there in
reality. It is not an exceptional monument, of course, not something with an incredible
value, it is all a matter of principles. So this thing has been used from the local community as
a temple, they were Christians, some kind of a priest was buried there, etc., this is part of
history. And all of this happens because there was an archaeologist involved, not the
researcher, from the Varna Museum, who no one knows if has actually been there before.
Apart from this some friends of ours, because we had representatives of the public there
constantly, and they were responsible for documentation and taking photographs. And then
they sent me a ton of photographs, because in the process there are Roma people involved
which are not specifically trained for the job, and there must be specially trained workers,
since this is a specific job. So the Roma workers — they went there and took parts of the
original fabric, and then they just use them as filler in the foundations of the fortress. What
are we even discussing here? | did write to several newspapers, tied to make noise around

the matter, but could not achieve anything.

I: Yes, this does sound as a practice which has been outdated 200 years ago. | do have one
last question. Do you think that these restoration and conservation processes should be

monitored on a regional, national, or perhaps [on a higher level] — e.g. the European Union?

V.R: In my opinion it should be on a national level, | do not know how would this be done
on a European level, who will be responsible for such monitoring, most likely no one would
do that, so this should be done by HUHKH (National Institute of Immovable Cultural
Heritage), this institute, or agency, it should have the rights to exercise the power to say
“no, do not do that, this is not how it should be done...”. And in general, whatever this
institute considers should be exercised with the power of an official legislation. Because
when the law is weak, such atrocities occur. There must be a strong institute which should
[figuratively] stop the hand of the minister before he stamps a document. Therefore, this is
one of the key knots of this practice, the reputation of HUHKH (NIICH). It is one of the
special knots. There are experts, good willed people, and honourable people with have a

special attitude, just like us, towards the problem. Therefore, in the Cultural Heritage forum
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there is a group of young architects with ideas, with understanding, with a special affinity
towards their job... Archaeologists, too, of course. And by the way, Dr. B.P. before becoming
a vice-minister of culture was the director of the National Archaeological Museum and |
went up to her to get her help in relation to Yailata, so she can help us with the things that
were taking place at this site. As | told you this before, we know each other personally; very
well, we worked together for a long time, just... Absolutely normal relationship. But it seems
like things depend on personal moral and political interests. And she was appointed for this
post by the ruling party and the former Minister of Culture. Everything comes back to

politics and money.
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Appendix 10: Interview with Vlado Rumenov [Bulgarian]

H: Buxte N1 Mn Kasanm Helo 3a NPeanLLIHOTO ¢k 06pa3oBaHMe, 3HaM, Ye CTe XYA0XKHUK No

npodecna?

B.P: / no npodecusa, Ho no-ckopo no npussaHue. 3asbpinx 1976 rogmHa B HaumoHanHaTa
XyfooxecTBeHa ranepus, rope- 4oy ToBa € B 06wwm AnHuK. OT 1985 rogmHa ce BKAKYUX KbM
apXeonorMyeckoTo NpoyyYBaHe Ha ekuna Ha Anarta Ha KameH 6pAr 1 B nocnepcrene
PaboTUX C MHOTO 6IFAPCKM APXE0N03M, BKAOUMTENHO CbC Neopr KMToB. M Taka HaTaTbK,
KaKTO 1 ¢ aoKtop bB.M1., HacToAWMA 3aMECTHUK-MUHUCTBP HA KYyATYypaTa M No Tasu JIMHUA

TaKa, moxXe 61 1 No OTHOLWeEHMe Ha AnaTta CbM 3ano3Har.

H: AbcontoTHo. A A0 KaKBa CcTeneH ce n3non3sa Balwa ekcnepTunsa B KOHCyATauuuTe 3a

pecTaBpaunOHHU UM KOHCEPBALMOHHKU Npouecu?
B.P: Hawwu, umate npeasmg Mou UAN Ha XYO0XKHULMUTE KaTo LAN0?
M: Bawwu, nnyHo Baww.

B.P: He. A3 cym npodecrMoHanHO pecTaBpaTop Ha KMBOMUCHU MKOHU. Taka Ye B HUKAKBO
KauyecTBO Ha apxeonor He mora Aa 6baa ekcnepT B Tasm obaacT. Jann umam obwute

YMeHUA, TOBa € APYr BbNPOC, HO a3 HAMaM TOBa MPaBO Ha eKcnepT.
H: [a, pa. A no3HaBaTe onpeaeneHu xopa, KOMTO ca y4acTBaM B NOAO6HM NPoeKTn?

B.P: AMu fa, MHOrO OT Ko/ieruTe Te ca OpraHM3MpPaHn 4a KOMEHTUPAT... 4aan odULMANHO

BeYye Te3n Hella.

M: [lo KaKBa cTeneH Toraga... T.e. 3Ham 4ye Bue cTe TACHO CBbP3aH C pecTaBpaLMOHHUA

NpoeKT Ha AnnaTa...

B.P: [a.
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H: NmaTe v nornes Bbpxy NPOEKTUTE NO APYrY HALMOHANHU KYATYpHM boraTtcTsa...

