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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

We studied the use of archaeological scholarly knowledge for supporting
and promoting national identity by global non-professional communities.
The data collection consisted of asynchronous online text-based
Facebook focus group discussions in Croatia, Cyprus, Finland, Greece,
Lithuania, and Spain. After, we conducted a qualitative content analysis
of posts and comments we collected.
Our research’s main result is the identiﬁcation of framing schemas that
communicatively connect the personal perception and interpretation of
scholarly archaeological knowledge with existing community
knowledge on national identity. We identiﬁed, analysed, and discussed
ten diﬀerent framing schemas in this article: Uniqueness, Succession,
Language, Christianity, Western civilization, Nature, Stranger
civilizations, Double identities, National heroes, and Future expectations.
The diﬀerent framing schemas are interconnected, but application of
the framing schemas varies in diﬀerent countries.

Archaeological knowledge
and heritage; national
identity; archaeology-related
communities; framing;
facebook

Introduction
Archaeology, unlike many other disciplines, developed in the frameworks of speciﬁc cultures,
countries, and nations. Its beginnings coincide with the Age of Enlightenment, and its growth
corresponds with the Romantic era that saw national identity develop in many European
countries. Arguments based on archaeological ﬁndings and knowledge have been used to
support and promote national identity from the nineteenth century onwards this requires a reference. As a discipline that focuses on the past and often on prehistory, archaeology constitutes
the foundation of a ‘great nation’ (earliest foundation evidence of a nation, myths of origin, or
invented remote past), contributing important stories for national identity, arguments for the
deﬁnition of the territory of the nation state (Fawcett and Kohl 1995; Diaz-Andreu and Sam
2005), and ‘interpretations, where speciﬁc archaeological cultures were unproblematically seen
as ancestral to contemporary ethnic or national groups’ (Kohl 1998, 231). The intensiﬁcation of
these trends in archaeology and the growth of political nationalism before WWII engaged the
ﬁrst critics of ‘national archaeologies’. Tallgren criticises ‘nationality’ in archaeology from the
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methodological point of view. He denotes that ‘a uniform [material] culture may exist quite independent of ethnographic frontiers’, asserting ‘the material culture of a given epoch cannot be
identiﬁed with a nationality’ and ‘do[es] not enable us to determine national territories’. He
argues that in the Rococo period of the eighteenth century, ‘it might happen that a student
studying the archaeology of the settlements would deﬁne a ‘national’ territory, of course with
local variations, extending without a break from the coasts of France to the east of Berlin,
perhaps as far as Warsaw’. Furthermore, Tallgren states that ‘[t]he economic system as a whole
was of more signiﬁcance than nationality’ in archaeology (Tallgren 1937, 156–159).
The traumatic experiences of WWII and the discredit of the ‘great nation’ changed the public discourse on national identity in democratic Western and Southern European countries. The increasing
importance of archaeology in developing other non-national identities (e.g. indigenous communities and new groups, such as New Age travellers, druids, and ecofeminists) has been underlined
by diﬀerent scholars (Shnirelman 2013; Díaz-Andreu and Champion 2016). The role of archaeological
works as legitimisers of national identity after WWII remains crucial during the dictatorial regimes of
Spain and Portugal. (Díaz-Andreu 1999). On the other side of the Iron Curtain, on the one hand, the
oﬃcially sanctioned Soviet concepts of ethnos and ethnogenesis existed (Kohl 1998). On the other
hand, Soviet internationalism pushed discussions about national identity to the margins of public
discourse, between oﬃcially allowed and forbidden forms of nationality; in some contexts, ‘national
archaeology’ engendered a kind of national resistance.
The issue of archaeology and national identity has been considered due to its connection with the
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the fall of the Iron Curtain (Meskell 2002; Conrad et al. 2007; DíazAndreu and Champion 2016). Moreover, an increased sense of globalization has led local groups to
feel disconnected from their contexts (Hamilakis 2007). Simultaneously, the proliferation of information and communication technologies has aﬀected economic, political, and cultural processes
on a global scale and contributed to the formation of the network society and the emergence of
socio-cultural eﬀects, including the increased signiﬁcance of diﬀerent kinds of identities (Castells
1997; Dijk 2005). National identity has experienced a renaissance in the network society, displayed
by ‘victories of nationalist parties, national sovereign governance as opposed to transnational collaborations’, and ‘the upsurge of nationalism masked under the term patriotism or conservativism’
(Topić and Niamh 2019). However, the sense of a nation in the network society is diﬀerent from
that in the twentieth century. Schneider explains: ‘We should view the nation as a networked community: a complex system in which power works according to the logic of networks, generating
nationalism as an emergent property’ (Schneider 2018). This process, as a contemporary phenomenon, is crucial for archaeology, which ‘does not function independently of the societies in which
it is practised’ (Trigger 1984, 368). The rise of public (Merriman 2004) and community archaeology
(Atalay 2012), the epistemic diversity of archaeological modes of knowledge production (Laužikas
et al. 2018), and the rising impact of information communication technology and digital media in
archaeological public communication engender new possibilities for the multi-interpretation of
the meanings of archaeological objects (Dallas 2007) and multipurpose reuse of scholarly archaeological knowledge.