B.P: Vmam, ga. MHoro, Ho cera e cnomeHa camo ABa, 3aW0To TA e Ab/ra NpuKaska
MHaye... eANHUA e KpenocTTa TpaAHoBa BpaTa, KOATO e TOYHO HaA TyHena, Bue 3HaeTe
KbAe... He 3HaM TOYHO KOra e pectaBpupaHa, MOHeXe NpoeKTa e 61un N3NbAHEH MHOTO
OTAaBHa... 3HaM U NPOEKTa KaKbB e, a MO3HaBaM M Kannaka, TA e apxuTeKT I., KoATo B eAWH
MOMEHT Ce 0TKa3Ba OT aBTOPCTBO, Tb KAaTO € NPUTUCKAHA OT BAACTUTE A2 OCbLLECTBU
NPOEKT, KOWTO He e... TA He CMATa Ye e KOPEKTHO Aa 6bae OCbLLeCTBABAH... B KpaillHa CMeTKa
TOW Ce OCbLLECTBM U TOBA HA GMHANA KOETO e B OKAaAHO CbCTOAHME, BeYe Ce HyXKaae OT
pecTaBpauma, 3aW0T0... 3HaYM UMaNTe Npeasua, uAanaTa KPenocT e pasrbHaTa MHOMO Haf,
TOBA KOETO € KOHCTAaTUPAHO apXeon0ormyeckm NOMOLLTA Ha eAHWN YEePBEHU TYXAUYKU C
npeTeHumMA Aa 6b43T PUMCKM, KOUTO Ca NO-CKOPO HOBW MJIOYKM, 3aLW,0TO TBbPAE ACHO Ce
BMXKAA KbAe Ca, U 3aL0TO cpeaaTa Ha KpenocTTa e uumeHToBa. Lianata Kpenoct e BbB 6enn
CTUYAHMA HA CONN. Te3n TYXAMUYKKU ca Ce HanyKan, He HanyKaaum amu pasnyKanam u ce
BNOLWABAT Npe3 3MMaTa, Tbi KaTo B/larata KOATO € TamM 3aMpb3Ba U 'M NyKa. B momeHTa Beve
Ta3M KPenocT MMa HyXKAa OT pecTaBpauus, a bewwe oTKpUTa MMHanNaTa roanHa. [pyrusa obekT
KOMTO MHOTO € BNne4yaT/iABaLl, Hero Cbw,o CbM ro BUXKAA/1 KaTO Maibk, @ U CbM X04MA NO-
KbCHO, TOBa € KpenocTTa XMcapnbKa. ToBa € KOeTo NOMHSA, CUTYPHO € BUN0 HAKBbAE MeXAy
30 n 60 cm. B mOMeHTa OTTam CTbpuM egHa OrpoMHa, U3LAA0 3aBbpLUeHa KPEenocT, CbC
3bbepu, CbC CBOAOBE... APKU... OTKbAE Ca U3BeAeHM Te3n apkn? OTKbAe 3Hae KO Kbae Tam
OTKb/e 3aMn0o4YBaT Bb3X04ABAHUATA? M NO CbLUMA HAYMH € U3NBAHEHA C Te3N YepBEHU
TYXJIMYKKU, KOUTO Ca HaBCcAKbAe. CneunanHo Tam HAMA HUKAKBa CUrHaLLKMA 3a maTepurana,
OTKbJE € N KaK e KOHCTPYMpPaH... T.e. OpUrnMHana He MoXe Aa ce BUAM HUKbAE KaTeropnuyHo.
ABTOPDBT Ha TO3M NPOEKT NOeMa NpPoeKTa... Toa e apxuTtekta ®. Apxutekta ®. e To3n, KONTO
noema OTKa3aHOTO aBTOPCTBO. TOBA Ce C/ly4Ba M HA AWJIEHCKATa KPenocT, TaM CbLLO MMame
aBTOP, KOMTO Ce OTKA3Ba 3aLL0TO U OT HEro Ce U3UCKBAT Hellla, KOMTO TOM He HaMKUpa 33
MOPanHoO Aa U3NbaHABA. ApXUTEKT ®. e NpuABOPHUA apxmTeKT Ha b.[. (gupekTop Ha
HaunoHanHus Uctopuueckn Myseit) 1 Ha BnactTa. Toi € MHOTO MHTE/IMTEHTEH YOBEK, MHOTO
CMMMATUYEeH YOBEK, MHOTO...TaKa, pa3roBop/inB, CNafKo4YMEH... MHOTO MHTepeceH
cvbecegHuk. OT gpyra cTpaHa Tol... HMEe XOANXMe NPU Hero 3a eAHO UHTEPBIO U TOM
NMOKa3Ba eAHa Bb3CTaHOBKA Ha €ANH XPaM... HE MOra Aa ce ceTa Yum bewe xpama... HAMa

3HauyeHue, To e B CeBepHa bbarapua Ao egH ra3oBM HaxoAMLWA... HAMA 3HaYeHMe. 3Hauu
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KaKBO CTaBa Tam, TO3M XpaMm Ce paspyLLmMA B CNeACTBUE HA 3EMETPECEHME U e U3NnagHan B
3emATa 1 BCUMYKO e TaM. C KbPTOBCKM TPy, TO3M YOBEK C €KUM yCNABaT A3 HAMECTAT BCAKO
Kambye KOe Kb/ie €, U BCbLLHOCT TOBa HELLO € rOTOBO BbB BCEKM MOMEHT Aa 6bae BAUrHaTO.
3Haun ToBa e e4HO MU3K/IYMUTENHO NOCTUXKEHME Ha pecTaBpaumaTa, TamM HAMa HUTO eaAunH
banwmB KamMbK, KOETO € eIHO HelLLO, KOETO € TMIraHTCKO NOCTUXKEHME. 3HaUM OT eZHa CTpaHa
e TOBa Hew,o, Ta3n My paboTa, OT Apyra cTpaHa Mmame 6esymunsaTa KOUTO BbPLLU
danwndnumpankm pasnnMyHM KPenocTu, T.e. TOM MOXKe, TOM e cnocobeH Ha Aobpa paboTa,
HO Ce e Nb3Ha NO HAaK/JOHEeHATa NJI0YKA 33 Ja MOXKe Aa ce YCBOABAT napu. M3KAUnTenHo
Hello e TOBa, KOETo BUAAX, TO3M NAMETHUK...TOM € KbM 40M AbAbr MW HELLO TaKoBa, LWMPOK
€ 0K0J10 15m, 1 e C MOKpMBA TaM, BCUYKO My e Tam. [JOCTOMHO e 3a yBarkeHue. He mora aa

KaXa HULWO NOoLWo 3a Hero.

H: T.e. To e cneymanuct B 06/1aCTTa B KOATO Ce 3aHMMaBa?

B.P: AbcontotHo. ApxuTekT HO.d. TaKa Yye CTpalHO MHOrO 3ana3eHn 06eKTu, HaBCAKbAE.
Pasbupa ce uma 1 Apyrn NPaKTUKKU, MMHaNaTa roauHa nonagHax Ha feamumcTononmnc, KOMTo
e A0 banuunk, MHOro e Masiko, To e TakaBa, Ka3apmuLa, BusaHTuitcka HaAkakea. Ml e MHOro

WHOBATUBHO, MHOIO KYATYpPHO. KayeHo e camo TOBa, KOETO € HAMEepPEeHO 1 U3nagHano.

H: 3ano3HaTti nn cTe C TEpMUHA XUMOTETUYHM PEKOHCTPYKLMM?

B.P: Amu ToBa €, KoeTo ce npasu oT b.[,., TOBa € XMNOTETUYHA PEKOHCTPYKLMSA, KOATO ce

npasu No TO3N Ha4YNH.

H: VimaTe nn HAKaKBO Balwe obacHeHWe noasaTta Ha Te3M PEKOHCTPYKLUKN?

B.P: Umam, ga, vmam. MHOro e npocTo — 3aw,0To MO TO3M HAaYMH MOraT MHOTO NoBeye napu
[la ce ycBOABaT OT AbprKaBaTa U OT eBponenckute cpeacTsa. Mo Hawa nHbopmaLma mexay
50% n 80% oT napuTe 3a Ta3n paboTa, KOMTO NocTbnBaT OT EBpona ce BAnBaT OT
MuHucTepcTBoTo Ha KynTypata 1 MUHUCTEPCKM CbBET 40 KMEeTOBeTe M OCTaHANTE Ha
pPermoHanHo HMBO. JJopn MMaM KaTeropmyHoO A0Ka3aTe/ICTBO CAaMO 33 e4MH e/1eMEHT,
BbMNPEKM Ye nMame MHPopmauma 3a MHOro Apyru, obaye Hama OKymeHTWU. [lo Anara, go
KpPenocTTa MMa efiHa CKa/IHO-MeLLepHa... 06LexnTme, nma okono 110 KonaHu 1 OTKPUTH
KWUMW,TYKa HE € ACHO KOra €ca KOMaHW...HAMA 1 3HAYeHWe, MMANo e XUBOT B TAX U NOCNeAHO

Ca U3non3saHu npen CpeAHOBeKOBMeTO KaTo cenuwe. M B eAnH KoHTeKCT oT Te3n 101
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newiepu e obaBeH 3a LbPKBA, 3a Xpam. TpsabBa Aa ce cnomeHe, Ye Tbil KaTo TakoBa e
pa3nosioXKeHMeTo rneda Ha 3anag. Hama sHauyeHume. To ce Ka3ea ,,KOHCTaHTMH 1 EneHa” n
npu eaHo 3emeTpeceHne belle 3aMN04YHaANO0 Aa Ce NyKa U MMalle ONacHOCT Aa U34esHe,
6ykBanHo. Mima Bpb3Ka ¢ pecTaBpaumnaTta Ha fAinnata, belle naaHMpaHO M TO Aa ce pcTaBpupa

HaoKon0. Tam ce nsmmcamxa egHm YXaCHWM XKenesa...

H: [Oa, sBuxKOana cbm rv, UMam CHUMKOB MaTtepuann.