These ‘new possibilities for the social construction of archaeological meaning’ (Dallas 2007) can
be considered part of the ‘Communications Revolution’ (Dijk 2005). However, they are insuﬃciently
understood and investigated from the perspectives of knowledge work and communication. This
forms a set of problems. The gap in the literature impedes the communication of scholarly results
and hinders understanding between archaeology scholars and non-professional archaeologyrelated communities. Our research aims to better understand archaeological knowledge work –
the communicative connection of personal perception and interpretation of scholarly archaeological
knowledge with existing community knowledge (as framing schemas) – and its eﬀect on national
identity by examining these framing schemas in several European countries. To this end, we formulated two research questions:
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RQ1: How is archaeological knowledge transformed into values of national identity?
RQ2: What kind of discourses (framing schemas) are used to construct archaeological knowledgebased national identity messages?
A better understanding of the construction, legitimization, and promotion of identities connecting
archaeological knowledge and the concept of a nation in a network society is important in a wider
sense. Bridging the gap of understanding fosters better collaboration between professional archaeologists and archaeology-related non-professional communities and engenders community empowerment and resilience in facing the challenges of the network society.

Knowledge work in archaeology and national identity
Our research’s key terms are national identity and knowledge work – both terms with multiple meanings. For this research, the concept of national identity is rooted in Schneider’s concept of a community as a group ‘of people with whom we share a particular interest or purpose, as well as a culture
and history’; the concept of patriotic and national communities is focused on diﬀerent objects of
aﬃliation: the territorial (country) and the ethnolinguistic (ethnic group; Schneider 2018). In our
context, archaeological national identity-related communities include both – territorial and ethnic
– dimensions with a particular interest in archaeology (such as places, artefacts, and knowledge).
The ethnic dimension comprises ‘named units of the population with common ancestry myths
and historical memories, elements of shared culture, some link with a historical territory and
some measure of solidarity, at least among their elites’ (Smith 1995, 57). The linguistic element
(common language) is one of the most signiﬁcant markers of ethnic solidarity (Hobsbawm 1992).
National identity communities are socially constructed ‘imagined communities’ (Anderson 1991).
This construction process is permanent and continuous. Archaeological knowledge acts as a ‘brick
of identity’ (Castells 1997), and social network sites work as mediating spaces.
The speciﬁc concept connected to national identity is nationalism, which comprises various forms
of the political representation of national identity. Gellner describes nationalism as a political principle, which holds that the political and the national unit should be congruent (Gellner 1983). In
this article, we perceive nationalism dualistically in the contradiction of territory and ethnicity, as
(i) politically engaged ‘patriotism’ and a ‘rational’ version of nationalism that focuses on civic
issues and love for one’s community. In contrast, (ii) political ethnonationalism or neo-nationalism
describes an ostensibly darker ‘emotive’ type of nationalism that aggressively promotes ethnic
ideas’ (Schneider 2018).
The concept of knowledge work developed in diﬀerent contexts (Pyöriä 2005; Jacobs 2017). For
this research, the deﬁnition of knowledge work is based on Huvila’s considerations that reference
‘the notion of activities, groups of people and societies involved in knowledge-intensive goal
setting’ and achievement. Moreover, the relationships between information and knowledge work
are essential, as ‘information work is deﬁned as an integral part of everyone’s professional and leisurely pursuits’ and ‘knowledge work as a parallel activity that supports and paves the way to
knowing’ (Huvila 2006; Huvila and Huggett 2018).