B.P: A, 3HaeTe rn. Te ca NpOCTO TO/IKOBA FPO3HU, CUTYPHO MMa HauMH MHXKEHEPHO Aa ce
NocTUrHe edpeKTa M OCBEH TOBA TaM KbAETO Ce € NYKHa/l KaMbKa € 3aMa3aHo C egHM YEPBEHN
Hella, KOUTO KaKbB TM e npobiema ga ru Hanpasuw 6enn. KakTo 1 Aa e, No NpPoeKT Tesun
}enesa nuie, ye Tpabea aa ca 20 mm Ha aebenunHa, a3 rv uamepux cam —Te ca 12 mm, 8mm
YKe/IA30 ro HAMA, @ € OTYETEHO KaTo M3Nb/siHeHO 20. KOnKo apyru Hewa... TOBa ce BMXAa, HO
APYrnTe Hella — KakBo e nncaHo. KambHUTE, KOMTO ca M3noa3BaHu B AinaTa bu Tpabeano
[la ca MecTeH BapoBMK. BapoBuKa (0baue) e oT drpma oT NpUBAMIKEH Ha cerallHumA
npemuep-MmuHUCTBLP oT PyceHcKo — bacap6oBo. A aliieHCcKUA KambK, npean 100 rogmHm,
NMo3HaBaMm, CbC 3aTBOPEHM 04N MOTa A3 Karka KO KaMbK KbAe €, B3eX €4HO Napye U ro
noTonux B TON/1a BoAa — UMma A00aBKM BbB BAPOBUKOBMS MaTepua. Ta oTroBopa Ha
BbMNPOCa 3aL0 Ce NPABAT TMA HeLLa € MKOHOMUWYECKM — PUHAHCOBO Aa ce KpaaaT napu. U
JIOLLOTO €, Ye He3aBUCMMO Ye HME NMULLIEM 3a Te3n Hella, oT EBpona HM oTroBapAaT — aobpe
ne, XxybaBo, AanTe A0Ka3aTeNCTBa, 3al0TO AbPKAaBHUTE OTYETU, TE Ca OPUNAHTHY,
ecTecTBEHO, TaM He MOraT A4a HamepAT AynKa HUKbAE — BCUYKO e U3MUNAHO U eBPONEenCcKnTe
YMHOBHMULM Ca NO-FOJIEMWN YUHOBHULIM OT HALLUTE — Te Ka3BaT A0bpe Ae, TYKa BCUYKO CU €

OKeM, KakbB TM e npobnema — eTo, paboTeTe CH...

H: KasaxTe, ye cTe 61K AOCTa 3aN03HAT CbC CTaTyca Ha fAilnaTa npeam U3Nb/JHEHMETO Ha
npoekTa npe3 2013, KakBa YacT OT LAN0TO Hewo e 6una npoyyeHa — UMa /i NPoy4YBaHUA

cnep, pectaBpaLMoHHMA NpoLuec, Uaun...?

B.P: He. CnpsAxa npoyyBaHMATa HAKbAE ManKo cnen cbbutusaTa npes 1989ta roguHa. He
Mora Aa Bu Kaka Koa rogmnHa nocnegHo nmalle, Moske 61 eauH-ABa Ce30Ha Mmalle
NPOYyYBaHUSA, NOYTM U3LANO Ha HEKponosa. Te Tam ca 3 HEKpOMo/a, eauHMA e noa fAinnata, a
NbK Apyrute ca B KOXHUA Kpai, eaMHMA € MaJIKo Ha CeBep OT KPenocTTa, A0 CBETU/ULLETO

KOWTO €, U Olle eAUH KOWTO € B NOKpalHUHUTE Ha cenoTo (KaBapHa), No-manbK, HO e bun
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n3rnexaa pasnosioxeH no-40ay. Ta Te3m HEKPONON 33 NOYTK U3LANO, T.e. CbC CUTYPHOCT
TO3M KOWTO € CbC CBETU/IMLLETO, TOWN € NMOYTU U3LANO0 NPOYYEH, TaKa Ye 3anoYBa CbBCEM A3
ce pascerBa OTKbM KpaiLaTa. Tam He belle HamepeHo NoyTh HMWoO, oT 120 rpoba nsnssoxa
120 apTedaKkTta, NMPOHYE, MBHUCTEHLLE... HOXKYE, HAKAKBa pamKa. EGMHCTBEHOTO KoeTo ce
npoy4u, Aa peyeme, egHa Tpeta Moxe bu, ce npoyyun Kpenoctta. OcTaBa oLLe Aa ce Npoy4ysa
OT HesA, U APYroTo KoeTo 130610 He e NPoy4YBaHO, TOBA € Ta3W Tepaca, KOATO € 0XHO OT
KpenocTTa, Tam e MMaJio cennlle, Koeto pa3bupa ce e pabota 3a 100 rogmHu. A3 nak
KasBam, BMECTO Aa Ce 4aBaT napu 3a Tean 6e3ymHM pecTaBpaLlum ako MMa eBponencKm
NnaaHoOBE NO KOUTO Aa ce OTNyCKaT CpeAcTBa 32 apxeonormyeckm npoyysanuma, tesun 40,000
obeKTa B bb/irapuma ako ce NpoyyaT apxeosorMyeckn 1 Aa ce KoHcepBuMpaT, camo
KOHCEPBMPAT, Ye KYNTYPHMA TYPMU3bM LLLE Ce U3CUME TyKa KaTo.. 3a cekyHan. Obaye ot
apXeosiorns He MoXKe Aa ce Kpage. Moxe fa ce Kpage OT CTPOUTENCTBO, OT 6ETOH, NoHexe
non3eat 6eToHn, LMMeHTH, Kenesa... Co30noaAcKaTa KPenocT ce CTPOU CbC KeneszobeToH, He