The current article is related to two research topics: (i) archaeology and national identity and (ii)
archaeological knowledge work. In the early literature, the issue of archaeology and national identity
is discussed by Bruce G. Trigger (1996), Sian Jones (1997), Philip L. Kohl (1998), and Stephen Shennan
(1995); understanding of the ﬁeld is furthered by Ulrike Sommer (2017), Margarita Díaz-Andreu (2004),
Victor Shnirelman (2013), and Florin Curta (2014). More recently, archaeology has been used to support
groups’ identities, especially those of regional reach with political interests. Many scholars have
addressed this issue in the last decades, focusing on local cases (Parkins 1997; Fewster 2000, 2006,
2008; Criado-Boado 2001; Kizilyürek 2003; Cabanes 2004; Ren 2006; Kulevičius 2012; Gracia and Luís
2013; Šermukšnytė et al. 2019); however, for a broader understanding of the phenomenon, a wider
perspective that analyses the development of globalization and nationalism is necessary. The

164

R. LAUŽIKAS ET AL.

development of new nations and regions during the late twentieth century involved creating archaeological icons (Ruiz Zapatero 2002, 2010; Díaz-Andreu and Champion 2016; Moshenska 2017). Furthermore, heritage – a permanent reminder of the past concretized in the present – is often deﬁned by the
dominant group in a society that, in many cases, is represented by the national government (Graham,
Ashworth, and Tunbridge 2000; Davison 2008; McDowell 2008).
Archaeological knowledge work is a new interdisciplinary ﬁeld of study, encompassing diﬀerent
disciplinary backgrounds. Investigations on information science are crucial for the contextualization
of the research presented in this paper (Huvila 2006; Huvila and Huggett 2018; Huvila 2019).

Theoretical framework
To understand how archaeological knowledge and archaeological heritage aﬀect the perception of
national identities, we draw from semiosphere theory, initially developed by Yuri Lotman (2001,
2005). In Lotman’s sense, archaeological objects (sites and artefacts) and knowledge are signs communicated in the textual format. In semiotic theory, (i) the signs we perceive as single, indivisible
atomic data units, and (ii) the text is an orderly sign system arranged for communication, which
we can clearly distinguish from other systems. The articulation of the signs into text is governed
by semiotic rules (named codes).
The existence of archaeological objects and scholarly knowledge catalyse knowledge work – the
emergence of new knowledge and new texts intended for members of non-professional communities (in our case, national identity-related communities). Technically, this process is the translation
of knowledge from the scholarly to the non-professional semiosphere. Archaeological scholarly
knowledge (the knowledge of archaeologists, who belong to a disciplinary archaeological semiosphere) is transformed through a process of knowledge translation into community knowledge
(the practical knowledge of members of a non-professional community or semiosphere). For this
process, the non-professional person becomes a translator and interpreter, reading the signs left
by ancient societies (archaeological objects) and scholarly texts (knowledge and texts, such as
sign systems). Simultaneously, the non-professional person interacts with existing community
knowledge and catalyses the emergence of new community knowledge. This knowledge produces
new non-professional texts that are created using language that is understandable for non-professional community members.
Here, the interpretation plays the role of semiotic code. However, these interpretations are ‘individual’, ‘personal’, and ‘unique’ in certain senses. They are driven by existing community knowledge
– particular schemas that are typical and intelligible for non-professional archaeology and national
identity-related communities. These schemas work as frames for this process, and the frames, as
abstractions, organize and structure message meaning. The schemas as frames (i) ﬁlter and reject
archaeological objects and scholarly knowledge that are unacceptable to the community and (ii)
interpret ﬁltered scholarly knowledge to create text understandable for other community
members. Such features enable us to name these organizing structures ‘framing schemas’ or
narratives.
The framing schemas are tools connecting individual interpretation with community knowledge.
Thus, research on framing schemas is vital in understanding archaeological knowledge work – the
translation of scholarly texts and the construction of non-professional knowledge and texts – and
its reuse in non-professional community practices.

Conceptualizing the research as a case study
We studied the use of archaeological scholarly knowledge for supporting and promoting national
identity as part of broader research on benchmarking the opportunities and problems related to
the reuse of archaeological knowledge by global non-professional communities (Dallas et al.
2021). In one of the four case studies conducted using a common methodology and research
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design, people used archaeology in the context of national identity. The common trait of these
diverse case studies is the reliance on discussions between people belonging to a particular community or performing a speciﬁc function in which archaeology, archaeological knowledge, or archaeological heritage is vital. In each case, evidence consists of the speech of individual participants as they
engaged in conversation with study investigators and other participants. To ensure that case studies
were conducted coherently and methodologically, a qualitative data analysis approach was adopted.
The research consists of three dimensions: the conceptual framework, data constitution and coding,
and analysis and interpretation. The process includes 15 activities: literature review and desk
research, scope deﬁnition, model conception, provisional code system formulation, participant
identiﬁcation, research on ethics policy, solicitation and informed consent, focus group preparation,
focus group implementation, data preparation, memoing, descriptive coding, data analysis, theoretical coding, and synthesis and interpretation.