3Ham Janu cte XoAuAu TaMm...
H: He cbm, HO cbM YyBana A0CTa 3a Hes...

B.P: [la, »kene3o06eToHM MMa, CTbpyaT OTBCAKbBAE U eINH pes KambyeTa ca Camo

Pa3XxBbpPAAHU OTrope.
N: Teue KaTo NpoL,ec B MOMEHTA?

B.P: [a, pa36bupa ce. b.[. cM npaBu KaKBOTO CU UCKa.
H: A Toi e cBbp3aH CbC TO3M Npouec?

B.P: Toi e ot Co3onon.

H: Vimam Bbnpoc, KoiTo rnacy [Jo KakBa CTeneH Bb3npuemate pesepsara fAiinaTa Kato

aBTEHTUYEH cnef pecTaBpaumsaTa npes 20137

B.P: AMUM He e aBTEHTMYEH, eCTeCTBEHO, HE e aBTeHTUYeH. A3 He BUMKAaM CMUCbAA OT Ta3un
Bb3CTaHOBKa, 3all0TO TA belle aprymeHTUpPaHa ¢ TOBa Ye 3UJ0BeTe He ce U3ABsABaT
[OCTaTb4YHO B OKOJIHOCTTA... HO KoraTo n3cakoxa BCUYKaTa PpacTUTE/IHOCT, KoATo beye KaTo
OXKYHrNa... TA KpenocTTa He ce n3sABsABallie, 3al,0TO BCUYKO A 3aKpMBallle... HO KoraTto ce

n3ceye Tad pacTUTE/IHOCT M BCUUKO CU M3s1e3e npekpacHo. locne Tpﬂ6BaLLIe Aa ce
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noaabpiKa, Aa He bypeHacBa. Taka Ye He A NpMeMaM KaTo aBTEHTUYHA, pa3bupa ce, ToBa e
efHa MoA rnefHa TOYKa, a3 BogA efHa 3arybeHa 6uTka, HO OT gpyra cTpaHa ycnsax Aa
npesbpHa Anarta B 3HAKOBO NOHATUE 32 /oA NPaKTMKa. B MomeHTa KoraTo ce roBopu 3a
/loWwa NPaKTMKa NpegMmMHO ce cnomeHasa flinnaTa. Tosa camo no cebe cu e Hewo. J/lowoTo e
ye MMa U Apyru Takuea ... Tyk uma egHa B Coduincko, Llapn-Manu rpag. Tosa e egHa
abCcontoTHa N3MULLIMOTOHA, CAaMO Ye TaM HAKAKbB YaCTHUK [aBa Napu 1 Toi ce pasbupa c
HAKAKBW apxeosi03Un U apxmuTeKTu. pyro Hewo, lNepucrepa, KOETO € Ae/10 Ha 3aMeCTHUK-
MUUCTBbPA Ha KynTypaTa. Tam ca egHu vyyaeca, egHun 3b6epu, eAHN Kyn, HAKAKBU CTPAHHU
Hewa... Mora ga Bu npata cHUMKK ga rv BuguTte tma paboTn. 3amMecTHUK-MUHUCTbPA Ha
KynTtypata [-p b.MN. TA e KOHCYNTAHT U 3aBeXKAall, apXeoa0r Ha Ta3n Bb3CTaHOBKA. KakBo

MCKaTe OT AbprKaBaTa NPU TOBA nonoxeHue?

U: 3aLU,0 MUCNINTe He ce o6prua BHMMaHWNE Ha aBTEHTUYHOCTTA NPU U3NDB/IHEHNETO Ha TUA
I'IpOEKTVI? MucauTte Ny, 4e e YNCTO MKOHOMMYECKA NPpU4nHaTa, UM UMa 1N HeLwlo ApYyro,

KoeTo...?