As the research aims to better understand how archaeological knowledge and archaeological
heritage are reused for the construction of national identities, we chose a case study approach as
a framework (Stake 2005; Yin 2014). The methodology followed was developed as an extension of
the common methodology and research design of respondent selection stages, data collection,
and conducting case data analysis.
We collected evidence in countries with diﬀerent historical experiences, varying contemporary
discourses on national identity, and diverse political situations: Croatia, Cyprus, Finland, Greece,
Lithuania, and Spain. For respondent selection, at the ﬁrst stage, we formed a list of potential respondents. From this list, we selected Facebook users who are interested in archaeology and national
identity. We conducted a keyword-based search with the query ‘archaeology and national’ in the
national languages using the Facebook search tools. At the next stage, we assessed the contentselected proﬁles using the following set of criteria: (i) the proﬁle must be personal (not a page or
group); (ii) the proﬁle owner must be a real person, found on other sites by searching the internet;
(iii) the proﬁle owner must be active on Facebook (posts within the last week); and (iv) posts with
comments on history, archaeology, and national identity exist in this proﬁle. After this assessment,
the users were invited to participate in Facebook group (FG) discussions led by the researchers following investigations of Facebook discussions on the research topic for each country. The Finnish
focus group was established diﬀerently from all other countries – by posting an open invitation
on the Facebook page of the Archaeological Field Services unit (AFS) of the Finnish National Heritage
Agency (Museovirasto). Since the Finnish focus group was composed of followers of the AFS, all the
participants were considered ‘interested in the investigation of the past and history’ or ‘archaeology
enthusiasts’ in the background survey.
The data collection consisted of asynchronous online text-based FG discussions. The research was
conducted from January to August 2019, as a series of online text-based conversations over one
week in closed FGs for each country, performed in the national language. The acceptance level of
invitations was about 25–30%. The number of participants in diﬀerent countries varied from 10 to
63. The FG discussions were conducted following an established schema of common topics and
similar questions connected to (i) archaeological heritage, archaeological artefacts, archaeological
knowledge, archaeological science communication, and national identities; (ii) archaeology-based
personal identities; and (iii) archaeology and national identity-connected actors and practices. The
limitations of data collection derive from Facebook as a platform, such as (i) the popularity of the
platform and each Facebook user’s sociodemographic proﬁle, (ii) elements of FG conversations in
‘post-comments’ sessions, (iii) the impact of a researcher’s personal Facebook proﬁle, and (iv) the
impact of a researcher’s personal Facebook image and reputation on the acceptance of an invitation
to participate and participation in the FGs (the trust between the researcher and the participating
individuals).
In developing our research design, we adopted the WG3 methodological framework, including
the provisional coding scheme (Dallas et al. 2021). We conducted a qualitative content analysis of
the Facebook posts and comments we collected. We used two diﬀerent computer-assisted
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qualitative data analysis software packages (Dedoose and ATLAS.ti) to create a provisional and then a
ﬁnal coding system to transcribe, pre-process, code, and analyse the Facebook data.
We identiﬁed the relationship between codes and framing schemas using the discourse analysis
method (Gee 2014) in the following stages:
(1) We extracted the coded text fragments of the national (each country) Facebook posts and comments connected to the topic of ‘archaeology and the national identity’.
(2) We classiﬁed the extracted fragments by content into semantically similar groups in each
country.
(3) We compared and discussed the semantical groups of each country in the context of all six
countries.
(4) We linked the ‘national groups’ to ‘international groups’ and identiﬁed the discourses (framing
schemas) which contextualize them.

Results: from individual interpretation to community identity
Our research’s main result is the identiﬁcation of framing schemas that communicatively connect the
personal perception and interpretation of scholarly archaeological knowledge with existing community knowledge on national identity. The identiﬁed framing schemas were discussed by FG participants in two or more countries. Following the research’s objective, the identiﬁcation of framing
schemas aims to reference and interpret only what the respondents discussed but not develop a
broader literature review on the thematic issue.
After analysing the collected data, we identiﬁed ten overarching framing schemas:
(1) Uniqueness. This concept asserts the uniqueness and signiﬁcance of a nation in the distant
past. This schema was observed in Croatia and Greece and partially observed in Cyprus and
Lithuania. In Croatia, the ‘proof of uniqueness’ is important for archaeological ﬁnds in
forming the national identity ‘because they aﬃrm that ‘we’ were unique and important,
even if in the distant past’, especially if they are symbolically connected to the war involving
the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s. In Cyprus’s case, the question of uniqueness arose when
participants discussed the Greek element of the island; the controversial topic was whether
Cyprus belongs to the ‘Greek nation’. Only one discussant openly expressed their opinion on
the issue; they considers themselves Cypriot and not Greek, apologizing to the rest of the
group for this comment. He explained that he belongs to Cyprus’s Maronite Christian community, recognized by the Cypriot Constitution as a national minority. The rest of the Greek Cypriot
participants either did not express their opinions or described themselves as Cypriot citizens,
living in a territory traditionally considered part of the Greek nation outside the motherland’s
territorial and political space. The issues of whether there is a Cypriot nation and whether the
island’s population considers belonging to it were not raised, probably because these issues are
highly contested. Indicatively, Denktaş, the head of the Turkish Cypriot Delegation of the Constitutional Committee that drafted the Cypriot Constitution (1959–1960), president of the
Turkish Communal Chamber in 1960, and founding president of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus – declared in 1983 and recognized only by Turkey – wrote: ‘There is not, and there
has never been a Cypriot nation’; Denktaş added that Archbishop Makarios, the leader of the
Greek community who later became the president of Cyprus, was also aware that in 1960,
they signed the creation of ‘a state but not a nation’ (Denktaş 1982). The two communities
have experienced intense feelings of ‘motherland neo-nationalism’ towards Greece and
Turkey, respectively (Loizides 2007; Katsourides 2018). However, various factors across time,
space, and social classes have inﬂuenced the level of loyalty – or eventually its absence – of
Cypriots towards their motherlands: labour and class strikes; bicommunal conﬂicts; terror
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campaigns; the Greek military Junta Coup in 1974, which aimed to unify Cyprus with Greece;
the Turkish invasion of 1974, all of which instigated dissatisfaction towards the two motherlands; the democratization processes in Greece and Turkey; the nonviolent protests by
Turkish Cypriots; as well as mobilisations for the reuniﬁcation of the island, speciﬁcally the
2004 Annan plan referendum (Loizides 2007). Studies have generally acknowledged two
opposing poles: ‘motherland neo-nationalism’ and ‘Greek Cypriotism’ (Stavrinides 1999; Loizides 2007), adherence to which is usually considered indicative of a person’s political beliefs
(Papadakis 1998). In truth, the ﬂuctuating situation is more complicated, with various forms
of appropriation and fusion discernible at the level of communities, smaller groups, and individuals (Papadakis 2005; Katsourides 2018).
(2) Succession. Native people and prehistoric cultures are evidence that ‘our people have been
here forever’ and ‘we are the descendants of those people’. This schema was observed in
Croatia and Greece and partially observed in Cyprus and Lithuania. The countries in which
framing schemes 1 and 2 are prevalent recently achieved independence, compared with
those in which these comments are rare. For example, among Spanish comments, there is
no antipathy towards Roman or Muslim expansion or connection between prehistoric cultures
and the origins of the modern country. In contrast, for Croatian participants, the thesis that ‘we
are not Serbs and not Slavs’ is prevalent; based on the argument for prehistoric cultures as evidence that ‘our people have been here forever’, this assertion focuses on medieval artefacts
connected with Croats (inscribed by Croatian dukes and kings from the 9th–11th centuries).
For Greek Cypriot respondents, Hellenism is admired and regarded positively, but the island
is not unanimously considered part of the Hellenic nation. In Lithuania, the succession of intangible traditions is more important than geographical points. One participant from the FG in
Lithuania noted, ‘ … Karmazinai burial mounds [5th–8th centuries AD] are important
because they show our ancestors’ beliefs of the otherworldly. I think that our contemporary
All Soul’s Day [Nov. 1] tradition … [derives] from this … ’.
(3) Language. The contribution of archaeological knowledge to national identity is ﬁltered by the
national language; only artefacts connected with one’s (linguistic) nation carry signiﬁcance.
This schema was observed in Lithuania and Greece and partially in Cyprus. For Lithuania,
language plays a crucial role in deﬁning national identity, as our ancestors spoke the same
language. Discussions on the Lithuanian language also connected with the schema of uniqueness. In discussing objects of archaeological heritage for national identity, an FG participant
noted: ‘ … why do we discuss the physical objects only? It seems to me that [the] Lithuanian
language is also an object for this list … ’. The evidence of the connections between the Lithuanian language and archaeology is based on Indo-European studies (in which Lithuanian is considered similar to Sanskrit) and studies on the linguistic inheritance between ancient Balts and
contemporary Lithuanians. For Greece, all Greek-speaking areas are united by the (ancient and
modern) Greek language, which is the most powerful connection of Hellenism. FG discussants
from Cyprus and Greece agreed that Hellenism is an abstract concept of an enduring civilization communicating in the Greek language (Cypriots, Cretans, Pontic Greeks, Karagounides,
etc.); its outreach and pre-eminence are not limited by national borders, since it conceived universal values and ideas that still inﬂuence humanity. Greek Cypriot discussants commented that
they are connected to other Greek-speaking areas by their common language, although this
attachment, as noted, ﬂuctuates and depends heavily on many factors. Delineating the
central issue of national identity in Croatia – dividing Serbs and Croatians – on these criteria
is challenging. Therefore, to be Croatian is to be part of a historical tradition (e.g. Catholic).