B.P: nhaBHO TOBa €. M ce M3no0a3Ba 3a Aa Ce Haco4yBa 06LLECTBEHOTO MHEHME, KOETO A3
noAKpensa Te3v HamepeHua 1 Aa AaBa OTNoP Ha HalUTe BMXAAaHWA. BCbLLHOCT ce CBMpPM Ha
TbHKaTa CTPyHa Ha HaLUMOHa/IM3Ma U Ha WOBMHMU3MA B 6barapmHa, KOWTO € A0CTaTbYHO
Heobpa3oBaH 3a A3 He CM AaBa CMETKa KOe e CTOMHOCTHO M KOe € LLeHHOCTHO. Hanu Kato nm
ce Ka3Ba OHe3M TaM MMaT 3aMbLiM M KPEnoCTU a HMe TyKa HAMame, a MbK MMame, AainTe cera
LLLe M NOCTPOUM, M KOIKOTO ca Mo A0 3bbep 1 Kepemnaa, TONKOBa Ca NO-LEHHM, U
6baraprHa BUKa Aa, pasbupa ce, 6paBo, NpeKpacHo, 0OTUBA, Bb3XMLaBa ce. M a3 KakTo
npean ManKo Kasax ye e MHOro xybaBo M BaXKHO, Yye 3amno4yHaxa Aa HX OTpasnaBaT M A4a HU
KaHAT M Hac MeauuTe, 3aLL0TO Beye Ypes meamuTe 40 XopaTa C Pa3IMyHM LEeHHOCTU CTUraT U
Te3M HalW MHEHUA W HalLMTe aprymMeHTH, 3aLL0To HMe obAcHABaMe 3a KaKBO CTaBa Ayma,
3all0 He Cme CbrnacHU. 3Haum Tpsabsa obpasoBaHue, TpAbBa NnpoceeTa, TpAbBa Aa ce
3ano4yHe OT yuMnuLiaTa Aa ce obpas3osar geunuarta u mnaaute xopa. 3aLoTo Te He NPOoCTo
HAMAT yCceTa, Te HAMAT e/leMeHTapHa rPaMoOTHOCT 3a Te3M Hella, KOeTO BCbLLHOCT 06CNyKBa
TOBa MO/IMTUYECKO YNpPaB/AEHME - LE/ITa € XopaTa A3 He Ca MHOTO rPamMoTHM,

HEUHTENTUTEHTHMWN... ® HaKbAe TN AyXHELWl HAaTam a OTUBAT.
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H: MHoro mu e nHTepecHo aa Bu 3agam eaHM BbNPOCK LLLO Ce OTHACA A0 €BPOMENCKo
dUHAHCKMpaHe 1M eBPOonenckn noaxoa, Tbii KaTo eBponenckmuTe GoHA0BE Ca OCHOBEH
GMHAHCOB U3TOYHUK... MUCAA, Ye BeYe OTFOBOPUXTE Ha TO3M BbMNPOC HO MU € MHTEPECHO A0
KaKBa cTeneH MUCAUTE Ye CaMOTO MaTePUAsIHO KyNTYPHO HAacNeACcTBO BAUSAE BbPXY
bopMMpaHeTo Ha HaUMOHaNHA NAEHTMYHOCT? [10 KaKBa CTeNeH, 3al0TO TO e Helllo KOeTo ce

BU3yasin3npa, HELWO KOETO Ce Bb3npmnema...

B.P: BaxkHo e, Aa, BaXKHO e... MHOro ceprMo3eH KOMMNOHEHT B cpOpMMpPaHETO Ha
HaluMOHaNHaTa UAEHTUYHOCT, HO NHWe TpAbBa Aa dopmupame eaHa aBTEHTUYHA, eHa
[OCTOBEpPHa HaUuMOHaAHa MAEHTUYHOCT, e4HO CaMOCb3HaHWE, KOETO CTbMNBa Ha UCTOPUYECKU
baKTh, a HEe U3MUCIEHO, He KaTo eauH 6aNoH HagyTO HAKAKBO HeLo Hau, KOeTo Kapa
XopaTa Aa ce 1At no repauTe ... OCBEH TOBA aKo Ce roBOpW 3a KyATypaTa HAMa Aa uma
HWKaKbB KyATypeH TYPM3bM aKo ce npea/iara To3v NpoAyKT Ha nasapa Ha Typusma. MHoro e
Ba*KHO, pa3bupa ce, HO KaKTO e BaXKHa W obpasoBaTe/iHaTa CMCTEMA B YYMULLE; TAM B
yacoBeTe Mo Uctopus TpAbBa Aa C rOBOPU M 3a TO3M acMeKT. 3aLL0To He 3Ham, Bue curypHo
3HaeTe, HO NoBEeYeTO Balm BPbCTHULM eABa /1M 3HAAT Ye bangymHoBaTa Kyia B TbpHOBO,
TakaBa Ky/na HAMa. BCMUKM 3HaAT Ye HAMa TakaBa Kyna, Ta e Konu-nemncrt ot YepseH, KOATO
6ewe NbK Nnpeam 10TM HOEMBPU MMaLLIE CbLUMTE Hella, caMo Ye 6saxa Ha MoAUTMYECKa
OHCOBa, MerasioMaHCKa OCHOBa U ce Bbpluexa Te3n be3obpasua 6e3 Aa MoXKe HUKON HULLO
[la Kaxke, ecTecTBeHo. TaM Aarke He 3HaM [IOKO/IKO MCTOpPMYEcKaTa HayKa e CbraacHa ye
BanayvH e cturan Ao TbpHOBO, MMCAA Ye HEe € MHOTO HasAcHO. Taka Ye, TM KaTo NierHell Ha
ToBa Ye MMa banaymHosa Kyna, Kbaeto banaymH e 6Un 3aTBOPEH U CE € MEeTHaN U CK e
M3rybun XunBOTa, TaKa Ye HMe bBuxme JlIaTMHCKaTa MUMNEPUA, U HaIM KOJIKO CMEe BE/TUKM...

Yakait 6e, He e TOYHO TaKa.

HU: Mucnute N, 4ye HAKaKBa 4acCT OT TOBa MaTepPUa/IHO KYZITYPHO HAaCNeACTBO MOXKE Aa Ce

onpeaenu Kato eBponemncko?

B.P: [a, pa3bupa ce. Amu cnopen MeHe UAI0TO, 3aW,0TO bbarapm A KOMMNOHEHT, Aa MaabK
KOMMOHEHT, OT eBponelcKaTa KynTypa. Hue umame HenpekbCHaT 06MeH, BCAKAKDLB,
MmaTepuaneH n KyaTypeH ¢ EBpona. Mma u cTpallHO MHOTO MaMeTHULUM KOUTO ca OT
HAUMOHA/IHO M CBETOBHO 3Ha4YeHMe. AKO rOBOPMM 3a TPAKUICKUTE NaMeTHULM MMa

U3KNIOYMTENHN Helwa. Hanpumep a3 NnpoabakaBam Aa He mora Aa ce NpuMupsA € TOBa, Ye
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CeBTOno/IMC € 61N 3a1AT. 3aLL,0TO TaKOBa APYro Hello HAMa. TPaKUIMCKK rpad, cTonmua,
HAMA. Lian rpaa- 3Hae my ce MMeTO, 3Hae My Ce rocnoaaps, v Aa ro 3aneewl Toea, aMu T0 cu
e %unBo 6e3o6pasme... A3 ce Konebas KakBoO Aa MU € MHEHWUTO MO Ta3u uaes, 4a ce orpaam u
M3NOMMBa BOAaTa, TO OTA0/1Y BCUYKO € Pa3MecTeHO U pa3byTaHo, HO NOHE MMa NIaHOBE,

AOKYMEHTMH...

H: /InyHo Bue acoummpate n ce No HAKAKbB HAYMH C MaTEPUANHO KYATYPHO HAaCIeACcTBo,
KOeTo e eBponeincko? KoeTto e B eBponenckn KoHTeKCeT? KoeTo ce Hammpa B gpyra

AbprkaBa? CmsaTaTte /in, Ye TOBa MOKe Aa 6bae Bawe HacneacTso?

B.P: Moke 61 KynTypHOTO Hacneactso B MakeaoHua, moxe 6u B CeBepHa Mpums. Mope-
fony, He noseye. KoeTo e B 6/113KM reorpadckun WMPUHKU 1 TaKa UM MHAYe ca

3acsnaetTencrtsaHn eTHNYECKN TEPUTOPUN, U 6'bl'lrapCKM.

H: [a, pazbupam. Mucaute num, ye... [Llo KakBa CTeneH y4acTmeTo Ha npodecnoHanHu

apXe0/1031 e BayKHO 3a pecTaBpaLMOHHMA Npouec?

B.P: VY)KacHO BaXKHO. Y>KaCHO BaXHO €, M TO BCBLLHOCT MO 3aKOH CbluecTByBa, TpAbBa Aa
NPUCHCTBA aPXEO0/IOr U TO NpoyyBaTens TpabBa ga npmcbeTaa. e By Kaxka m 3aLL0 e BaXKHO,
we B gam npumep, Kak ce cnyysa ecTeCTBEHO 3aLLOTO TOBAa MM € MHOro no3HaTto. Mima eaHa
3anaZHa NopTMYKa Masika Ha AiinaTta, KoATo BTOPMYHO e buna nonseaHa, buna e Hewo
HanpasBeHa KaTo napakaucye belwe 1 BbTpe MMmalle norpebeHne, BePOATHO Ha AYXOBHUK CbC
KameHHOo obrpaaeH asop. Mimawe nnaH 3a pectaspauma. Cnen KaTo 3aBbpLum
pecTaBpauuATa U a3 0TMA0X Ha MecTo, ToBa obaye ro HAMaLLe, HUTO 06rparKAEeHNETO, HUTO
camma rpob. N BUKam Kbae e, a Te MM OTroBapAT HAMA TaKoBa Hew,o. E Kak Aa HAMa TakoBa
Hew,o NuTam, WwoTo 6axa oue Tam paboTHULUTE M TO3U, KOMTO KOMaHABALLE U3MbAHEHNETO.
[aiTe Kazgam ako obuyaTe npoekTa. Ha NnpoekTa ro Mma, a Tam ro Hama. He e
U3KAYUTENEH NAMETHUK, Ha/IN, He e HeLo CBPbXLEHHO, CTaBa BbMNPOC 33 NPUHLUMMIN. 3HAYN
TOBa Heww,o e 6110 M3M0A3BAaHO OT MecTHaTa 0bLWHOCT 3a Napakaucye, Te ca 6unu
XPUCTUAHU, HAKAKDBB AYXOBHMK € norpebaH 1 T.H., TOBA CU € YacT OT UcTopumATa. U BCUMUKO
TOBA Ce Cy4Ba 3aL,0TO MMaLle Ha3HayYeH egMH apxeosior, He npoy4ysaTtens, oT BapHeHcKkna
My3eW, KOMTO A e xoauna npegu, A He e xoann. OCBeH TOBa HALLM NPUATENN, 3aLLOTO
HenpeKbCHATO MMalle NpeacTaBUTeNn Ha NybarMKaTa KOUTO AOKYMEHTMPAXa M CHUMaxa Mu