In conversations about language, however, Latin script is not essential to Croatian identity
because there were other scripts, such as Glagolitic. However, the diﬀerences between the
Croatian and Serbian languages are crucial aspects of national identity. After the war in the
1990s, diﬀerences between Croatian and Serbian were highlighted and artiﬁcially enhanced,
and some words became inappropriate to use.

168

R. LAUŽIKAS ET AL.

(4) Christianity. The connection to the Christian Church is an essential component of national identity. This schema was strongly observed only in Croatia but discussed in diﬀerent contexts in
other countries. For Croatia, this link is Catholicism because Orthodoxy is connected with Serbians. There was not unanimity between Cypriot and Greek respondents on whether Orthodoxy is an aspect of Hellenic identity. However, all the participants agreed that a Byzantine
(Orthodox) monument, the cathedral of Saint Sophia (Constantinople/Istanbul), symbolizes
Byzantium, which inherited and preserved Greek civilization throughout the Middle Ages.
For Spain, the Catholic Church’s historical prominence has made that tradition part of its
culture, while Islam and Judaism have been connected with foreign governments.
(5) Western civilization. This schema emphasizes the recognition of the nation-state territory as a
part of Western civilization. The deﬁnition of and relationship to ‘the West’ are complicated concepts, particularly for countries that consider themselves to be somewhat in ‘the East’ or in ‘the
South’. As such, this framing schema was observed in Lithuania, Croatia, Cyprus, and Greece.
Croatia embodies the opposition between Western ‘Croatian’ Catholicism and Eastern
‘Serbian’ Orthodoxy. For Greece, a FG participant mentioned the ‘ … universality and superiority of the Greek spirit and ethos and its humanistic values on which Western civilization was
founded’; they further commented that ‘Hellenes never became part of what we call
Western civilization today … ’. In the case of Cyprus, the sentiments regarding Greek civilization
were similar, although they were more neutrally expressed. In Lithuania, the view of Western
civilization is divided. On the one hand, the Teutonic War is perceived as a war against ‘aggressive Western civilization’. This draws a clear border between Lithuania and Western countries
(and national and European identities). On the other hand, the boundary between the ‘national
space’ and ‘European space’ works as a positive area for the diﬀusion of innovations.
(6) Nature. Archaeology-based evidence of connections with nature (e.g. hunters and gatherers)
contributes to national identity. This schema was observed in Finland and Lithuania. One discussant in the Finnish FG described the connection between nature and Finnish identity: ‘ …
For [a] long [time], some sort of ‘bushiness’ has united the Finns; the forest has provided a
living, safety, [and a] place to hide; it has both divided and united [the Finns]. Maybe the
ﬁnds associated with hunter culture represent the Finnish identity most … ’. Some schemas
or motifs, such as representations of wildlife (bear, deer, elk, and birds), in rock paintings
and stone objects were considered age-old and speciﬁc connections to nature, especially to
forests, which are regarded as characteristic of ‘Finnishness’. The few preserved archaeological
examples of transport or hunting equipment, such as wooden skies, boats, ﬁshnets, and traps,
thus represent a way of life that is still recognizable to many Finns, especially those living in the
countryside. A Lithuanian FG participant highlighted the emotional relationships between
locality, archaeology, and nature: ‘ … my grandfather was from [the] Latava region … I [came
to] understand why this place is so important for my identity later when I heard the local
fables [and] stories about the hillforts (maybe not so reasoned historically, but important for
locals), histories of post-war resistance and tales about the beautiful nature, including the
black storks … ’.
(7) ‘Stranger’ civilizations. The role of ‘stranger’ (inherited from other nations) monuments is connected to archaeological knowledge. The importance of this framing schema was observed in
Cyprus and Greece and partially in Croatia. For Greece and Cyprus, several monuments and
artefacts on Greek soil were described as the remains of other civilizations, such as Frankish
(Crusader), Ottoman, and Roman; these monuments were viewed sympathetically as reminders
of speciﬁc historical periods.
(8) Double identities. These identities are based on the synergy between national and subnational
(regional, local, and indigenous) identities. They were observed in Finland, Cyprus, and Greece
and partially in Lithuania. On the one hand, this schema is connected to the relationship
between contemporary identity and prehistoric and historical indigenous people (the ethnic
dimension). On the other hand, this frame connects contemporary identity with prehistoric
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and historical regions and subregions (the territorial dimension). When FG discussion participants in Cyprus referred to important monuments, they not only cited those in Cyprus but
also referred to monuments in Greece and elsewhere that connect with events and periods
of Greek, rather than Cypriot, history. In Greece, people from Crete feel both Cretan and
Greek; the same applies to Valachians (Vlachoi/Βλάχοι). In all these cases, the respondents
described Hellenism as an umbrella under which all these local and native groups ﬁt. One participant of the Lithuanian FG described his subnational identity: ‘ … for me, as Samogitian, the
Lithuanian identity has a diﬀerent structure … the Apuolė hillfort [8th–13th century AD, in
Samogitia] is important for me, also the kūlgrindos [the medieval hidden underwater stony
road] and also the [Samogitian] mythologies of [the] Šatrija, Tverai, [and] Rambynas sites … ’.
However, another discussant drew a clear line between the Balts and Lithuanians as one
between native people and statehood: ‘ … A. Girininkas [Lithuanian archaeologist] tells us
about the ancestors of [the] Balts, but our discussion is about Lithuanian identity. Lithuanian
identity is connected with [the] later (medieval) period archaeology of [the] Pajauta valley
and Kernavė (UNESCO) site … ’.
In Finland, participants commented that material remains and locations, mainly places of
historical signiﬁcance or archaeological sites, can be signiﬁcant to local or kin identity, family
history, and community spirit, as a point of pride or facet of the landscape. In the Finnish
FG, one participant stated: ‘ … As mentioned previously, archaeological ﬁnds ﬁrst and foremost
construct local identity, maybe because Finland is a vast country, and after the Ice Age, Finland
was mainly settled near the water systems. That’s why there are lots of older ﬁnds … inland.
And the modes of living diﬀered in diﬀerent parts of Finland … ’. The Cypriots self-identiﬁed
as a Hellenic subnational group. Greek discussants mentioned notable archaeological sites as
well as signiﬁcant locations for smaller or local groups (e.g. the Monastery of Panagia
Soumela in Trabzon for Pontic Greeks). The schema was also discussed in Lithuania, Croatia,
and Spain. In Lithuania, one FG participant described the subnational identity as local: ‘ …
the local archaeological ﬁndings, connected with peoples’ family, ancestors [and] homeland
are extremely important for [the] whole national identity … ’. In Croatia, regional identities
are based on the relationship between archaeology and geography. Being part of the
Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires and part of Yugoslavia, Dalmatia, once the centre of
Croatian kings, is still regarded as the ‘heart’ of the Croatian nation. In Spain, this issue can
be controversial and thus was obviated in FG discussions. Regional identity is underlined by
several political discourses that span from heritage to museum displays. As such, the Celtic
background is an identity element of Galician neo-nationalism (cf. Bahrami 2003). Furthermore,
the History Museum of Catalonia (Barcelona) has proposed a display about the region’s origins
that contrast with the rest of Spain; a similar exhibit has been proposed in the Basque country.
(9) National heroes. There is a concentration on archaeology and national identity-connected great
ﬁgures, such as kings. This schema was observed in Croatia, Lithuania, Greece, and Cyprus. For
Croatia, this focus is on King Tomislav, and in Lithuania, the medieval duke Vytautas the Great
and one of the leaders of the twentieth-century resistance, Adolfas Ramanauskas-Vanagas. The
personality of Vytautas is connected to the romanticized 13th–15th-century Lithuanian state in
relation to Lithuanian paganism, the Lithuanian war against the Teutonic Order, the leading of
the Battle of Grunwald, and the narrative of ‘ … Lithuanian national features of combativity and
power … ’. The archaeological knowledge and heritage connected to national heroes include
excavated medieval hillforts, castles, and battleﬁelds. Research on Ramanauskas-Vanagas has
been highlighted by the media in discussions on archaeology and national identity. Archaeologists were credited for the discovery of Ramanauskas-Vanagas’s grave in 2018. In Cyprus and
Greece, Alexander the Great was mentioned by Greek and Cypriot discussants several times as a
symbol of Hellenism’s universality and magnitude. In Spain, this process was undermined by
the dictatorship, and hero consideration is not evident in the contemporary national identity
context.