npatmxa maca CHUMKH, 3all0TO Ce pa6OTI/1 c unraHu, a Tpﬂ6Ba Aa ce pa6OTVI CbC cneunanHo
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0byyeHM paboTHUUM, 3aLL,0TO TOBA € cneumanHa paboTa. KakBo NpaBaT LuUraHuTe — 0TMBaT,
M OT 3M0BETE KOMTO Ca B KPENocCTTa OT CrpaauTe B3MMAT KaMbHU U M MATAT 33 Mb/IHEX
[0/1y B OCHOBMWTE Ha KpenocTTa. 3a KakBo roBOpMM. MNncax No BECTHULM, BAUTAX LUYM, HULLO

OT TOBa He NMOCTUTHaXxX.

H: ToBa 3By4M KaToO NpaKTUKA ocTapsana ¢ noHe 200 roguHn. Umam eamH nocneneH BbNpoc.
MwucauTe nn, Ye Tesn NPOLLECU HA pecTaBpaLma U KoHcepBaLuusa 6u cneasano aa ce

Ha6l'IIOAaBaT Ha PermoHanHoO, HaUMOHA/THO HNBO, MOXKe 614, nnn ot EBpOI'Iel‘;ICKMﬂ Cbto3?

B.P: Cnopep meH TpsbBa fa 6bae Ha HauMOHAIHO HUBO, Ha EBPOMNENCKO HE MM € ACHO KaK
LLLe CTaHe M KOW Lie TpbrHe Aa KOHTPOAMpa, NO-CKOPO HAMA, 1 ToBa 61 Tpabeano aAa 6vae
HWUHKH, T031 MHCTUTYT, 61N TOM areHuuns, 6un To MHCTUTYT, U Ton Bu Tpabeasio ga nma
npasaTa ga Ka3Ba He, CTOM, TOBa He e TaKa... Ml BbobLe ToBa KOeTo Tol onpegens Aa 6bvae
CbC CMNaTa Ha 3aKOH. 3aL,0TO KOraTo Tok e cnab ce nony4vaBaT BCUYKM Te3n 6e306pasums.
Tpabea ga ma eguH CUAEH MHCTUTYT KOMTO Aa 3a4bprKa pbKaTa Ha MMHUCTbPA Npeau ga
C/IOXW neyaT. 3Ha4un, TOBA € eAnH OT Bb3AUTE Ha UANaTa NPakTUKa, ctatyta Ha HUHKH. Tosa
e eiNH OT cneunanHuTe Bb3nu. Mma ekcnepTn, Mma A4o6poHaMepeHu Xopa, NoOYTEHM Xopa
KOMTO Ca C OTHOLLEHME KaTo HAac KbM Npobnema, tMa mnaam xopa. 3Haum BbB popym KH
MMa efHa rpyna maagam apxuTtekTu, uaeu, ¢ pasbupanumsa, c abpmHUTET Kbm paboTarTa..
Apxeonosun uma, pasbupa ce. A mexay apyroto -p b.M1., KoATo npegm ga ctaHe
3aMEeCTHUK-MUHUCTBP BeLle 3amMeCcTHUK AUPEKTOP Ha HALUMOHANHUA apPXEe0IOTMYECKM My3en,
M B TOBA 1 KA4YeCTBO CbM XOAWN NPU HeA 3a CbAeNCTBME 3a AinaTa, Aa nomara 3a
6e306pa3mATa KOMTO Cce BbPLUAT Ha TO3M 06eKT. A3 KaKTO BM Ka3zax HMe ce Nno3HaBame
NINYHO, MHOro gobpe, paboTna Cbm C HeS Maca Bpeme, HMe cme abCcoItoTHO Ha TU, NPOCTO ...
CbBCEM HOPMANTHN YOBELKM OTHOLWeEHMA. oYHa Aa Yyynu NPBbCTKU, Ka3a ama Hau
pa3bupall, a3 Tam paboTa ¢ LLoHKO, 6uBLIMA KMET, He e YyA06HO, HAKAK CU aKo MOXKeE...
Hewara onupaT 40 IM4eH Mopan, U NONUTUYECKU UHTepecn. A TA TaKa Uan nHade belue
Ha3HauyeHa oT [EPB n Bexkan Pawmnaos, No HAKAaKbB Ha4MH ca CTUIHaAM A0 HeA. Bcuuko

onupa 4o NOQINTUKa 1 4o napu.
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