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(10) Future expectations. This concept focuses on ideas and dreams about the discovery of ‘great
future artefacts’ (signiﬁcant national identity artefacts that will likely be found in the future).
This schema was observed in Croatia and Lithuania. Croatians cited the coronation crown of
the medieval kings of Croatia, and Lithuanians, the medieval Grand Duke Vytautas’s tomb.
According to our theoretical model, these framing schemas comprise the main issues of the scholarly knowledge translation process into national identity language. We found that archaeological
objects and scholarly knowledge are accepted by members of archaeology- and national identityrelated communities through the recognition of uniqueness, succession from the past (especially linguistic), connections to cultural patterns (such as Christianity and Western civilization) or natural features (such as forests), separation from ‘stranger’ civilizations, and the formation of ‘pure’ national or
double levels (native and national or national and subnational) of identity, as well as expectations for
future archaeological ﬁnds. The boundaries of these framing schemas are relative to one another and
non-exclusive. They derive from community knowledge, are recognized by the members of the community, and connect the individual with a personal interpretation of the past in the larger structure
of the community.

Conclusion and discussion
In the case study of FG discussions on archaeology and the nation in six European countries, we ﬁnd
that archaeological knowledge serves the speciﬁc needs of non-professional archaeology-related
communities. In a broader sense, we perceive communication between professional scholars and
members of non-professional communities as part of the ﬁeld of science communication and a framework for avoiding cases of miscommunication and implementing more eﬀective communication.
We deﬁne the transformation of scholarly archaeological knowledge into national identity values
as the translation of knowledge in conjunction with the dominant ideas and discourses in particular
communities. These discourses, which we refer to as framing schemas, play a crucial role in the translation process. They connect personal interpretation with community knowledge. Moreover, they
work as (i) ﬁlters, by enabling or hindering community access to the particular knowledge, and as
(ii) codes, by organizing the ﬁltered knowledge into community-oriented messages. We identiﬁed
ten diﬀerent framing schemas: Uniqueness, Succession, Language, Christianity, Western civilization,
Nature, Stranger civilizations, Double identities, National heroes, and Future expectations. The
diﬀerent framing schemas are interconnected; Western civilization is connected with Stranger civilizations, Double identities, and National heroes. National heroes links with Uniqueness, Succession,
Language, and Future expectations, while Stranger civilizations connect with Christianity, and Christianity, with Nature.
The application of the framing schemas varies in diﬀerent countries. For example, the National
heroes schema was observed in Croatia, Lithuania, Greece, and Cyprus but not in Finland or
Spain; the Nature schema was observed only in Finland and Lithuania. These diﬀerences reﬂect
the diﬀerent historical experiences of people living in diﬀerent countries, based on the diﬀerent political regimes in place during the 20th century. For example, Lithuania, as annexed USSR territory,
Croatia, as part of Yugoslavia, Greece and Spain as right-wing dictatorships in the post-war period
while Finland remained democratic.
Archaeological knowledge acts as a ‘brick of identity’ in constructing a nation as a kind of imagined community. Nevertheless, only a few discussion participants reﬂected it. One discussant in
the Greek group mentioned that the concept of a Hellenic nation is more a construction than a historical reality. The ‘immanence’ of the nation, which remains the same through the centuries, is
prevalent in the data analysed by us. Many discussants recognized the connection between archaeological knowledge and national identity as relatively weak, exercised caution in FG discussions on
controversial topics, and acknowledged that archaeology and history can be or have been manipulated for speciﬁc purposes.
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Social network sites work as mediating spaces. In a broader sense, they enable two ongoing
opposite and related phenomena: ‘new fragmentation’ and ‘global convergence’. During the
process of new fragmentation, social network groups with speciﬁc local identities are created and
strengthened at local and global levels. These groups are integrally interwoven and distinctly separate from other groups. However, on a global scale, fragmented local groups are connected to international networks of similar identities, engendering the convergence of fragmented ideas (such as
the relationships between nationalist political groups from diﬀerent countries in contemporary
Europe).
The identiﬁed framing schemas form an applicable background for future research. They can be
used to identify the relationships between identities and general cultural ideas, such as romanticized
history, panhellenism, multiculturalism, and nationalism, or to classify diﬀerent archaeology-based
national identities. The framing schema-based model enables the determination of similarities in
archaeological knowledge work and national identity construction in diﬀerent countries and the
identiﬁcation of similar pairs, such as Greece-Cyprus, Greece-Croatia, and Finland-Spain. Moreover,
the framing schema-based model enables us to better understand the processes of new fragmentation and global convergence.
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